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ORTHODOXY.

L

IS THERE NOTHING IN GOD TO FEAR?
PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

ENRY IV, in smock and barefoot, stood three
days in the snow before the palace of Pope
Hildebrand at Canossa, imploring pardon in vain, until
his penance had been sufficiently protracted to become
a symbol of the subjection of his nation. Bismarck
said in 1872, “ Germany is not going to Canossa physi-
cally or spiritually.” Nevertheless, Bismarck seems to
have had what even he would call tolerably serious
trouble with the Jesuits of the latest day; and Glad-
stone assures the British Empire that the time has not
yet arrived when free nations can: profitably forget the
schemes of the power behind the Papacy. That power
will not disappear when the present Pope dies. You
say that the form which carries the scythe and the
hour-glass will pass through the Vatican soon, and
change much on the Tiber. But the power behind the
Pope made the present Pope, and it will make the new
one. Pius IX. began as a reformer. He was taken in
hand by a power greater than his own, and he ceased
to advocate reforms in the Romish Church. Jesuit
Ultramontanism has spoken through him ever since
the first quarter of his possession of the papal chair.
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As the power behind the power of the Papacy will
not change, perhaps it is worth while for us to ask
what that power thinks concerning its prospects in the
United States. It would be entirely in order for me
to read a passage out of the famous syllabus of Pius IX.,
to show that he wishes to do in the New World what
he endeavours to do in the Old. But we have more
definite information as to the American plans of the
Pope. I hold in my hand an interesting volume just
issued from the press, and written by a distinguished
lawyer who is now a member of the cabinet at Wash-
ington,—R. W. Thompson,—on “ The Papacy and the
Civil Power.” In it (p.119) is quoted a highly signifi-
cant document, which ought to be better known;
namely, a letter written by Pius IX. to Maximilian,
when it seemed probable, in 1864, that this prince
would become emperor of Mexico. What did the Pope
say to him ?

“Your Majesty is well aware that in order effectually
to repair the evils occasioned by the revolution, and to
bring back as soon as possible happy days for the
Church, the Catholic religion must, above all things,
continue to be the glory and the mainstay of the
Mexican nation, to the exclusion of every other dis-
senting worship ; that the bishops must be perfectly
free in the exercise of their pastoral ministry ; that the
religious orders should be re-established or re-organized,
con%ormably with the instructions and the powers
which we have given; that the patrimony of the
Church, and the rights which attach to it, may be
maintained and protected ; that no person may obtain
the faculty of teaching and publishing false and sub-
versive tenets; that instruction, whether publicorprivate,
should be directed and watched over by the ecclesias-
tical aquthority ; and that, in short, the chains may be
broken which, up to the present time, have held down
the Church in a state of dependence, and subject to the
arbitrary rule of the civil government” (Appleton’s
Annual Cyclopedia, 1865, p. 749).
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Two things concerning the conflict of papal ideas with
American institutions are very clear: first, that we
cannot resist the introduction here of the thin edge of
the wedge which has troubled other peoples; secondly,
that in some way we must resist the introduction of
the thick end of the wedge. You say that I am about
to be narrow; and that I am to launch myself upon a
theme so vexed and blazing that it cannot be touched
here and now without rashness. What I assert is,
that somewhere between the thin and the thick end of
the Romish wedge, public opinion in America will by
and by call « Hold !"—I do not know where, but
somewhere.

What is the thin end of the wedge? Yonder in
Charlestown there is a prison, in which the majority
of the convicts are Romish. All who are there are
wards of the State. They are not under the care of
any denomination. Massachusetts is the preacher to
those convicts. Massachusetts directs their moral
culture. Massachusetts is not denominational. It has
been the opinion of Massachusetts that she had the
right to manage the instruction of those convicts
according to her own ideas. Massachusetts was so
narrow, so benighted, so sectarian, as to suppose that
she possessed the right to appoint a chaplain over
there, and to instruct him to teach nothing denomi-
national, but to put the Bible into the hands of the
convicts; to organize a Sunday religious school, not
sectarian at all, but in the hands of all denominations;
to hold devotional meetings, and thus train these con-
victs into preparation for a life of freedom, treating
them in all ways as a wise parent would treat an erring
child. Massachusetts thought she had a right to do
that; and that is what she did.

Within the last ten months there has arisen in that
institution, under the shadow of Bunker Hill, & con-
flict between Catholic canon law and Massachusetts
State law. It has been asserted there, in the name
of Romanism, that Romish convicts must not attend
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the Sabbath schools managed by the State chaplain;
must not, under pain of excommunication, go to the
devotional meetings authorized by Massachusetts; and
strenuous objection has been made to the circulation
of Protestant Bibles among the convicts. I am now
reciting facts from the very significant, incisive, manly
report (Massachusetts Pub. Doc., No. 13, October, 1876)
of the able and eloquent chaplain, Mr. Speare, who, I
hope, will soon have a hearing before a committee at
the State House and before Massachusetts. The thin
edge of the wedge is being driven with a muffled
hammer. What are you to do about this? Berlin
has determined, but has Boston decided how she will
treat Ultramontanism ?

My impression is, that Massachusetts law ought to
be made in Massachusetts, and not on the Tiber. If I
had a drop of sectarian blood in my veins, I should
wish to open the dull flesh, and let out the muddy
compound. I want peace with all members of society;
but I want first purity. It cannot be,it never will be,
that the American people will submit to have canon
law enforced over American law.

In Salem yonder, a learned ecclesiastic came into
the school board not long ago, and brought with him
& number of volumes to show what the canon law is
about instruction such as can be permitted to Romish
children. The other gentlemen on that board listened
to him for a while, and finally said, “ My dear sir, we
do not care what the canon law is. We know it is
against our proceedings. You are aside from the point
in showing us that the ecclesiastical provisions of the
Romish Church will not permit the sending of your
children to schools in which the Bible is read.” Influ-
ences public and private, of such a kind, were brought
into action in Salem, that the effect, and probably the
intended effect, was that when the Bible was read the
next time in one of the most prominent of the schools
in question, all the Romish children put on their hats,
and began to shuffle their feet, and make other signs
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of irreverence. Those scholars remained members of
that school about fifteen minutes. The significant
thing, bowever, was, that after being drawn into eccle-
siastical Romish schools for a fortnight or a month, the
children were found to be making very unsatisfactory
progress; and the parents came to the school board in
many cases, and said, “Take our children back: they
will behave themselves now. If they do not, treat
them as you treat other children. We desire to have
this matter settled by fair vote, after full discussion.
Until it is so settled, we hope you will manage on the
American plan. We know that objections are made in
ecclesiastical quarters. But your schools are better
than ours, and our children must have the best schools.”
And then in a whisper they added, “ We do not care as
much for canon law as for American law.”

Now, I am not here to cast the slightest odium upon
that body of citizens which is in many respects worthy
of the fame of Edmund Burke, and Wellington, and
O’Connel}, and Charlotte Bronté, and John C. Calhoun,
and of the best part of Horace Greeley. I do not think
that the more intelligent members of the great proces-
sions, which on St. Patrick’s Day passed through the
streets of our chief cities, are inclined to put canon law
above American law. I believe I am uttering the
secret sentiments of many such men in this Common-
wealth, when I say that they want the laws of Massa-
chusetts made on the Merrimack and the Connecticut,
and not on the Tiber. I have their support, I doubt
not, when I say America must resist the thick end,
that is the Maximilian end, of the papal wedge. She
cannot resist the thin end. Everything here must go
by count of heads and clack of tongues. I am glad
this should be so, if only the heads are heavy with the
results of fair discussion, and the tongues wise. There
must be not a little discussion of this topic before our
legislators will understand that there are quite as many
Presbyterian sittings in the United States as Romish.
You have two million Romish sittings in the United
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States. You have also two million Presbyterian, three
million Baptist, and six million Methodist sittings;
and my little denomination, the Congregational, has a
million and a half. There are votes for America as
well as for Rome; and, therefore, let politicians who
are afraid remember that somewhere, between the thin
end and the thick end of the wedge, it will be policy
to pause.

THE LECTURE.

God punishes sin no longer than it endures. Many
of the evils of disloyalty to the nature of things may
continue even after the soul becomes loyal, as many of
the evils of secession persist even after a State has re-
turned to allegiance. But, so far as is possible, the
forces which were punitive to the disloyal common-
wealth become healing to the loyal; and those that
are healing to the loyal become punitive to the dis-
loyal. A Personal will has proclaimed an unbending
enactment, which we call the law of causation; and
out of that free, holy law, arise all the blessings and
all the pains of the universe. Sin’s punishment is sin’s
effect. It is far more wise, therefore, to ask how long
sin may endure, than to enquire how long its punish-
ment may last. Of the two methods, the Scientific
and the Biblical, by which an answer to this majestic
question may be sought, I am here shut up to neither
the one nor the other ; but I prefer always to put the
Scientific method in the foreground. Let me say once
for all that I do so, not because I undervalue the
Biblical, but because in our time the wants of many
minds are best met by combining Scientific and Bibli-
cal evidence, and by making now the Scientific the
edge, and the Biblical the weight of the weapon be-
hind the edge, and now the Biblical the edge, and the
Scientific the weight of the weapon.

According to my view of the Unity of the Divine
nature, God is one, as we meet Him in the Old Testa-
ment and the Oldest; in the New and the Newest.
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There are four Testaments: an Oldest and an Old, a
~New and a Newest. The Oldest Testament is the
Nature of Things. The Newest is Christ’'s Continued
Life in the Present Influences of the Holy Spirit. The
Oldest and Newest are unwritten; the Old and New
are written. But the voices of the four are one.
Singularly enough, too, the scenery of the four Testa-
ments is one and the same Holy Land; and he who
does not feel at home in them all may well suspect the
thoroughness of his knowledge of either. Carlyle calls
Luther what the future will call Carlyle: “ Great, not
as a hewn obelisk, but as an Alpine mountain; un-
subduable granite, piercing far and wide into the
heavens ; yet in the clefts of it, fountains, green beau-
tiful valleys with flowers.” This is a good map of the
human conscience as we know it scientifically. This,
too, fairly understood, is a good map of the Old Testa-
ment, and of the New, and of the Newest. If the Old
Testament Scripture is at once severe and tender ; if|
in all its gnarled, unsubduable heights, there burst out
springs of crystalline water; if, in the inaccessible
ruggedness of its peaks, we find green places, soft with
celestial visitation of showers and of dew ; if there is in
the written Word a combination of the Alpine and of
the Paradisiacal, unfathomable justice matched by un-
fathomable tenderness; so in the Newest Testament
and in the Oldest—that is to say, in History and in
the Nature of Things—we find vn the deepest clefts,
the springs that do most to quench our thirst! 1,
therefore, shall dare to ask you to hang over the great
chasm in the nature of things, because at the bottom
of these spring up the waters which are the healing of
the nations.

Agassiz, wishing to study the glittering interior of
an Alpine chasm, allowed himself on one occasion to
be lowered into a crevice in a glacier, and remained for
some hours at mid-day at a point hundreds of feet
below the surface of the ice. After gratifying his
enthusiastic curiosity, he gave the signal to be drawn
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up. I heard him tell this himself; and he said, “ In
our haste we had forgotten the weight of the rope.
We had calculated the weight of my person, of the
basket in which I rode, and of the tackling that was
around the basket; but we had forgotten the weight
of the rope that sank with me into the chasm. The
three men at the summit were not strong enough to
draw me back. I had to remain there until one of the
party went five miles—two and a half out and two
and a half back—to the nearest tree to get wood
enough to make a lever, and draw me up.” When
habit lowers a man into the jaws of the nature of
things, it is common, but it is not scientific, to forget
the weight of the rope! That weight is a fact in the
universe, and the importance of not forgetting it is
one of the most haughty and unanswerable teachings
of science.

Character does not tend to final permanence! You
have a large task on your hands, gentlemen, if you
are to prove that. You have all the great literatures
of the globe against you, to commence with. All the
deep proverbs of all nations, and kindreds, and tribes,
and tongues, are against you. All the established
truths relating to habit are against you. All the in-
stincts in man which forbode terrible things when we
let ourselves sink far down in the practice of sin are
against you. All subtlest sorcery, by which we forget
the weight of the rope, is against you. The Oldest
Scripture and the Old, the Newest and the New, are
against you. The law of judicial blindness, the world
will understand by and by as well as Shakspeare
understood it. In that day your proposition that
character does not tend to a final permanence will
find no scientific believers. The results of evil choice
in character are effects, but they become causes; and
8o every act in itself is an eternal mother more surely
than it is an eternal daughter. The weight of the
rope! It is as unscientific to forget that in religious
science, as it was for Agassiz to forget it among the
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glaciers of the Alps—and not a little more dan-
gerous !

You wish me to look fairly at all the facts of the
case. That, and only that, is what I am endeavouring
to do. The question is, whether, while I am doing
this, or while I am true to the unscientific method, 1
can agree with Theodore Parker in these propositions :

1. “There is nothing in God to fear.” (PARKER,
Sermons on Theism, p. 210.) Really this language is
here.

2. “If God does not care as much for Iscariot as
for Christ, as much desiring and insuring the ultimate
triumph of the one as the other, then He is not the
Infinite Father, whose ways are equal to all His chil-
dren; but partial, unjust, cruel, wicked, and oppres-
sive” (p. 299).

3. “ Every fall is a fall upward” (p. 408).

Turn over to the last and most emphatic passage in
this best book Parker ever wrote, except always his
attacks on slavery, and we find this as the concluding
sentence :—

4. “Suppose I am the blackest of sinners; that as
Cain, I slew my brother; as Iscariot, I betrayed him
(and such a brother!); or, as a New-England kid-
napper, I sold him to be a slave: and, blackened with
such a sin, I come to die. Still I am a child of God,—
of the infinite God. He foresaw the consequences of
my faculties, of the freedom He gave me, of the cir-
cumstances which girt me round: and do you think
He knows not how to bring me back ? that He has
not other circumstances in store to waken other facul-
ties, and lead me home, compensating my variable
hate with His own constant love!

“ ¢« Come, then, expressive silence, muse His praise.
(P. 417.)

Gentlemen, Theodore Parker’s practice throttled
kidnappers. Theodore Parker’s theory nursed kid-
nappers.
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1. The theory that a man may die a kidnapper or
murderer of the blackest criminality, and yet be sure
to come out right in the end, and that God as much
desires and insures the ultimate triumph of Iscariot
as of Christ, does not work well in this world.

You say that one fact does not mean much; and I
am not asking anybody to put the emphasis on it
which it seems to me to deserve : but I have four tests
of truth,—Intuition, Instinct, Experiment in the large
range, and Syllogism. Now, to test Parker’s explicit
teaching, that a man may die a kidnapper, or a Cain,
or an Iscariot, and ‘yet be sure of coming out safe in
the end, take the test of plain common sense, and sup-
pose society saturated with that belief for thousands
of years. Ask how it operates in this life, in long and
wide and multiplex trial, to make that the ruling
opinion behind law and literature, politics and com-
merce, peace and war. Does not every man know that
the theory that “ it is never too late to mend ” relaxes
the moral fibres, loosens the strenuous curb which
mere prudence puts ugon greed and fraud, and, even
with the most thoughtful and conscientious, inevitably
diminishes the imperativeness of the reasons in favour
of good morals? Theodore Parker’s preciously loved
Iscariot theory hampers—to be perfectly frank, I must
say I think it hamstrings—society ! If a theory does
not work well, I hold that it is scientifically proved to
be out of harmony with the nature of things. Any
proposition, which, in a long course of absorption into
tho veins of the world, produces pimples and dizziness
and ugly ulcers, is not good food. It is not made for
us. The theory that a man may die a Cain, an Is-
cariot, or a kidnapper, and yet come out right, is one
which I never will take the responsibility of proclaim-
ing, for I know it will do harm; and because I know
it will not work well, I for one am convinced that it is
out of accord with the nature of things, and so is wholly
unscientific.

2. A style of teaching that does not work well in this
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world i8 adequately discredited as a guide to practical
truth as to the mext world.

Law is a unit throughout the universe; and there-
fore a vivid sight of an arc of experience in the seen
and temporal exposes by more than a glimpse the
course of the whole circle in the unseen and eternal.
Even in this life we are not outside of the range of
the irreversibly just and the irreversibly tender laws
of the nature of things; and therefore, when age
after age puts its seal of condemnation on any propo-
sition because it does not work well in this world,
I have the right,in the name of the unity and uni-
versality of law, and of the principles that truth
works well, and that what works well is truth, to
brand that proposition as unscientific, and as there-
fore not to be trusted in its relations to the next
world.

3. From our present point of view, look fairly and
with your own eyes at the central objection to the
theory that there may be punishment in the uni-
verse forever.

Do you admit that the past is irreversible? I
hope you do; certainly I do. Very well: if the
past is irreversible, there are some six thousand years
at least during which not a few men have done what
conscience proclaims ought not to have been done.
(Gentlemen, that record is to last, is it not? «Oh,
no! Oh,no! It would be against the deepest of the
liberal instincts to suppose that any thing that can
cause regret and pain will be in existence when the
great plan of the universe has been fully executed.”
What! a record having in it all the Neros and Cali-
gulas, all the perjuries and leprosies and butcheries
of all time, and existing there as a thing that ought
not to have been,—a record irreversible and inerasa-
ble,—and yet this give no regret to consciences look-
ing back upon it, even if they are purified ones?
Gentlemen, there will be forever in the universe a
record of every sin that has been committed in it.

B
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There will be forever in the universe regret on the
part of all conmscicnces in the universe that that
sin was committed. If regret is pain, there will be
pain in the universe forever! What are we to do
with these provincial, unscientific, lawless whippers
of syllabub in thought who will not look north, south,
east, and west, and who proclaim constantly that there
is nothing in God to fear? There is much in the
mature of things to fear! “In the last analysis, there
will be a painless universe! It cannot but be, that all
things will come out as they ought to come out!”
Indeed, I think they will: and that is why, for one, I
stand in fear before the nature of things. I am not
quite a full-grown man ; but I am afraid of the power
of sin to benumb the moral sense, and of the tendency
of human nature to sin repeatedly when the moral sense
is once benumbed.

I am afraid of the weight of the rope, when I
lower myself into the jaws of Gehenna; and I be-
lieve solemnly that I shall never cease to regret any
sin which I outgrow. Italways will be to me a thing
that ought not to have been; and my future will
have rays of bliss taken off it by every sin I have
committed ; and that will be true, no matter what
God does for me. He is not likely to change to-mor-
row, or the day after, the natural laws according to
which I and all consciences in the universe must for-
ever and forever condemn whatever ought mnot to
have been.

Look at the fact, the mathematical eertainty, that
if you deduct from the experience of a man’s holi-
ness for a while, you have deducted something of
absolutely measureless value. You have poisoned
him for once. Now, this positive evil of diminishing
the possible bliss of that man is to last some time!
It will never stop its course, will it? “There will
be no final pain or permanent loss in the universe ?
Oh, no!” - I affirm that you cannot take out of
human history six thousand years, and give them over
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to your blackest sins, or to your least black, without
subtracting from the bliss of the universe; and that.
this gap is a part of the record of the past; and that
you never can fill it up. That gap will exist

“ Till the sun is old,
And the stars are cold,
And the leaves of the judgment-book unfold.”
(Bayarp Tayror's Translation of o Persian Aymn.)

If you please, my friends, this universe is more
serious than poet has ever dreamed, or prophet pro-
claimed. Any love of ours for what the nature of
things condemns is dissonance with Almighty God.
If we are not glad to have the nature of things take
its course, we are not glad to have God do His will
Whoever reveres the scientific method will never for
an instant forget the stern facts, that all the past is
irreversible ; that a record of sin, once written, will
endure forever; and that a deduction from the bliss
of the universe, if made at all, is of necessity made
for eternity. So has God arranged all things, that
no tears, no infinities of the Divine tenderness, will
ever cause that which once has been, but which ought
not to have been, to cease to be a part of the record
of the past on which you and I and He must gaze -
forever and forever!

. Carlyle is as free from partisanship as the North
wind is from a yoke, and Boston ought to hear him
when he speaks of Cromwell’s inner sky. Hampden
and Cromwell, Macaulay says, were once on ship-
board in England, with the intention of coming to
America for life. Milton, Cromwell, and Hampden
were the first Americans. “It is very interesting,
very natural, this conversion, as they well name it,”
says Carlyle of Cromwell; “this awakening of a
great, true soul from the worldly slough to see into
the awful truth of things; to see that Time and its
shows all rested on Eternity, and this poor earth of
ours was the threshold either of Heaven, or Hell”
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(On Heroes, Lect. VI). “The world is alive, in-
stinct with Godhead, beautiful and awful, even as in
the beginning of days. One Life; a little gleam of
time between two Eternities; no second chance to us
forevermore ” (Lect. V.).

The force that moves men to deny that character
tends to a final permanence, bad as well as good, is
sentiment, and not science. It is a form of senti-
ment peculiar to luxurious ages, and not to the great
and strenuous ones. Let the tone of an age change,
and this sentiment changes. It is what the Germans
call a Zeit-geist, and by no means an Fwigkeit-geist,—
a spirit of the day, and not a spirit of Eternity.
Even self-evident truth has sometimes very little
power to exorcise what reasoning did not inculcate.
But it is the business of Science to make all ages
great and strenuous. When Science has done her
perfect work in’the world, the lawless liberalism,
characteristic of luxurious and relaxed ages, will have
no authority.

It is scientifically incontrovertible, that the past
cannot be changed; and therefore it is sure that, if
regret for what ought not to have been is pain, there
will be pain in the universe forever.

This planet moves through space enswathed with
light. The radiance of the sun billows away to all
quarters of infinity. Behind the globe a shadow is
projecting; diminishing, indeed, lost at last in
the immeasurable vast of the illuminations of the
scene. The stars sing there; the suns are all glad.
No doubt, if Richter was right in saying that the
interstellar spaces are the homes of souls, there is un-
fathomable bliss in all these pulsating, unfathomable
spaces, so far as they are regions of loyalty to God.
There can be no blessedness without holiness, and so
there cannot be bliss where loyalty does not exist.
Behind every planet there will be that shadow; and
as surely as there cannot be illumination on one side
without shadow on the other, so surely a record of
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sin will cast a shadow forever, and some part of that
shadow will sweep over the sea of glass, and not be
invisible from the Great White Throne.

You would be true to self-evident propositions. Be
true to the certainty that the past is irreversible, and
you will break the spell of the unscientific sentiment
that there cannot be pain or loss in the universe for
ever. So many worlds are around us, so many better
ages are ahead of us, that there will be, for aught I
know, as much more light than shadow in the moral as
there is in the physical universe. Let no man proclaim
that the human race thus far has been a failure. Let
no man exhibit as Christianity the pandemonium cari-
cature which regards the white lives that come into the
world, and go out of it before they are stained with
responsible evil, as lost ones! A majority of the
human beings who have appeared in the world have
gone hence before they were responsible for their
actions. I believe the majority of all who have been ,
born into the world thus far are in heaven. But you
and I are forced by the precision of the scientific
method to admit that the majority of those who live
now have not learned similarity of feeling with God ;
and you and I know incontrovertibly that without ,
similarity of feeling with God, salvation is a natural
impossibility.

Erratic opinion itself teaches glad allegiance to God
as the natural and inexorable condition of the peace of
the soul. Go to your Ryder at Chicago, or your Chapin
at New York, and these serious teachers will tell you
that they everywhere proclaim the necessity of the new
birth. Where is there among the more sober, that is
the later, Universalists, a man who really possesses
scholarship, who does not teach the necessity of simi-
larity of feeling with God ? Dr. Ryder, however, at a
late national convention here at Lynn, said that the
Universalist churches have not, on the whole, a good
name for spiritual efficiency, and that the Universalist
ministry does not seem to feel itself charged with the



29 ORTHODOXY.

duty of bringing society into the mood which science
pronounces to be a necessity to the welfare of the soul.
(See “The Universalist” of date of the convention,
1875.) He criticised this ministry for lack of earnest-
ness in the work of leading men into similarity of feel-
ing with God. That convention, although it came
near censuring this formidable frankness by a formal
vote, did not cut its own throat by doing so. Even
Universalism, if scholarly at all, will admit that with-
out similarity of feeling with God, salvation is a natural
impossibility. It kpows that it cannot deny that the
majority of those now in the world are not living in
the love of what God loves, and the hate of what God
hates.

‘We are agreed, therefore, up to this point; and the
question is whether, as Parker affirms, a man who
passes out of life as incorrigibly bad as the blackest
erimes can make him, can be assured, in the name of
natural law, that he will attain bliss at last, and that
character dees not tend to a final permanence !

Your chief objection to the idea that evil may last
for ever is drawn, not from Science, nor from Scripture,
but from the characteristic of luxurious ages, an un-
scientific laxness of sentiment. You affirm that there
eannot be pain in a perfeet universe; that is, in a moral
system where all are free, and where what ought to be
done is done by the Ruler. I wish to fracture this
boulder, which lies upon the necks of many. This
vague, easy sentiment has behind it nothing strenuous

~ or clear in thought. ¥ have donme enough to throw

logical discredit upon that sentiment by simply point-
ing to the irreversibleness of the past, and the certaint
that conscience, as transfigured by the salvation whicK
you say all men will attain, must regret forever and
forever a record of sin. I have shown that there will
be loss forever and forever on aceount of all the sin
that has occurred, or that is yet to oecur.

Having thus,’in the name of the scientific method,
thrown across this misty chasm of sentimentality a



= o

IS THERE NOTHING IN GOD TO FEAR? 23

single thread, will you allow me to carry over on that
one strand a cable? When the bridge at Niagara was
built, a single wire was carried over by a kite, and om
that wire was taken over a cable, and finally a bridge.
I wish to span this chasm, and beyond all controversy
we see that a single wire is carried across it. Sim
having once entered the world, there is a form of loss
or evil, and there is one form of pain which we
assuredly know will exist for ever. If, then, some pain
and some evil may exist forever, and God yet be good, -
do you know emough to say how much ewil may exist
Jorever, and God yet be good ?

Who is there here who dares to say that he is wise:
enough to authorize Theodore Parker to hiss at the
Scripture on this theme ?

When you know scientifically that one thread is
carried over, how do you know but that the cable
which the Scriptures earry across may be absolutely
the scientific bridge ?

We are all agreed that some evil may last forever;
we are all agreed that God is good: and now, in the
name of the fact that God is good, you desire me to say
with Theodore Parker, that a man may die a kid-
napper, and yet be saved. You have no reason at the
bottom of your demand on that point, except this
sentiment, or the feeling of the luxurious hours, and
not of the most illumined days of the world, that it
cannot be that any pain can last forever. I say some.
pain will, and you know it will; some loss or evil will, *
and you know it will. Is it not high time, therefore,
for us to consult some other authority than that of
this scientifically discredited sentiment? The ques-
tion is, whether you are wise enough to estimate:
the amount of pain, or loss, or evil, which may last
forever ¢

Apply to this misleading sentiment another and yet
sterner test. Suppose that the world were not yet
created, and that you were asked, “ What will there be
in this mortal system which God is about to call into
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existence ?  Will there be evil in it?”—*“I do not
think there will be, because God is good.”—* Will there
be any one in it allowed to lose peace of soul, by fallin
into love of what God hates, and the hate of what Gog
loves 2”—“ My sentiments assure me that there will
not be: God is good and perfect; there will be no
imperfection in His work.”—“ Will there be in this
universe, which is about to come into existence, an
free and responsible agent weighted from birth to dea.tﬂ
with inherited bad tendencies, which, although not sin,
are the copious fountain of evil choices? Will there
be a law of hereditary descent by which beings inno-
cent, so far as their own acts are concerned, will be
brought into the world to suffer to the third or fourth
generation, as a consequence of the evil choices of their
ancestors ? "—*“No, that cannot be: a perfect being,
with a perfect motive, creating with a perfect purpose,
never will call such a law into existence.”—*“ How do
you know He will not ?”—“My cultured sentiment is all
against it. I was born in the city of Boston. It is
almost a violation of taste to suppose that God will do
anything of that sort. It is too late to teach in the
nineteenth century, that Infinite Wisdom and Power,
bringing into existence a moral system, will allow to
exist in it anything which the spirit of our time would
not anticipate! Advanced thought cannot admit that
any such 1mperfection will exist in a universe created
by a perfect being. God is good. Evil will not be
aﬁowed to begin. I am sure nothing of the kind will
be found in the world. It is not to be supposed for a
moment, that an Infinite Being will permit sin to exist
in a moral system. I am willing to stake my eternity
on the veracity of this sentiment.”

Turn now to the actual facts of life, and what is
here ? What Infinite Wisdom and Power and Good-
ness have permitted, and nothing else. 'What God does
not do cannot be done wisely. He has not prevented
sin; He has given to evil as well as to good a power of
self-propagation ; He has made it a rule that children
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shall suffer as well as be blessed for the deeds of their
ancestors, and this to the third and fourth generation.
It is a fact beyond all comment amazing, that sin has
such self-propagating power as to spread itself from
birth beyond what we should say is the range of re-
sponsibility for it, and that men should come burdened
into the world with the offences of those who went
before them. But virtue has equally great and even
greater power of self-diffusion. Why could not there
have been an upper without an actual under in this
free world ¢ Perfectly innocent is many a maniac;
perfectly innocent is many a cripple. But not innocent
some ancestor whose mischiefs spread by hereditary
descent. God allows such things to be, and yet we
believe God is perfect.

Archbishop Whately has shown elaborately that all
the reasoning which proclaims that sin cannot endure
forever proceeds on principles which prove that sin
would never be allowed to begin.

Will your unreasoning sentiment stand in this light
of science ? or is the universe perhaps more complex
and serious than you dreamed ? I affirm, gentlemen,
that all this unscientific sentimentality is best tested
by taking it over to a point previous to the commence-
ment of our present moral system, and applying the
reasoning there, fully and fairly. If a sentiment indi-
cates the truth, it will work well there. When I go
enswathed in this sentiment into the councils which
preceded the formation of this world, I really find
myself in a minority there. Incontrovertibly theve is
in the universe a different plan than I should think
there would be, if I were to follow the lead of this sem-
timent, which 18 the secret source of the denial that all
character tends to a final permanence.

Therefore, my friends, as this sentiment fails us when
we apply to it a course of facts which we can test, I
affirm that it is not safe to take it and apply it to a
course of facts which lie beyond the touch of the
human spiritual finger-tips. We can reduce this sen-
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timent to absurdity, by applying it to the time before
the world was; and therefore I fear that it will turn
out an absurdity, if we apply it to the time after the
world shall cease to exist.

Yes; but ultimately more good will come if evil is
permitted. What! 1 thought you did not believe
that evil is a necessary means of the greatest good !
I assumed that you adhered to Theodore Parker’s
position, that conscience pronounces that evil ought not
to be. If evil is the necessary means of the greatest
good, then it ought to be.

In any case you will obtain only a painless universe:
8o we come back precisely to the point where we stood
at first, or to the certainty that your marble staircase
takes men up no higher than your red-hot iron, and
your red-hot iron no higher than they can ascend on
your marble ; and so, if the only object of evil in the
universe is to take men up, God is not benevolent, for
He could take men up painlessly to the same height,
and He does not do so. This is the position you must
reach at last. It is the stern scientific truth on this
theme, that you have no ground in this sentiment for
denying that character tends to a final permanence.

Fill the ages with the certainty that all character
tends to a free final permanence, which can come but
once, and you encourage all virtue, and repress all
vice—as the nature of things does. That belief works
well, and so deserves coronation. It puts beneath
every man who is loyal to duty, the everlasting arms.
It makes him glad with the unbounded confidence
that all things work together for good to those wha
love God ; and serious in an equally measureless con-
fidence that all things do not work together for good
to those who are not.

Theodore Parker once proclaimed in & stray passage,
that violation of a moral law may be so bold and per-
sistent as to bring with it penalties that have no
remedy. He wrote explicitly: “From my own ex-
perience, I know the remorse which comes from eon-
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scious violation of my own integrity ; from treason to
myself and my God. It transcends all bodily pain, all
grief at disappointed schemes, all anguish which comes
rom sickness, ay, from the death of dear ones prema-
turely taken away. To these afflictions I ean bow
with a ‘Thy will, not mine, be done.’ But remorse,
the pain of sin, that is my work. This comes, ob-
viously, to warn us of the ruin which lies before us;
for, as the violation of the natural material conditions
of bodily life leads to dissolution of the body, so the
wilful, constant violation of the matural conditions of
spiritual well-being leads to the destruction thereof ”
(Sermons on Theism, p. 404).

This is clear and straightforward; but it is imme-
diately explained away and repudiated by its own
author.

If lost souls repent, they in that act cease to be lost.
Will Tago repent ? Will Mephistopheles repent ¢ Will
Milton’s Satan repent ? at is the defimation of per-
dition ? Permanent dissimilarity of feeling with God.
That definition does not imply that a man has lost all
tendency to respect what is reasonable, but that he
never attains predominant love of what God loves.
The failure to attain predominant love of what God*
loves and hate of what God hates is perdition. In the
name of the law by which all character tends to final
ﬂerma.nence, all science proclaims that Iago and

ephistopheles may fall into permanence of dissimi-
larity of feeling with God. Salvation in that condition
is a natural impossibility, for salvation includes simi-
larity of feeling with God.

Gentlemen, we want truth winnowed by being held
up in the breezes that blow out of all quarters of the
sky. I take this proposition that it is safe to die as
an Iscariot, and I held it up in the winds that blow
out of the centuries of Roman degradation. It suffers
a winnowing even then, for the winds whisper to me,
“This teaching would not have cleansed Rome.” I
hold up the proposition in the winds that blow out of
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American greed and fraud. The answer is yet more
decisive. g;.fe to die an Iscariot ? Safe to die a kid-
napper? Safe to die a Cain, with the blood of your
brother on your forehead? The scheme does not work
well, and it is to be known scientifically and finally by
its inevitable fruits.

Thread and cable across the chasm, what is the
bridge ; and this in oneword ? It is written in Serip-
ture that there will come a time when in the name of
the nature of things it will be proclaimed, “ He that is
unjust, let him be unjust still; and he that is holy, let

+ him be holy still.” There is to be a day, of which no
man or angel knoweth the time, after which the un-
holy will continue to be unholy, and the holy will
continue to be holy. On the last page of the New, as
in many another page of the New and Old, and of the
Newest and Oldest Testament, the law is proclaimed
that all character tends to a final permanence, good as
well as bad, and bad as well as good. The written
Scriptures end with this explicit declaration, and in it
reach their most awful and their most alluring height.

In the great words, “Let him that is unjust be un-
Just still,” the Greek verb implies that the agent in
‘this eternal sin is wholly free, and can blame only
himself (ALFORD, Rev. xxii. 11).

The last verity proclaimed in Secripture is thus the
natural permanence of moral character, and the cer-
tainty that all crystallization of the soul into final
permanence will bring with it its natural wages. The
truth that I am afraid of is what all science, what all
Scripture, what all human experience affirm, that he
who is unholy long enough will be unholy longer; he
who is filthy long enough will be filthy longer; and
that inveteracy will lead to permanence of voluntary
moral remoteness from God ; and that this will be its
own punishment in the nature of things.

You are at war with the nature of things. Which
shall change ; you or it ? God cannot be an enswath-
ing kiss, without being also a consuming fire.
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II.
THE TRINITY A PRACTICAL TRUTH.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

ONE day Prince Bismarck, rolling in triumph

toward Paris, had leisure to visit a country school-
house ; and it was there that he found what he called
the saddest sight he saw in France. What was that
sight ? Some widow with a starving family ? Some
maimed soldier, the only support of a distant home,
about to be left in destitution? Some human form
riddled with bullets? None of these, but a set of
school-books filled with lies! “I took up the vol-
umes,” says this statesman, “and found that the
tritest facts as to the religious history of Europe were
falsified by Romish editors. Scholarship would stand
aghast on every third or fourth page, at the mon-
strosity of the misrepresentations of acknowledged
historical truth.” To feed the rising generation with
falsehood, Bismarck thought a sadder thing than
battle-fields. My friends, I hold in my hands a book,
copies of which were lately distributed in quantities
at Deer Island, in Massachusetts Bay yonder, by
Romish priests. It is important for me, as an out-
look committee, to observe what passes underneath
the surface of society; and I know what a formidable
frankness I am exercising now. But it is not a bit-
ter frankness: it is in the interest of straightforward
discussion, and even of peace ; for certainly it is in the
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interest of peace to let it be known that there are some
things which cannot be done in America, and which
therefore had better not be attempted! Opening this
volume I find not only the boldest violations of histori-
cal veracity, but passages plainly intended to inflame
uneducated readers:—

““In 1619 a small pool in Cambridge became as red as blood :
the water being taken up into basins still kept the same colour ;
and many signs were seen in the air, such as armies fighting
one against another. In 1666 many Protestants prophesied the
downfall of the Pope on the 2d of September ; and, on that very
day, a dreadful fire broke out in London, and continued burning
three days and three nights” (p. 73).

“It was not unusual to tear the nails from the fingers of the
Catholic prisoners, or to batter the heads of the clergy with
sticks and stones till their brains were open to view” (p. 38).

“ Have not the Protestants holiness of doctrine? By no
means ; for it is well known that their first preachers taught
these wicked and abominable doctrines: ¢That God is the
author of sin ;’ * That man has no free will to enable him to avoid
sin ;’ ‘That it is impossible to observe the commandments ;’
- ¢That the most enormous crimes do not injure a person in the
sight of God’” (F. 19).

“Must not, then, the Protestant Church, instead of leading
men to heaven, infallibly lead them to hell? We certainly have
too great reason to apprehend it” (p. 100).

¢ All the saints who are gone to heaven lived and died Roman
Catholics” (p. 55).

“ Having taken the Devil for his leader, Luther immediately

oes to work to pull down the Catholic faith, and build up the
%’rotesta.nt religion. He declares that all the Catholics must be
murdered. What! can a man who was mad with lust; who
lived in adultery, and caused others to do the same ; who wrote
most horrid blasphemy, and corrupted the Bible ; who was a
notorious drunkard, and companion of devils; who was as
proud as Satan himself, a preacher of sedition and murder,—
what ! can this wretch be compared with Christ and Paul? If
this man is a Protestant saint, pray what are their sinners?”
(pp: 63, 64) ,

“Miracles are wrought in the Catholic Church. We know
for certain that she comes from God ; for no church can do the
miracles which she doth, except God be with her. John iii. 2”

(p. 81).
If you please, gentlemen, this delicious food for
the young has been distributed upon Deer Island in
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plentiful meals. The book is entitled “ A Sure Way
to find out the True Religion,” and is published by
Patrick Donahoe of Boston. You will not be surprised
to learn, that, after the character of this volume was
found out, it was expelled from Deer Island by order
-of the chairman of the Board of Directors in charge
there.

Ought an American prison to have two chaplains,
one Romish and one Protestant, both paid by the
State ? A law has been passed in Massachusetts by
which it is provided that freedom of conscience shall
be guaranteed to all inmates of penal institutions.
This is a very ambiguous law, and one that was in-
tended, I suppose, to be ambiguous; at least, it was
engineered through the State House by E. D. Winslow,
a very ambiguous man. There is in that newest legis-
lation no abrogating clause. I am assured by legal
authority that the old law stands; and the old law
provided in a very sensible way that there should be
but one chaplain in one institution. Ask men who
have had experience in this matter, and they will
tell you that two chaplains under one roof make
trouble. The practice of Massachusetts for generations
has been to put but one chaplain under one roof; and
there is no marked popular demand for the change of
that practice. The old law was such that you could .
appoint a man of any sect chaplain in a penal institu-
tion.

The demand often is secretly made, and in & letter
lately published by a representative Romanist (“ Daily
Advertiser,” March 22, 1877) it is publicly made in
Boston, as it frequently has been in New York and
Cincinnati, that in each penal institution there should
be two chaplains, after the manner of Austria or France;
and of course the implication is, that in America, as in
Europe, both should be paid by the State. Yield to
that demand, and you will have a division of your

ublic criminal fund. What will come after that ?

e proposed change means a demand for the division
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of your school fund. It means a demand for the divi-
sion of your church fund. It means a demand for the
division of your eleemosynary fund. Depart from the
American principle, that all sects shall pay their own
bills, and you will be obliged to face all these questions
that have given so much trouble in those countries
where there are State churches.

Of what value is it to tell Americans that two chap-
lains, each paid by the State, are commonly found 1n
each penal institution in Austria, and France, and
Germany, and England ? There are State churches in
those countries. We have no State church here.
There is not the slightest financial connection between
State and Church here. We aid no denomination by
funds out of the public treasury. Romish ecclesiastics
want their chaplains paid by the State. They must
learn that they are not in Austria, France, Prussia, or
England. America means that all religious sects,
Romanists included, shall pay their own bills. To
demand that a sectarian chaplain or schoolmaster be
paid by the State, 18 to act against the whole spirit of
American law.

Ought American policy on this point to be abandoned
for European, for the sake of improving prison disci-
pline ? Let us be assured that there are several things
in America besides prison discipline which the Romish
power desires to improve. What will be the result of
granting to one sect State aid ? Has the sect which
asks such exceptional assistance been exceptionally
efficient in preventing ignorance, pauperism, and crime ?
Are a majority of our convicts Romish ? If that fact
at first sight seems to favour the appointment of Romish
chaplains paid by the State, has it not at second sight a
look which hints at & truth pointing in quite an opposite
direction ? We must face all the facts, and I see the
force of the few vastly outweighed considerations that
may be urged in favour of the European plan. Of
course, prisoners like best the religious instruction to
which they have been accustomed ; but all infelicities
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on that point can be removed from prison discipline
without sectarian legislation. I am not making objec-
tion to Romish priests at Charlestown appearing there,
and being of solace to Romish convicts. My proposi-
tion is, that we had better not depart from the Ameri-
can principle that all religious sects, Romanists
imcluded, must pay their own bills. I object to a
division of State funds among sectarian State chaplains,
and this because the precedent would be the entering
wedge for a sectarian division of the school fund. Of
course I expect no credit for advocating that proposi-
.tion until about fifty years hence. I speak for to-
morrow, and not for to-day.

Are Romish children in Romish schools, and Romish
convicts under Romish chaplains, to have books of this
sort put into their hands by State money? It is
perfectly pertinent for Massachusetts to ask whether
Bismarck was right in saying that the saddest sight
he saw was this misleading of the uneducated by the
monstrous claim that all history is against Protestan-
tism and in favour of Romanism, and by inciting the
prejudices and inflaming the passions of the uneducated.
Is it not a thing to be punctured as a bubble not of a
glittering sort,—the claim made by Romish leaders
that the Protestant Bible is no Bible at all? The
scholarship of the world has ridiculed this claim for the
last three hundred years. It isadmitted that strenuous
objection had been made to the circulation of Protestant
Bibles among the Catholic convicts yonder under the
shadow of Bunker Hill; and the astounding assertion
is put forward that the Protestant Bible is no Bible at
all. (See “Advertiser,” letter of Mr, Tuckerman,
March 22) Such a statement as that is for the unedu-
cated, and not for the intelligent masses.

‘What, then, is the outcome of this question ?
American policy and papal policy differ. It is sus-
ceptible of the most exact documentary proof, that
the troubles we are on the edge of about our public
schools and penal institutions are substantially the

c
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result of the conflict between Romish canon law
and American national law. When a bishop in the
Romish Church takes the oath of his office, the act,
as Bismarck and Gladstone understand well, is by no
means a mere form, but it makes Romish ecclesiasti-
cism—I do not speak of the Catholic masses—a
compact organization indisputably owing its first
allegiance to a power on the banks of the Tiber.

The following is the oath of allegiance to the Pope,
taken by every archbishop and bishop, and by all who
are elevated to positions of official dignity by the
Pope :—

“T, N., elect of the Church of N., from henceforward will be
faithful and obedient to St. Peter the Apostle, and to the Holy
Roman Church, and to our Lord, the Lord N., Pope N., and to
his successors canonically entering. . . . I will help them
to defend and keep the Roman Papacy, and the royalties of St.
Peter, saving my order against all men. . . . The rights,
honours, privileges, and authority of the Holy Roman Churci, of
our Lord the Pope, and his aforesaid successors, I will endeavour
to preserve, defend, increase, and advance. . . . Heretics,
schismatics, and rebels to our said Lord, or his aforesaid successors,
I will to my utmost persecute and oppose. . . . I will, by
myself in person, visit the threshold of the Apostles every three
years,and give an account to our Lord and his aforesaid successors
of all my pastoral office, and of all things anywise belonging to
the state of my church, to the discipline of my clergy and people,
and lastly to the salvation of souls committed to my trust ; and
will in like manner humbly receive and diligently execute the
apostolic commands” (Dowring’s History of Romanism, pp. 615,
616. See also TmHomrsoN, R. W., The Papacy and the Civil
Power, p. 717).

Gentlemen, the order of the Romish priesthood is
an historical body of which it is trite to say that its
organization is astonishingly perfect, and that its power
in the cities of America is not likely to diminish
speedily if left without check from enlightened public
sentiment. These swarming ecclesiastics do not carry
weight in the race of life; they are bachelors, and
bachelors are dangerous men in the world. They have
nothing to do but to attend to their public duties. It
is therefore something worth remembering, that all
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these detached priests among the nations, or the
fingers on every continent, are attached to one palm
and one wrist; and that this is the power on the Tiber.
I wish to draw a wide distinction between Romish
citizens and Romish ecclesiastics. ~There is nothing
sure, if it is not certain that the allegiance of the
Romish ecclesiastics is not first national, but first
papal. First a Catholic, next a German: that has
been the secret watchword of the Ultramontane
party in Germany in the last ten years. That has
been the political creed which Bismarck has been ready
to contradict at the cannon’s mouth. First an English-
man, or first a Catholic? First a Romanist, or first
an American? That is the old question which
has been debated ever since the time of Philip the
Fair.

Pope Boniface wrote to Philip the Fair of France,
when France was really more Protestant than now,
this letter : “Pope Boniface to Philip the Fair, sends
greeting: O Supreme Pontiff, know that thou art
subject to us in temﬁora.l as well as spiritual things.”
Philip the Fair replied, “ Philip to Boniface, little or
no greeting ; Know thou, O supreme fool, that in
temporal things we are not subject to any one.”
France echoed the scorn of Philip the Fair to the
claim to universal power on the part of the Pope, but
to-day she is under the control of the Ultramontane
party. Germany stands now where Philip the Fair
stood ; but it was by a vote of only one, that great,
rich Romish Bavaria decided to hefp Prussia in the
war of 1871 against France. One hundred and ninety
millions of the human race are yet pacing to and fro in
the snows of Canossa. On this distant shore sometimes,
when we make ourselves not unduly sensitive, and
watch all that passes in cities, the air is chill. Let the
schools never be made sectarian. Let the school fund
not be divided. Let there be no State Church. But
give us two State chaplains, and pay each out of the
State fund, and soon we shall have a demand for two
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State schoolmasters to be paid out of the State fund.
After that precedent, there will be a clamour for State
eleemosynaryinstitutions. Will not the pauper, as well
as the criminal, be better off under the direction of his
own religiousdenomination? Will not the pupil improve
faster when directed by a teacher of his own religious
faith? We must face the whole question of the divi-
sion of the school fund if we are to face that of the
division of the criminal fund among chaplains of various
faiths in penal institutions. It is perfectly futile to
affirm that there is no line to be drawn, because at the
moment you cannot put your finger down, and say pre-
cisely where the line owght to be drawn. Somewhere
between the thin end of the papal American wedge
and the thick or Maximilian end, the line ought to be
drawn, and will be drawn. My impression is, that we
never shall divide the school fund.

THE LECTURE.

Charles Kingsley, poet and philanthropist, friend of
the working-man, and chaplain to the Queen of the
British Empire, a stalwart and intense soul, not
easily cheated, wrote from St. Leonards in 1857 ;
“ My heart demands the Trinity as much as my reason.
I want to be sure that God cares for us, that God is our
Father, that God has interfered, stooped, sacrificed
Himself for us. I do not merely want to love Christ—
a Christ, some creation or emanation of God’s whose
will and character, for aught I know, may be different
from God’s. I want to love and honour the abysmal
God Himself, and none other will satisfy me. No
puzzling texts shall rob me of this rest for my heart,
that Christ is the exact counterpart of Him in whom
we live and move and have our being. I say boldly,
if the doctrine of the Trinity be not in the Bible,
it ought to be ; for the whole spiritual nature of man
cries out for it. Have you read Maurice’s essay on the
Trinity, in his theological essays; addressed to Unita-
rians ? (See MAURICE, F.D., Professor of Moral Philo-

—— s T ————————
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sophy in the University of Cambridge, Theological
Essays, pp. 410-441.) If not, you must read it”
(CHARLES KINGSLEY, Letters and Memories of his Life,
1877, Am. ed, p. 198). In 1865, Kingsley wrote to
Maurice: “As to the Trinity, I do understand you.
You first taught me that the doctrine was a live thing,
and not a mere formula to be swallowed by the undi-
gesting reason ; and from the time that I learnt from
you that a Father meant a real Father, a Son a real
Son, a Holy Spirit a real Spirit, who was really
good and holy, I have been able to draw all sorts of
practical lessons from it im the pulpit, and ground
all my morality and a great dg):i of my mnatural
philosophy upon it, and shall do so more” (Ibid., p.
35

In 1875 Charles Kingsley, having bidden adieu to
Westminster Abbey and Windsor Castle, lay dying;
and, with the breath of eternity on his cheeks, the
central thought of this modern man was that “only
in faith and love to the Incarnate God our Saviour,
can the cleverest, as well as the simplest, find the
peace of God, which passes understanding.” “In this
faith,” says his wife, “he had lived,—and as he had
lived, so he died,—humble, confident, unbewildered.”
In the night he was heard murmuring, “ No more
fighting ; no more fighting.” Then followed intense
earnest prayers, which were his habit when alone.
His warfare was accomplished ; he had fought the good
fight; and, on one of his last nights on earth, his
daughter heard him exclaim, “ How beautiful God is!”
The last morning, at five o’clock, just after his eldest
daughter and his ghysician, who had sat up all night,
had left him, and he thought himself alone, he was
heard, in a clear voice, repeating the Burial Service:
¢ Thou knowest, O Lord, the secrets of our hearts ; shut
not Thy merciful ears to our prayer, but spare us, O
Lord most holy, O God most mighty, O holy, merciful
Saviour, Thou most worthy Judge Eternal, suffer us
not, at our last hour, from any pains of death, to.fall
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from Thee.” He turned ‘on his side after this, and
never spoke again (Ibid., pp. 481, 482).

This modern martyr, wgo passed hence at the age
of fifty-five, died as martyrs have died ever since the
apostolic age ; and I ask you to gaze with proper awe
upon this recently unveiled holy of holies, of a brave,
late, and adequately cultured life, as a vivid type of
what has been happening in the world for eighteen
centuries. If you Eave %xisboric sense, or any other
kind of sense, you will not be easily persuaded that
teaching which has survived the buffetings of eighteen
hundred years, and has been to such crowned multitudes
of the acutest and saintliest of the race, a source of
strength in life, and of peace in death, has behind it
only philosophical speculation, metaphysical nicety,
cold analysis, scholarly precision, without practical
application. I affirm in the name of all accredited
history,

1. That the doctrine of the Trinity has always been
held by Orthodoxy for its practical value.

2. That it was the doctrine of the Trinity which
excluded from power, in human cultured beliefs, the
thought of God as fate, and brought in the organizing
and redemptive idea of God’s fatherhood, and especially
of the possibility of the communion of men with God
as personal.

he scholarship of the Roman Empire shook off its
belief in the fatalism of Paganism by learning the
doctrine of the Trinity. Incontrovertibly, the divine
aroma of communion with God, as personal, was
breathed into history from the lips of that philosophy
which speaks of God under a Triune name. Histori-
cally, this teaching has borne these fruits; and the law
of the survival of the fittest makes me, for one, reverent
toward a proposition which, in so many ages, in so
many m of the world’s culture, in such different
circumstances of individual growth, has exhibited a
power ever fresh, and has yet been the same from the
time when the apostolic benediction was pronounced
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in the Triune name to the last anthem that rolled
around the world in that same name. (See HuNTING-
TON, Bishop, “Christian Believing and Living,” pp.
359-361.) With the goodly company of the prophets
and the apostles; with the martyrs of the earliest
Christian ages; with the earlier and the later Fathers;
with the strong scholars who, differing on much else,
are on this truth essentially and persistently at one;
with the Continental and English reformers, and the
Anglican and Puritan and American divines; with
Athanasius and Tholuck, with Fénelon and Knox, with
Augustine and Anselm, with Calvin and Wesley, with
Luther and Bossuet, with Bull and Baxter, Horsley
and Howe, Pearson, Newman, Pascal, Cudworth, Wolf,
Butler, Tauler and Hopkins, Waterland, Edwards,
Sherlock and Dwight, Park and Neander; with Nice,
Trent, Augsburg, Westminster, Edinburgh, Leipzig,
Berlin, Princeton, New Haven, and Andover, shall not
Boston say, Let the Anthem roll on ?

It is amazing to me that any one can have con-
sidered my definition of the Trinity as Unitarian. A
man whom I honour, and whose candour every one
honours, is -reported (“Daily Advertiser,” March 26,
outline of the Rev. James Freeman Clarke’s discourse,
March 25) to have said publicly, that the view pre-
sented here two weeks ago is “almost identical ” with
his own; and is such as “any Unitarian may readily
receive.” I am very glad if it is; but, as I understand
Mr. Clarke’s view, the one presented here and his differ
by celestial diameters. What is the definition which
this Lectureship has presented ?

1. The Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are one and
only one God.

2. Each has a peculiarity incommunicable to the
others.

3. Neither is God without the others.

4. Each with the others is God.

On the street in this city I met, a few days ago, a
scholar whom I suppose to be the best authority in
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America in early ecclesiastical history. Before I had
introduced the topic at all, he said to me, with much
emphasis, “ I have documentary evidence in my posses-
sion to prove that your doctrine of the Trinity is the
view held in the first four centuries.” Two days ago,
on the street, I met a theologian whose knowledge of
the relations of Christian truth to philosophy seems to
me to be unequalled in this country. He said to me,
without any introduction of the topic on my part,
“ That definition of the Trinity which you have given
will stand.” He made this affirmation twice or thrice;
and, in order to be sure that he had really paid atten-
tion enough to this poor Lectureship to know what
the definition was, I recited the four propositions;
and again he said in effect, * The storm in the past has
been borne by that definition or its equivalent, and you
will find that the storm of the future will be.”

But, gentlemen, it is not by authority that I desire
to buttress up any definition. It i8 not a definition
that I wish to give, but @ life. In the hushed atmos-
phere of religious science, we invite hither no breath of
the unsanctified north wind which has too often blighted
Eastern Massachusetts on holy themes. Let a fascinat-
ing devoutness lock hands with a fascinating clearness,
or no discussion can transmute truth into life. Let
luminousness of thought and the whole clustered growth
of the divine emotions twine around our lives, as the
vines wreathed themselves around the caduceus of
Mercury of old ; and even then we shall not be ready
to study religious science, unless we have, as Mercury
had, on feet and shoulders, the wings of the Spirit to
enable us to fly whithersoever the Spirit calls.

There are seven tests which any definition of the
Trinity must meet. It must not be modalistic nor
unintelligible ; it must not be tritheistic nor Unita-
rian, it must not be a contradiction in terms mnor
unhistorical; and, above all, it must not be wun-
scriptural.

The definition given here is not modalistic ; that is,
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it does not represent God as simply three manifesta-
tions, nor yet as three modes of being, considered
merely as modes. How can it be proved that the
definition is not modalistic ?

1. It teaches that each subsistence has a peculiarity
incommunicable to the others.

2. It asserts that each subsistence, with the others, is
God ; and that neither, without the others, is God.

3. Therefore it asserts in strict terms the Deity of
our Lord. Does Mr. Clarke assert that? I hope he
does.

4. What is said of Christ in this definition can be
said of no human being.

If Socrates had never existed, God would yet bq
God.

But, if the Holy Spirit had never existed, God would
not be God.

If Christ had never existed, God would not be God.

If the Father had never existed, God would not be
God.

So, too, Socrates, with the Father and Son, or with
the Son and Holy Spirit, or with the Father and Holy
Spirit, is not God.

But Christ, with the other two subsistences, is God.

Is it thought that according to this definition God
was in Socrates, and in Moses, and in Plato, and in
every great, devout soul ; and that therefore there is a
sense in which divinity or deity may be attributed to
these loftiest of the human sort? Mr. Clarke, I have
been told, thinks all that is in my definition. I do not
see that there; for, according to this definition, So-
crates with the Father and Son, or with the Son and
Holy Spirit, or with the Father and Holy Spirit, is not
God. fet us perfectly understand ourselves here, once
for all. Is Socrates, with any two subsistences which
we suppose exist in the Trinity, God ? If so, you may
say that, according to this definition, as God was in
Christ, so He was in Socrates. But in the name of
clear thought you will never say that ; for Christ with



42 ORTHODOXY.

the other two subsistences is here affirmed to be God;
and each of the subsistences with the others is God;
but no human spirit has such qualities that you may
make concerning it assertions parallel to these.

5. What is affirmed of Christ in the definition can
be said of no created being, however high in rank.

If the highest of the archangels had never existed,
God would yet be God.

Bat, if either of the three subsistences in the Trinity
bhad never existed, God would not be God ; for, accord-
ing to this definition, neither subsistence is God with-
out the others.

So, too, the highest of the archangels with the Father
gnd Son, or with the Son and Holy Spirit, or with the
Father and Holy Spirit, is not God.

But Christ, with the other two subsistences, is God.

It is therefore futile to charge this definition with
being modalistic. There is no clearness of thought on
any theme, if it be not clear that our Lord, according
to this definition, displayed a degree of being that was
deificc. How can & man who holds that definition be
charged with holding that Socrates and Isaiah and
Plato are to be named in the same list with our Lord ?
Is it not unspeakably shocking, merely to the historic,
to say nothing of the religious, sense of man ; is it not
a silly disloyalty to all the incontrovertible facts which
reveal Christ’s present influence in the world, to run
up, in the light style of literary sesthetics, a list from
Socrates to Christ, and so on, until, when the vexed
catalogue of merely human beings becomes confessedly
rather unimportant, you read in the discussions of
some that the future 13 to be drawn on? “ We have
not quite equalled Him who spake as never man spake;
but we shall! Better things are coming!” How
shocking that is to sobriety of all kinds, intellectual-
and emotional! Historic, to say nothing of religious
devoutness, stands aghast at any such contravention
of the straightforward reasoning of Napoleon at St.
Helena. Admat, however, as the scientific method re-
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quires you to do, that Christ was so ewceftional a soul
that God was in Him im a thoroughly exceptional
mamnner ; admit with Rousseau that He lived a sinless
life; admit with the most scholarly of modern infidels
that God was in Him in such a sense as He never was
in any other created being : admit this, and you have
conceded enough to prove that you logically ought to
regard this exceptionally holy and wise Being, as
veracious ; and therefore that you,in consistency with
your own admissions, ought to accept Christ's testi-
mony concerning Himself. Take that, as re-enforced
by the testimony of the ages to His work in the world,
and perhaps you will not be at a loss for reasons for
changing your word “ divinity” into “deity,” if you
are logical. Leibnitz said that those who deny the
Deity of our Lord, and yet pray to Him, may be good
men, but that surely they are not good logicians.

The definition is not wnintelligible, for the incom-
municable peculiarity is defined by several very dis-
tinct traits.

Ages of close discussion lie behind the assertions I
am making, and you will not think it the temerity of
extemporaneous speech for me to recite these propo-
sitions rapidly. The ages of discussion make it neces-
sary thatIshould be cautious; they make it unnecessary
that I should be prolix.

1. The peculiarity of each subsistence is incommu-
nicable.

2. It is such that neither subsistence taken alone,
wholly without the other subsistence, is God.

8. It is such that each subsistence is of the same
dignity as the others.

4. It is such that each subsistence is of the same
substance with the others.

5. It is such that the chief office of one subsistence
is best expressed by the words Creator and Father;
of a second subsistence, by the words Redeemer and
Son; and of a third, by the words Sanctifier and
Comforter.
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6. It is such that each subsistence, with the others,
is God.

Beyond these six traits, it is neither necessary nor
possible to define the subsistences.

Will you explain to me everything inthe connection of
mind and matter ? Will you so illustrate the structure
of the human spirit, that there shall be no mystery
hanging over the border-land between the immaterial
and the material? Can you in philosophy obviate all
the difficulties arising from the limitations of the
human faculties? Read your Mansel, your Hamilton,
your Kant, and your Lotze, on the relations of attri-
bute to substance. Can substance exist aside from
attribute ? Has any one a perfectly distinct idea of
what substance is, wholly apart from its attributes?
Until you get rid of all mystery in the fields of thought
purely philosophical, do not say, when we come to
realms of existence immeasurably higher above our
own than the noon is above the brightness of the
transient gleam of the firefly in the summer’s mea-
dow, that we shall not find some things inexplicable
to our present capacities! If God were perfectly ex-
plicable to a finite being, He would not be God.

Merely on account of any mystery left in this por-
tion of the doctrine of the Trinity after these six
specifications have been made, you cannot reject a
truth which stands here to-day guaranteed by eighteen
centuries of good fruits. We know some things, al-
though we do not know all things, about the character
of the subsistences. Nobody ever pretended to know
all the facts about either of them. Moses Stuart used
to refuse with emphasis all appeals to him to define
the words “ person,” “distinction,” “ subsistence.” He
held the doctrine of the Trinity most emphatically ;
but, beyond the truths now enumerated, it is unserip-
tural, and it is clearly unphilosophical, for & man to
pretend to be wise above the range of the human
faculties.

What is the difference between a mystery and a
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contradiction ? A mystery is something of which we
know that it is, although we do not know how it is.
A self-contradiction is the inconsistency of a proposi-

" tion with itself or with its own implications. If there
is in the doctrine of the Trinity a self-contradiction,
we must throw its propositions overboard in the name
of learning and of clear thought. But, if there be in
it only a mystery, that may be no objection ; for a
mystery is merely something of which we know that
it is, although we do not know kow it is. I know that
the grass grows: I do not know how it grows. Iknow
that my will lifts my arm: I do not know how it does
this. There is mystery in each of these cases; but the
mystery does not hinder my believing the facts, al-
though I do not know how they are to be explained.
Mystery belongs to physical almost more than to
religious truth. We should expect it to appear oftener
in religious science than in physical, as the topics of
the former are incalculably vaster and more complex
than those of the latter; and yet it is a question
whether your Tyndalls and your Huxleys do not call
on you to believe more mysteries than your Butlers,
your Edwardses, and your Channings.

The definition is not ¢ritheistic; for,

1. It asserts that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost
are one, and only one, God.

2. It denies that either, taken wholly without the
others is God.

Therefore, according to this definition, there are not
three Gods. The definition does not in terms assert,
but it does imply that there are not in God three
wills, three sets of affections, three consciences, three
intellects. According to the Scriptures, are there not
in God such subsistences, that when it is said that
the Father sends the Son, and that the Holy Spirit
proceeds from the Father and the Son, some portion of
the action involved in these events may not be common
to all the three subsistences? I think so. If you will
be careful in your phraseology, and not say that there
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are literally three wills, three sets of affections, three
intellects—if you will simply say that some portion of
the action involved in the sending of the Son, or in
the shedding forth of the Holy Spirit, may not be
common to all the three subsistences,—you will be
asserting only what is affirmed in the second propo-
sition of this definition; namely, that each subsistence
has a peculiarity incommunicable to the others.

But I will resist, in the name of the mass of scholar-
ship for the last fifteen hundred years, the proposition
that there are in God three persons in a strict, collo-
quial, literal, modern, English, American, Boston sense.
Why do I resist that? Because the word person, in
our colloquial speech, implies a species. What is a
species? When you say a man is a person, you imply
that he belongs to a class of beings called men. If
you say there are three persons in God, and mean by
that word just what you mean b{l it on the street and
in the parlour, you assume that these persons are indi-
viduals in a species ; and my reply is that there is no
species of Gods outside of polytheism. There is noth-
ing of the sort known to either scriptural or scientific
truth. No doubt Qrthodoxy has often been careless in
her phrases. Under the rubric of idle words many a
stupid and many an incautious expression used in
religious and philosophical discussion will, no doubt,
be judged at the last day. But it is not stupidity, it
is not incautiousness, which causes Orthodoxy to use
the word person sometimes. She is always speaking
Latin when she uses that word intelligently. She
employs it as a technical term, because it has been in
the creeds of the Church fifteen hundred years.
Adopted in the days of the poverty of the Latin lan-
guage, it has come down to the days of the richness of
the English tongue. Calvin himself said he would be
willing that the word person should be dropped for
ever out of the discussions of the doctrine of the
Trinity, if only the truth could be retained that there
are in God three distinctions, each with a peculiarity
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or a property incommunicable to the others, and each, ,
with the others, God. For three hundred years the
definition I have been putting before you, or its equi-
valent, has been generally regarded as the standard.
But, if by persons you understand individuals, you
must admit that you cannot make three persons, John,
William, and James, one. There is a sense in which
each individual, which we describe by the word per-
son in its ordinary sense, is incommunicable, as a
whole, to any other individual. This idea of person-
ality, as the word is understood on the street and in
the parlour, does not belong to the idea of the three
subsistences in the Trinity. Scholarship has always
taught that God is one, and has never taught that
William and John and James are onme. God is
one essence or substance. Three persons, in the
usual sense of the word, are not of one substance.
It is the immemorial teaching of religious science,
that we must not divide the substance of God;
and we do this whenever we say that there are in God
three persons in the literal, modern, colloquial sense of
that word. When the popular is substituted for the
technical meaning of this term, men who have little
time for thought on the subject are confused, and led
to suppose that you are teaching self-contradictions, or
that God is three, and that He is only one, and that He
is one in the same sense in which He is three. Herein
Eastern Massachusetts, on the battle-fields of Unitar-
ianism and Trinitarianism, it is high time that this
misapprehension should cease to have any excuse for
itself in the carelessness of the phrases used in Ortho-
dox quarters. Say three substances; three distinc-
tions, each with a peculiarity incommunicable to the
others ; but not three wills, not three sets of affections,
not three intellects. Such, however, is the force of
the proposition that each substance has a peculiarity
incommunicable to the others, that I am not unwilling
to affirm that in the whole range of activities involved
in God’s connection with men there are influences
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which are not common to all the subsistences. Thisis
Biblical truth; and this truth is in this definition,
which therefore, as scholars will allow me to say,
avoids Patripassianism as well as Modalism.

There are four expressions that can be used,—“ All
the attributes;” “Some of the attributes;” ¢ Pro-
perty ;” “Peculiarity.” Some men say, “All the
attributes of one subsistence may be, for aught we
know, different from those belonging to either of the
other subsistences.” Others say, “Some attributes
differ. Yet others affirm, “Properties differ.” But
the word which has been used here is “ peculiarity.”
Why do 1 adopt that word? Because, if I wuse
“ property,” instantly arise all the celebrated forms of
speculation about the connection of “substance ” and
“ property,” and you may find yourselves befogged by
merely philosophical difficulties. “ All attributes,”
“some attributes,” “property,” “peculiarity,”—that
last is the word employed in the definition used here,
and the word which I believe will bear not only the
microscope and the scalpel of philosophy, but the
blaze of the infinity of Biblical truth.

Have there not been teachers who have held that
there are three wills in God? Yes. Have there not
been in New England intelligent Christians who have
worshipped three beings in imagination, although in
their thoughts they have asserted that God is one?
I fear there have been, and that there are yet. Is this,
however, the standard doctrine of Christianity, or the
more general teaching of the Church ? By no means.
Is that divided mood which you find among some, of
looking into Judea for our Lord, and into heaven for
the Father, and into the space between the earth and
heaven for the vague somewhat which we call the
Holy Spirit, Biblical? Not as I read the Scriptures.
Are we to regard those as well-educated Christians,
who, in thoughts of God, are constantly thinking of
our Lord as if He were at this hour in Gethsemane, or
on the Mount of Olives, or walking on the shore of
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Galilee ; and of the Father as among the constella-
tions ; and of the Holy Spirit as shed down on us from
the infinite spaces: three wills, three intellects, three
sets of affections? You may regard such Christians
tenderly ; but, for one, I regard them tenderly enough
to wish that they might be both more Biblical and
more scientific. Notice the mood of this audience,
which is made up of men in whose presence I speak
with bated breath, and which has assembled in a city
that has heard, I suppose, more on this theme than
any other one city on the globe, except old Rome or
Alexandria. It is not pleasant to me to dwell on
topics that require us to walk over embers hardly
cold ; but I belong to a generation that had nothing to
do with the discussions that divided God’s house in
Eastern Massachusetts. The time has come for anta-
gonistic beliefs to attend to each other’s definitions,
and not to each other’s defamations. Seriousness in
speech or print usually spends its time more profitably
than in gymnastic boxing. Shall we not in the
transfigured mood of Boston at this hour call ourselves
into God’s presence, as He was visible to Stephen,
and to Paul, and to John, not on the Mount of Olives,
not on the shore of Galilee, but at the right hand of the
Father? Let us grasp the transfiguring Biblical cer-
tainty that the influences of the Holy Spirit are
Christ’s continued life. You will not uhderstand me
to deny for an instant that our Lord’s earthly life and
sufferings are a better revelation to us of God’s moral
attributes than external nature is or can be. Christ is
the rainbow, or unravelled light, and the Father is the
white light ; and we must look on the seven colours if
we would know what is always in the white beam.
Thus our Lord’s life and sufferings on earth are to he
constantly before us as a picture of the Divine Nature.
But the influences of the Holy Spirit are a present
Christ, and God is not three, but one. Our Lord Him-
self is now in heaven and here; and, though we look
to Jud=a for one part of His life, we must beware how
D
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we look there, as Stephen and Paul did not, for the
whole of it or for Him. Though the rainbow has
ceased to appear, it has not ceased to exist ; it has been
taken back 1nto the bosom of the general radiance, and
yet falls on the earth. Wherever white light falls, the
rainbow falls potentially. The luminousness, the
colour, and the heat, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,
three subsistences in one substance, all enswathe us
here and now, and make the present hour sacred as
the beginning of days; for there is but one God, who
was, and is, and is to come.

Mr. Clarke is reported as saying that, “if God is
seen and shown in Christ as He is seen and shown in
Nature, there is no reason for considering one as more
divine than the other. God is 4n Christ, and we may
worship God as shown to us in Christ. But so is God
also in Nature, and we may worship God as shown to
us in Nature. God is in Christ, and God is in Nature;
but that does not make Nature or Christ God, but only
manifestations of Him.”

Here are two meanings in the one word “nature,”
a term that has behind it the most mischievous ambi-
guity, and is perhaps the least innocent bewildering
fog in the whole range of philosophical discussion. By
nature, what do you mean ? The sun and the moon ?
Of course we do not worship these : we are not Persians.
But if by nature you mean that Power of Intelligence
and Choice which is behind all natural law, we do
worship the God revealed by the Oldest Testament, or
the Nature of Things. But this we understand to be
the very God revealed by the New Testament and the
Newest. “ All things were made by him, and without
him was not any thing made that was made.” “He is
before all things, and by him all things consist.” These
are words written rather earlier than the year 325 ; and
you say (see CLARKE, Orthodoxy, p. 508) that there
was no doctrine of the Trinity until after this date.

Is it affirmed that we must worship God in con-
science ? What do you mean by conscience? The
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human part of the intuitive moral sense, or that divine
Somewhat or Some One who is revealed by the moral
law, and is in us, but not of us? If you mean the
latter, we do, in the name of every text in the Oldest
and the Old, the Newest and the New Testament,
worship it as “ the light that lighteth every man that
cometh into the world.” But of that light we read
that in the beginning it was with God, and was God.
To worship God as in all natural law is not to set
natural law above God. What is natural law ? The
method of action of God’s will. Can God’s will be above
God’s will. ‘Even your Maurice says that the Greek
from the Thessalian hill heard the voice of God, but
mistook it for that of Fate. The old polytheists made
Necessity the highest God. Undoubtedly, fixed law
is, from one point of view, a revelation of the highest
force in the universe; and it becomes us, as stern
cultivators of science, to reverence this quite measure-
lessly important fact. But what the old Greek at
Delphi regarded as fate, we have come to regard as the
uncﬁanging, because perfectly holy and wise choice, of
Almighty God. It must be that an infinite Being
knows what the one best way is in which to manage
the universe, and that He will choose and adhere to that
way. Thére can be but one best way to manage
the universe. If that self-evident truth is not a part
of the nature of things, what is? The Oldest Testa-
ment is fearfully orthodox. We know that there can
be but one best way, for best is a superlative word, and
admits no comparison ; and that this one best way
Omnipotence and Omniscience will choose and adhere
to. Therefore, in the eternities and infinities governed
by a perfect Will, there will appear to be fate; but
there will be there in reality only the completely wise
and holy, and therefore unchanging, choice of Almighty
God. Your Oldest Testament says the nature of things
is without variableness or shadow of turning. But
when your New and your Newest Testament speak of
the Father of Lights, from whom cometh down every
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good and perfect gift, they affirm also that, although
He is Father, He is without variableness or shadow of
turning. We worship one God, but a God free and
above all things—except what ? The requirements of
His own perfections. Theodore Parker used to stand
on a platform not five hundred feet from this, and say,
God cannot make two and two one thousand. Such is

. God, that He cannot choose to do what ought not to be
done. He cannot deny Himself. A moral impossibility
inheres in the nature of a Perfect Being. The cans and
cannots of all science spring out of the impossibilities
existing in a Perfect Nature.

Mr. Clarke says that “ Christianity teaches not the
sovereignty of the nature of things, but the sovereignty
of the divine love;” and another liberal critic has
affirmed, that, if God be such a Being as the New
Testament represents Him to be, He will make short
work with the nature of things. What astounding
confusion of thought is this, and what misunderstand-
ing of the Oldest Testament and the Old, the Newest
and the New ! God make short work with the nature
of things!| What is the nature of things? By defini-
tion it is the total outcome of the Divine perfections.
God make short work with His own infinite justice
and holiness, His own intellectual excellence, and with
all that is 1mphed in the infinitude of the Divine
nature! What we call the nature of things is but
another name for all the requirements of the Divine
free choice ; and is an infinitely perfect Being to make
short work of that ? God Himself making short work
with the nature of things? God a suicide? These
phrases mean the same thing. It will be of importance
Jor you and me to have mo war with the nature of
thimgs until the day when God ceases to be God.

The definition is in no sense Unitarian ; for

1. It asserts the Deity of our Lord. There is no
form of Unitarianism which asserts this.

2. We have seen that what is said of Christ in the
definition can be said of no created being.
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It is not a contradiction in terms; for it does not
assert that God is one in the same sense in which He
is three, nor three in the same sense in which He is
one.

It is not unhistorical ; for it presents a view of the
Trinity consistent with all the greatest symbols in use
in the Church for fifteen hundred years.

It is not wnscriptural. In the celebrated discussions
between Unitarianism and Trinitarianism in Eastern
Massachusetts, the proof-texts of the Deity of our Lord,
adduced by Moses Stuart in his letters to Channing,
have never been answered. Andrews Norton made
many philosophical objections to the Trinity, which do
not apply at all to the best definition of it. No one
has ever shown that the Scriptural passages Moses
Stuart adduced do not have the meaning he attributed
to them. (See STUART, Professor, Letters to Channing.)

We are assured by the scientific method, that in
no page of that portion of the volume of the universe
which is open to us, is there any light we can spare.
Science and practical life alike require that we should
be loyal to all the facts within our view. It is incon-
trovertible, that, when we look into all our light, a
Trinity is within view. Contemplated closely, a Trinity
is found to be the Trinity. External Nature, History,
and Conscience reveal God as Creator, Redeemer,
Sanctifier, and yet as one. Therefore, we open all the
windows of the outer and inner azure by the truth of
the Trinity of the Divine Nature. This is the historic
force which changed the sky of brass and iron, which
bent above the Thessalian hill, into soft azure, all soul
and not sky. The inaccessible heaven which stood
above Olympus comes near now, and enswathes all the
round worlds in its bosom. But some would build
negations above our heads into an obstructing dome,
and confine us to a fragmentary view of the Divine
Nature. There are two kinds of Unitarianism. One
looks through but a single window vividly, and sees
from it well only God the Father. In this view there
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is a simplicity which is pleasing to many. For a time
it may be a devout view, especially in modern days
with full Christianity behind them and pouring through
them, and in those yet early New England years, with
Plymouth Rock and all the generations since our fathers
landed, to give moods of devoutness to the generation
now passing off the stage. There are wants of life,
however, which no one quarter of the sky taken alone
can meet. History teaches that in the growth of
the flowers whichrilossom against that one window,
there is apt to be, in the third or fourth genera-
tion, a want of vigour, and a subtle loss of plainly
celestial aromas. But there is another and wider belief
in the Divine Unity, a Window that has the sun all
the day. Sweep off the whole dome, and you open
God’s Window ; behold Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
as one undivided heaven of equal height at every point
of its pulsating, fathomless azure, whose light and
colour and heat, although three subsistences, are one
substance, and you have God’s Unitarianism.

[After a doxology had been rendered by the organ,
the audience rose, and Mr. Cook said,] A question has
been put into my hands, which I will answer on the
spot: “How do you reply to Mr. Clarke’s objection
that the ‘peculiarity’ of each ‘subsistence’ is either
something imperfect, or something perfect? If the
latter, then each *subsistence’ lacks a perfection : if
the former, the consequence is obvious.” The reply is,
that the definition asserts that neither subsistence taken
alone is God. Each subsistence taken by itself, and
wholly without the others, is imperfect in that sense.
The three taken together are God ; and to the idea of
Unity thus defined such an objection is not applicable
at all.




III.

THE TRINITY, THE MARTYR'S FAITH.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

IN the city of Edinburgh the American evangelists
who are now in Boston never-had a hall that
would seat over fifteen hundred. They reached the
Scottish metropolis Nov. 22, 1873, and left on Jan. 21,
1874. They have now been here as long as they were
in Edinburgh. It will always be incontrovertible, that
a structure which holds from six thousand to seven
thousand people has been opened in Boston for re-
ligious audiences, and that week after week for two
months, on every fair day, and often twice or thrice a
day, when an undiluted Christianity has been pro-
claimed there, this Boston building has been filled to
copious overflowing. What other cause would have
Jilled it as often and as long? This is the large ques-
tion which Edinburgh and London, Chicago and San
Francisco, will ask. As a help to an interior view of
Massachusetts and its capital, 1t is not improper for me
to state, what the evangelists themselves could not
perhaps with propriety say publicly, that their opinion
is that in Boston the average result of their work has
been better than it was in Edinburgh. Both the evan-
gelists have expressed, with detailed reasons and em-
Pphasis, that opinion to me; and neither of them has
asked me to state the opinion publicly.
Harvard and Yale each strenuously opposed George
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Whitefield, and each now regrets its opposition. Did
you notice that the revered president of Boston Uni-
versity was reported as having silenced a group of
critics at the obsolescent Chesnut-street club the other
day, by an invulnerable indorsement of the general
character of the religious work now being performed in
this city ? This indorsement came from a scholar of
whom 1t can be said, as I think it cannot be of
any other New England president of a college, that
before he finished his yet recent German studies he had
written in German an elaborate work on religious
science, abreast of the latest thought. Boston Univer-
sity, led by this incomparable scholar of the freshest
and severest German training, is as cordial toward the
American evangelists as the great University of Edin-
burgh was. When Phillips Brooks appears in the
Tabernacle, the culture of Boston and the students of
Harvard are there. Of course Harvard University
differs from Edinburgh University in its religious
attitude; and for that fact there are reasons, prolonged,
historic, adequate, but, thank God, of waning force !
When James VI. was sixteen years of age, in 1582,
Edinburgh University was founded; and it was fed
from the Scottish universities of St. Andrews and
Glasgow, which began their stalwart career before
America was discovered. University life in Scotland
had venerableness when Harvard was yet in the
gristle. It has had a longer time than Harvard in
which to judge creeds by the law of the survival of
the fittest. It is wiser, therefore; but Harvard one
day will be wise under that law.

Are there any points of superiority in this religious
awakening to that which occurred in Boston in the
days of Whitefield ? It must be admitted that there
are some points of ihferiority, but are there any of
superiority ? We are a larger and more heterogene-
ous community now than we were then; we are fuller
of commercial activity ; our heads are in newspapers
and ledgers, and not as the heads and hearts of the
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early New England fathers were, in the Holy Serip-
tures. Nevertheless it was a temporarily demoralized
community which Whitefield and Edwards addressed.
A practical union of Church and State had so secu-
larized religious society, that it had sunk farther away

" drom Secriptural and scientific ideals than such society

in New KEngland has since done. We all hold now
that the ministry ought to be made up of converted
men, and that no one should become a member of the
church unless he can give credible evidence of having
entered upon a religious life. But in Whitefield’s day
it was necessary for him to insist upon what is now a
commonplace truth, that conversion should precede
entrance upon the ministry and church-membership.
In Edwards’s day, many circles of the New England
population- had forgotten the necessity of the new
birth, or did not believe that it is an ascertainable
change ; and so there was a hush in the revival when
Whitefield was here, a sense of sin which ought to
exist now, but which probably does not for a great
variety of reasons, not all of them to be classed as
proofs of the shallowness of the present effort. Would
that we had such loyalty to the scientific method, as to
have an adequate sense of our dissonance with the
nature of things! It were good for us and for America
if we had in Boston to-day just that far-penetrating
gaze which filled the eyes of New England one hun-
dred years ago, as Whitefield and Edwards turned our
fathers’ countenances toward the Unseen Holy !

In one particular, however, this revival certainly
surpasses that under Whitefield in this city in 1740;
namely, in the extent to which types have been con-
secrated to the work of sending religious truths abroad
through the newspaper press. All the leading and all
the respectable newspapers of Boston have favoured the
revival, It is well, my friends, that you should give
encouragement to the hardest-worked class in your
community, the reporters. Not only day and night, but
day inside of day, and night inside of night, making
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two hours of every one, these men are obliged to follow
with lightning speed the demands of the press for
copy—of what ? Of the dullest of all things on earth
to report,—sermons. English, German, and French
travellers say very suggestively, that the characteristic
of American newspaper management, as distinguished
from European, is that we are willing to print sermons
copiously on Monday mornings. No doubt it pays to
publish such discourses; but I am not one of those who
think that the critics are right who judge acutely that
Mr. Sankey’s chief motive in life is to sell a great num-
ber of his song-books and organs. Neither am I of the
opinion that all the space the daily newspaper press
gives to religious truth is the result of a whisper from
the counting-room. Let us be just to the corporations
that manage our newspapers, and not accuse them of
being altogether mercenary. No doubt counting-rooms
are sometimes hung around the necks of editors, as
millstones around the necks of babes in the waves;
and it takes a giant like Horace Greeley to be at once a
reformer and an editor. It is easier for the platform
than for the press to speak for to-morrow against the
dissent of to-day. The best part of our press, how-
ever, not only mirrors but leads public sentiment, and
speaks for to-morrow against the rivalry of the poorer
part of both platform and press, which speak only for
to-day. Emcourage all speakers for to-morrow.

In the next place, it deserves to be mentioned, that
religious visitation from house to house, and especially
among the perishing and degraded, is now going for-
ward in a hopefully thorough manner in Boston.-
Gentlemen, I hold in my hands a statement communi-
cated to me officially ; and I am able to assure you
that two thousand persons are now devoting a large
part of their time in this city te religious visitation
among the poor. The list of streets and lanes given to
these workers was made out by Sampson and Daven-
port, the publishers of the city Directory. In no other
population has there been a more effective arrangement.
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for visitation than here. God be thanked that every
lane is to be seen, and that superfluity and squalor are
to look into each other’s eyes! Of one hundred and
ten evangelical churches in this city, ninety have
already signified their intention to co-operate in this
work. Each pastor of these ninety churches has ap-
pointed gentlemen to oversee the work undertaken by
his particular church; for instance, on Beacon Hill, in
the Mount Vernon Church, where our American evan-
gelist heard the truth effectively for the first time from
the lips of the now sainted Kirk, men like Nazro and
+Merriam are appointed on this business. Is there any
one with head and heart shallow enough to sneer at
such proceedings? You will sneer, then, at the best
executive talent of Boston. There are seventy thousand
families within the limits of Boston, and there have
been workers appointed to cover sixty-five thousand
of these families. In Boston I include Charlestown,
East Boston, South Boston, Dorchester, Roxbury, and
Brighton. We are to look on this work as performed
by picked men and women. There is no quarter of
this city so- degraded by unreportable vice that it is
not being visited by women; lineal descendants, no
doubt, of those whom Tacitus says our German fore-
fathers honoured as recipients of special illumination
from heaven. The saloons are being visited, and the
report now coming in is that the visitors are kindly
received; and you will find every now-and then a
visitor saying, “There are in my district fifteen cases of
interest, or persons seriously inquiring how they can
get rid of vice, and enter upon a manly or womanly
life ; and I am to follow these cases up.” Remember
that this work of visitation is intended not merely for
those who are outside of the circle of glad loyalty to
religious truth, but for those who are nominally inside
of that circle, and are yet inefficient. Nothing quick-
ens a man like trying to quicken another. If there is
one measure in which our American evangelist has
shown his generalship more effectively than anywhere
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else, it is setting men to work, and in 8o setting them
to work as to set them on fire.

But, gentlemen, what are we to say of the prayer-
meetings among business-men, which have not yet
attained their height, and yet are already visible at
a distance ¥ It is my privilege and joy to be a flying
scout in New England. One morning last week, I
woke up to the sound of the swollen and impetuous
Androscoggin, and in the course of the day passed
through Portland, and Portsmouth, and Newburyport,
and Salem, and Boston, and Worcester, and Spring-
field, to Hartford; and all along I had evidence by-
conversation, and by looking at the local papers, that
these business-men’s meetings in Boston are visible
from the Androscoggin, and from the Connecticut.
You have in this Temple a very interesting meeting,
which was never matched for weight in Edinburgh.
There are crowded prayer-meetings at high noon for
men engaged in the dry-goods business, for men in the
furniture trade, for men in the market, for men in the
fish trade, for newspa.{)er men, for all classes, indeed, of
our throbbing, tumultuous, breathless, business com-
munity. This, if you will notice the fact, is Boston.
When I stated on this platform a few weeks ago, that
you would see Boston visited as you had seen other
cities visited, you did not receive the affirmation with
a smile of incredulity ; but the public did. That poor
prophecy has been fulfilled, and we have a month more
for work.

If you please, the times are serious; and light sneers
will do no good now, and ought not to be noticed by
me except in pity. It was my fortune professionally
to walk down to a church near the Tabernacle yester-
day morning, to give an Easter discourse. As I passed
up the street, I met a deluge, not of rain, such as has
diminished the audiences in the Tabernacle occasion-
ally,—the month of March is a great enemy to large
assemblies,—but a crowd of people emerging from
I did not at first think where, until I remembered that
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the Tabernacle service had just closed. They covered
acres, and came on in thousands, like the crowds of a
gala-day. I noticed their faces; for the best test of
what bas been done in & religious address, in any
assembly, is to study the countenances of the audience
as it disperses. If you see a softened, an ennobled, a
“golar look,” to use one of the phrases of Bronson Alcott
[turning to Mr. Alcott, who sat at the speaker’s right],
one may be sure that religious truth has done good.
I saw the solar look yesterday on the street, in
hundreds and thousands of faces; I saw it sometimes
in the gaze of shop-girls, perhaps.

Yes, but high culture in Boston does not care much
for shop-girls. Well, it is time it should. There is a
low-bred, loaferish liberalism, uttering itself occasion-
ally in sneers because the poor have the gospel
preached to them. That sneer has been heard ever
since the days of Celsus, and the games in the old
Coliseum; and it has a peculiarly reptilian ring.
There are many kinds of liberalism. Christian
liberalism I honour; literary and esthetic liberalism
is to be spoken of with respect, in most cases; but
below what I have called a limp and lavender, and
unscientific liberalism, there is a low-bred and loaferish
liberalism. This, in Boston, has impudence, but no
scholarship; rattles, but no fangs. In the great
multitude, the solar look is the best prophecy that can
be had for the American future. It is a radiance that
is like the rising of the sun, to any man who is anxious
about what is to come in America.

After noticing that look, and thanking God for it, I
walked on, and happened to pass a lonely Boston
corner, where the Paine Hall and the Parker Memorial
Hall stand near each other, “ pur nobile fratrum.” On
a bulletin on the Paine Hall, the street in front of
which looked deserted, I read : “ Children’s Progressive
Lyceum Entertainment this evening;” “The Origin
and Amusements of the Orthodox Hell;” “Twenty-
ninth Anniversary of Modern Spiritualism, 4pril 1.”
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Passing by the Parker Memorial Hall, where, no
doubt, words of good sense have been uttered occa-
sionally, I found in the window this statement : «To-
night, a& lecture on the Arctic Regions, with a
stereopticon and seventy views.”

Gentlemen, all over the world, the equivalent of the
scene I saw on that Easter morn may be looked upon
almost everywhere within the whole domain of
Christendom. Infidelity in Germany is no stronger
than it is in Boston. Out of the thirty universities of
that most learned land of the globe, only one is called
rationalistic to-day.

When the sun stands above Bunker Hill at noon, it
has just set on the Parthenon, and is rising on the
volecanoes of the Sandwich Isles. As Easter Day
passed about the globe, the contrasted scenes which
the sun saw here—a multitude fed with God’s word,
and a few erratics striving to solace themselves with-
out God—were not unlike the scenes which the
resplendent orb looked down upon in the whole range
of civilization. In two hundred languages of the
world, the Scriptures were read yesterday; in two
hundred languages of the world, hymns were lifted
to the Triune name yesterday; in two hundred
languages of the world the gospel was preached to
the poor yesterday.

What is our impecunious scepticism doing here ?
Has it ever printed a book that has commanded
permanent intellectual respect? Theodore Parker’s
collected works never went into a second edition. I
do not know of a single infidel book over a hun-
dred years old that has not been put on the upper
neglected shelf by scholars. Boston must compare her
achievements with those of cities outside of America,
and take her chances under the buffetings of time.
Where is there in Boston anything in the shape of
scepticism that will bear the microscope ? For one, I
solemnly aver that I do not know where, and I have
nothing else to do but search. Theodore Parker is the
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best sceptic you ever had; but, to me, he is honey-
combed through and through with disloyalty to the
very nature of things,—his supreme authority. It
was asserted not long ago, in an obscure sceptical
newspaper here, that Parker’s works ought to be
forcega into a second edition by his friends. It was
admitted that there was no demand for a second
edition ; but it was thought, that, if now there was an
effort made strategetically, one might be put upon the
market. You have no better books than these, and
there has been no marked demand in Boston for these;
and the attentive portion of the world knows the facts.
Why am I proclaiming this? Because, outside of
Boston, it is often carelessly supposed that the facts
are the reverse, and that this city is represented only
by a few people, who, deficient in religious activity,
and forgetting the law of the survival of the fittest,
are distinguished far more by audacity than by scholar-
ship, and are members of a long line in history, of
which Gallio stood at the head.

Let me mention as a fourth prominent trait in this
revival, the great effort made for temperance. We
have done more in that particular than was done in
‘Whitefield’s day; for in his time men were not awake
on that theme. It is a good sign to see the Church
and secular effort join hands. It isa good sign when
our American evangelist himself can say, as he said
yesterday, “I have been a professing Christian twenty-
two years, and I have been in Boston and other cities
for most of that time; and I never saw such a day as
this is. I stand in wonder and amazement at what is
being done. It seems as if God were taking this work
out of our hands. Prayer-meetings are springing up
in all parts of the city. If you were asked two months
ago if these things were possible, you would have said,
¢ Yes, if God will open the windows of heaven, and do
them.”

Let us admit that we could all wish for greater
blessings. Macaulay said, concerning literary excel-
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lence, that we were to measure success not by absolute,
but by relative standards. Matching his own history
against the seventh book of Thucydides, he was always
humble ; but, matching it against current productions,
Macaulay felt encouraged. Matching this day in Bos-
ton against some things in Whitefield’s day, matching
it against the dateless noon of Pentecost, matching it
against our opportunities, we are humble ; we have no
reason for elation ; ours is a day of small things. But
compare what has been done here by God’s word, and
religious effort, with all that has been done since Bos-
ton was founded by the opponents of God’s word, and
we are encouraged.

Our opportunity in the second New England is
greater than that of our fathers was in the first New
England. Let us act as the memory of our fathers
dictates. New England, the Mississippi Valley, the
Pacific coast, Scotland, England, always know whether
or not Boston does her duty. A power not of man is
in this hushed air. Who will lock hands with Him
whom we dare not name, and go forward to triumph in
the cause that cares equally for the rich and the poor,
and for to-day and to-morrow?

THE LECTURE.

When the Christian martyr Pionius was asked by
his judges, “What God dost thou worship?” he
replied, “I worship Him who made the heavens, and
who beautified them with stars, and who has enriched
the earth with flowers and trees.”—*“ Dost thou mean,”
asked the magistrates, “ Him who was crucified ?2”
(dlum dicis qui crucifizus est.) “ Certainly,” replied,
Pionius; “ Him whom the Father sent for the salva-
tion of the world” (RUINART, Acta, p. 125. See
LippoN’s Bampton Lectures, p. 409.) As Pionius died,
so died Blandina and the whole host of those who in
the first three centuries, without knowing anything of
the Nicene Creed, held it implicitly, if not explicitly,
and proclaimed it in flames and in dungeons, in famine
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and in nakedness, under the rack, and under the
sword.

On the Agean Sea, under the shadow of the Acrop-
olis, there were undoubtedly sung yesterday, in the
Greek cathedrals, words which were written in the
second century :—

¢ Hail, gladdening Light, of His pure glory poured,
Who is the Immortal Father, heavenly blest,
Holiest of Holies, Jesus Christ our Lord !
Now we are come to the sun’s hour of rest, .
The lights of evening around us shine ;
We hymn the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit divine :
Worthiest art thou at all times to be sung
‘With undefiled tongue,
Son of our God, Giver of life alone,
Therefore, in all the world, thy glories, Lord, we own.”

(See original in RouTr’'s Reliqui® Sacre, iii., p. 515.)

This poem is yet a vesper hymn in the Greek Church,
and St. Basil quotes it in the third century. It and
the Gloria in Excelsis and the Ter Sanctus, which
yesterday rolled around the world, were written in the
second century, to pay absolutely divine honours to our
Lord.

When I open the best book which unevangelical
Christianity ever printed in Boston,—James Freeman
Clarke’s Truths and Errors about Orthodoxy—no !
“ Truths and Errors of Orthbdoxy,” but the first would
have been a better title,—I read: “ Down to the time of
the Synod of Nice, Anno Domini 325, no doctrine of the
Trinity existed in the Church” (p. 508). Will that
statement bear the microscope of historical science ? If
it will, I wish to believe it, and to reject everything
inconsistent with it.

But I hold in my hands this Greek vesper-hymn
and this Ter Sanctus and this Gloria in Excelsis,
written in the second century. What do they mean ?
The dying words of martyrs for three centuries are all
in harmony with the present faith of the Christian

world.
E
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Here is this statement of the emperor Adrian, who,
when writing to Servian, described the population of
Alexandria as divided between the worship of Christ
and the worship of Serapis: Ab aliis Serapidem, ab
aliis adorari Christum. (Apud LaMPrID, in Vita
Alezx. Severi.)

About A.D. 165 Lucian says: “The Christians are
still worshipping that great man who was crucified in
Palestine” (De Morte Perigrini, c. 11).

Remember Pliny’s explicit official letter to Trajan,
afirming that cross-examination and torture had
elicited from the martyrs only the statement that
“they were accustomed to meet on a stated day, and
sing a hymn to Christ as God,” and to pledge them-
selves by a sacrament to abstain from evil of every
kind (PLINY, Ep, lib. x. Ep. 97). The Ter Sanctus
and the Gloria in Excelsis show us what meaning
to put upon Pliny’s words, Carmenque Christo, quast
Deo.

Calvisianus said to the martyr Euplius, “ Pay wor-
ship to Mars, Apollo, and Esculapius.” Euplius re-
plied, “I worship the Father and the Son and the
Holy Ghost. I adore the Holy Trinity, besides whom
there is no God. Perish the gods who did not make
heaven and earth, and all that is in them! I am a
Christian ” (RUINART, Actg, p. 362.)

The followers of Artemon maintained that the doc-
trine of the Trinity was brought into the Church at a
late day. A writer quoted by Eusebius observed in
reply, that the psalms and the hymns of the brethren,
which from the earliest days of Christianity had been
written by the faithful, all celebrate Christ, the Word
of God, proclaiming His Divinity (Eusesius, Hist.
Eecl., v. 28).

Is it true, my friends, that there was no doctrine of
the Triune name before the year 325? Or, if you
admit there was a Triune name before that date, do you
deny that these martyrs, who died with prayers to
Christ as God, knew what they were about ?
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Follow up the unimpeached record, and you will find
it beyond controversy that the first three centuries
taught explicitly the doctrine of the Triune name.
Was that a practical truth ?

To be analytical, in order that, if possible, I may be
clear, let me say that I wish to show by detailed docu-
mentary evidence, that the ante-Nicene Christian litera~
ture proves that in the first three centuries the Church
held the doctrine of the Trinity.

1. This literature copiously asserts that Christ pos-
sessed proper Deity.

2. Tt teaches copiously that believersare saved by the
atonement made by our Lord.

3. It affirms abundantly that the Holy Spirit is a
present Christ.

4. It everywhere proclaims that God, as three and
one, is omnipresent in natural law.

5. These must be regarded as the most practical of all
religious truths, if judged by the work they have done.
They were the inspiration of martyrs’ lives, and the
solace of martyrs’ deaths.

6. These truths contain the doctrine of the Trinity
implicitly, and the doctrine of the Trinity contains
them implicitly and explicitly.

7. That doctrine, therefore, is the teaching of the
first three Christian centuries.

Gentlemen, we are to-day to breathe the spring-time
of Christianity. The sights and the sounds of that
period may well move us, for they have conquered the
world. We are to gaze upon an age which is renowned
now, and is to be more and more renowned as the
centuries roll on, as that of the Apostolic Fathers. I
hold in my hand the first volume of a celebrated series
of books (published by T. and T. Clark of Edinburgh),
called the “ Ante-Nicene Library;” that is, Christian
documents existing before the Nicene Council was called
together in 325. I am to read to you nothing upon
which I have not put elaborate study; but that fact is
not assurance that I am right. The world has boxed
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about these documents in close controversy for fif-
teen hundred years ; and, if anything is known about
history, it is known that the select passages I am to pre-
sentto you are genuinerecords of the first three centuries.
Do not think that I forget, although I cannot mention
here in detail, how much is interpofated here, and spuri-
ous; but scholarship has been walking over this record
until it has found every boggy spot in it; and I am to
have you put your feet now only on a few stepping-
stones which infidelity itself considers firm as ada-
mant, so far as their historical genuineness is con-
cerned.

There is a marvellous church of St. Clement, near
the Coliseum, in Rome. You remember the words,
“Rejoice always; and again I say, Rejoice” (Phil iv. 4).
In the verse preceding this, St. Paul mentions a certain
Clement of Rome ; and that Clement is supposed to be
the author of this letter, which now, in the year 1877,
in Boston, you may hold in your hands, and which was
sent from Rome to Corinth, by one church to admonish
another in & majestic age of the world. Clement, the
author of this epistle, is known to have written it
about the year 97. By common consent he is regarded
as one of the pupils of St. Paul. This epistle Eusebius
calls “ great and admirable,” and says that it was very
often read in the churches before and during his day
(EUsEBIUS, iii. 16).

Purposely I avoid following analytically the order of
the propositions I am defending, but at hap-hazard
almost I take passages out of this unspeakably electric
record ; and you shall judge whether or not all that my
propositions assert is here implied.

¢ Content with the provision which God had made for you, and
carefully attending to his words, ye were inwardly filled with His
doctrine, and His sufferings [whose sufferings ? God’s sufferings]
were before your eyes. Thus a profound and abundant peace was
given to you all, and you had an insatiable desire for doing good,
while a full outpouring of the Holy Spirit was upon you all.
Full of holy designs, ye did, with true earnestness of mind, and a
godly confidence, stretch forth your hands to God Almighty,
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beseeching Him to be merciful unto you, if ye had been guilty of
any involuntary transgression. Day and night ye were anxious
for the whole brotherhood, that the number of God’s elect might
be saved with mercy and a good conscience ” (p. 8).

How fresh is this breeze, as from spring hill-sides—
the bursting April of Christianity! It is written in
the record of a day which dawned on the world eighteen
hundred and forty-eight years ago yesterday (LEWES,
Fausti Sacri), tza,t while it was yet dark Mary
Magdalen came to the sepulchre, and the beloved
disciple and Peter also; and that, although the beloved
disciple outran his companion, Peter went first into the
sepulchre. It was yet dark then ; but is it not getting
to be, in the history of the world, when this letter was
written, gray brindled dawn? Remember what perse-
cution surged around the Church, out of which came
these words with a tone that belongs only to spiritual
greatness of the first rank :—

“ Let us set before our eyes the illustrious apostles. Peter,
through unrighteous envy, endured not one or two, but numer-
ous labours ; and, when he had at length suffered martyrdom,
departed to the place of glory due to him. Paul also obtained
the reward of patient endurance, after being seven times thrown
into captivity, compelled to flee, and stoned. After preaching
both in the east and west, he gained the illustrious reputation due
to his faith, having taught righteousness to the whole world ;
and, come to the extreme limit of the west, he suffered martyrdom
under the prefects ” (p. 11)

“ We are struggling in the same arena, and the same conflict is

assigned to us” (p. 12).
‘What historic majesty there is in this language ! —

“ ‘Wherefore [what ? Here is revealed the martyr’s inner sky]
let us give up vain and fruitless cares, and approach to the (flo—
rious and venerable rule of our holy calling. Let us attend to
what is good, pleasing, and acceptable in the sight of Him who
formed us. Let us look steadfastly to the blood of Christ, and see
how precious that blood is to God, which, having been shed for our
salvation, has set the grace of repentance before the whole world”

(p. 12).
Will Boston in this far day listen to Clement of
Rome, speaking in the year 97 ?
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When I turn to that really sublime document, the
Epistle of Diognetus, which scholars here will thank
me for citing, ﬂome upon this passage, written in the
second century :—

“Truly God Himself, who is almighty, the Creator of all things,
and invisible, has sent from heaven and placed among men
[Him who is] the truth, and the holy and incomprehensible Word,
and has firmly established Him in their hearts. He did not, as
one might have imagined, send to men any servant or angel, but
the very Creator and Fashioner of all things, by whom He made
the heavens, by whom He enclosed the sea within its proper
bounds, whose ordinances all the stars faitbfully observe, from
whom the sun has received the measure of his daily course to be
observed ; whom the moon obeys, being commanded to shine in
the night'; and whom the stars also obey, following the moon in
her course ; by whom all things have been arranged and placed
within their proper limits, and to whom all are subject,—the
heavens and the things that are therein, the earth and the things
that are therein, the sea and the things that are therein ; fire, air,
and the abyss ; the things which are in the heights, the things
which are in the depths, and the things which lie between. This
[messenger] He sent to them. As a king sends his son, who is
also a king, so sent He Him ; as God He sent Him ; as to men
He sent Him ; as a Saviour He sent Him * (pp. 309, 310).

If this amazing passage asserts the Deity of our
Lord, does not the next copiously teach the atone-
ment ?

“ He himself took on Him the burden of our iniquities : He
gave His own Son as a ransom for us,—the Holy One for trans-
essors, the blameless One for the wicked, the righteous One
or the unrighteous, the incorruptible One for the corruptible, the
immortal One for them that are mortal. For what other thing
was capable of covering our sins than His righteousness? By
what other one was it possible that we, the wicked and ungodly,
could be justified, than by the only Son of God? O sweet
exchange! O unsearchable operation! O benefits surpassing
all expectation ! that the wickedness of many should be hid in a
single righteous One, and that the righteousness of One should
justify many transgressors! Having, therefore, convinced us in
the former time, that our nature was unable to attain to life, and
having now revealed the Saviour, who is able to save even those
things which it was (formerly) impossible to save, by both these
facts He desired to lead us to trust in His kindness, to esteem
Him our Nourisher, Father, Teacher, Counsellor, Healer, our
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‘Wisdom, Light, Honour, Glory, Power, and Life” (pp. 312,
313).

“ This is He who was from the beginning, who appeared as if
new, and was found old, and yet who is ever born afresh in the
hearts of the saints. This is He, who, being from everlasting, is
to-day called the Son ; throngh whom the Chureh is enriched,
and grace, widely spread, increases in the saints, furnishing
understanding, reve:hRng mysteries, announcing times, rejoicing
aver the faithful, giving to those that seek, by whom the limits
of faith are not broken through, nor the boundaries set by the
fathers passed over. Then the fear of the law is chanted, and
the grace of the prophets is known, and the faith of the Gospels
is established, and the tradition of the apostles is preserved, and
the grace of the Church exults” (p. 315).

But now I open another document of equal interest,
and read in the epistle of Polyearp, written about the
middle of the second century :—

¢ Our Lord Jesus Christ, to Him all things in heaven and on
earth are subject. Him every spirit serves. He comes as the
Judge of the living and the dead. But He who raised Him up
from the dead will raise up us also, if we do His will, and walk in
His commandments, and love what He loved” (p. 70).

I turn on, my friends, and find in the shorter recen-
sion of the Epistles of Ignatius. notice I say the shorter,
this statement :—

¢¢ He who possesses the word of Jesus is truly able to hear even
his very silence, that he may be perfect, and may both act as he
speaks, and be recognized by his silence. There is nothing which
is hid from God ; but our very secrets are near to Him. Let us,
thervefore, do all things as those who have Him dwelling in us,
that we may be His temples, and He may be in us as our God ;
which indeed He is ” (p. 163).

Is there nothing in this early religion at which
modern culture may sneer? In all my reading of
antiquity outside the Scriptures, I have never met a
passage in prose equal for poetic power to the one I
am about to pronounce before you, nor one that is half
as worthy as this to be held up in the light of modern
science :—

* The heavens revolving under His government are subject to
Him in peace. Day and night raun the course appointed by Him,
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in no wise hindering each other. The sun and moon, with the
companies of the stars, roll on in harmony according to His com-
mand, within their prescribed limits, and without any deviation.
‘The fruitful earth, according to His will, brings forth food in
abundance, at the proper seasons, for man and beast, and all the
living beings upon it, never hesitating, nor changing any of the
ordinances which He has fixed.” The unmrchabﬁ; places of the
abysses, and the indescribable arrangements of the lower world,
are restrained by the same laws. e vast immeasurable sea,
gathered together by His working, into various basins, never
passes beyond the bounds placed around it, but does as He has
<ommanded. The ocean, im ble to man, and the worlds
beyond it, are regulated by the same enactments of the Lord.
‘The seasons of spring, summer, autumn, and winter, Feacefully
give place to one another. The winds in their several quarters

1fil at the proper time their service without hindrance. The
ever-flowing fountains, formed both for enjoyment and health,
furnish without fail their breasts for the life of men. Take heed,
‘beloved, lest His many kindnesses lead to the condemnation of us
all” (pp. 21, 22).

The Creator and Lord of all Himself rejoices in His works ;
for by His infinitely great power He established the heavens, and
by His incomprehensible wisdom He adorned them. He also
divided the earth from the water which surrounds it, and fixed it
upon the immovable foundation of His own will. The animals
also which are upon it He commanded by His own word into
existence. So, likewise, when He had formed the sea, and the
living creatures which are in it, He enclosed them within their
proper bounds by His own power. Above all, with His holy and
undefiled hands He formed man” (pp. 30).

¢ How blessed and wonderful, beloved, are the gifts of God !—
life in immortality, splendour in righteousness, truth in perfect
<confidence, faith in assurance, self-control in holiness! And all
these fall under the cognizance of understandings [now]; what,
‘then, shall those things be which are prepared for such as wait
for Him? The Creator and Father of all worlds, the Most Holy
alone, knows their amount and their beauty ” (pp. 31, 32).

Does Concord furnish anything better than that ?
It is pantheism, you say ? It is Christian theism
in the first century, uttering itself in majestic tones
fit to be matched with the anthems of the latest
investigation.

So spoke Clement, and he is a pupil of Paul, and is
to be interpreted in part by his master; and, if you
put Paul and Clement together, the meaning of one
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and of the other is doubly clear, as is the light in two
mirrors when they face each other.

Old Rome is alive. When I entered for the first .
time the Eternal City, I purposely came in by the last
light of day, and under the earliest stars. I took
pains not to meet with anything inartistic or trivial
I put myself in a carriage, and did not look outside
of it until I reached my rooms, and next morning
kept my eyes inside a carriage until I was in presence
of the Coliseum. That was the first object 1 saw in
Rome. Mrs. Browning’s words were constantly in my
thoughts :—

“ And the mountains in disdain
Gather back their lights of opal
From the dumb, desggndent plain,
Heaped with jaw-bones of a people.”

Caesar and Antony were near, and Cicero and Sallust,
and Horace and Virgil, and Cato and Seneca, and Nero
and the rest. After days and weeks of trance I
obtained a better historic scene. Suddenly, among the
marbles in St. Clement’s Church, I remembered Mrs.
Browning’s other words :—

“ Cwesar’s work is all undone ;”

but Clement’s is not, Peter’s not, Paul’s not. The feet
of these men, too, fell on the seven hills; and their
work endures. In the Catacombs, the gray crypts of
volcanic stone seemed to be the nursery of America,
because the cradle of Christianity when it was prepar-
ing to ascend that throne of the Casars from which it
has not yet come down. When in the Coliseum at
midnight, and in the Forum at noon, the tallest of the
historic forms that filled the living air seemed to be
those of the Christian martyrs, for they have ruled the
world as Cesar has not. In the Coliseum, I came at
last to understand Richter’s words: “ Here coiled the

iant Snake five times about Christianity ; but the
gl:r![l)ent and the Bear crouch. Broken asunder are the
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gigantic spokes of the wheel which once the stream of
the ages drove” (TrrAN). In the azure heights of
the outer and inner sky the wheel of the universe
moves on without variableness in its motion, or shadow
of change.

Was the Holy Spirit to the early Christians a pre-
sent Christ ?

To them was God as three and one, omnipresent in
natural law ?

All history since the Ascension proclaims that the
Holy Spirit breathed out to-day is one with that,
which, eighteen hundred and a few more years ago
last evening, was breathed upon the disciples with the
words, “ Receive ye the Holy Ghost.”




IV.

THEODORE PARKER'S SELF-CONTRADIC-
TIONS.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

THE Spaniards have a proverb which says, “ An

ounce of mother is worth a pound of clergy.” An
ounce of conduct is worth a ton of reading. An ounce of
self-surrender to truth already possessed is worth a
planet’s weight of truth not transmuted into deeds.
Nevertheless, it is so important to give attention to
select reading in the hushed mood of spiritual sensi-
tiveness, which is the only interpreter of souls in
print, that perhaps it is timely in Boston now to recite
a list of illumined, cheerful, incisive, stalwart books
which may be useful to those who lately have entered
a Christian life, and some of which may become not
only food, but muscle. Let us always remember that
mental and spiritual food, without work, are not trans-
formed into nerve and muscle; and it is these you
want, and not merely food. Work after food makes
strength ; and food without work makes—what shall
we say? A plethoric, overfed, luxurious, uneasy
Christianity, an object of pity to gods and men,
and, perhaps, found in as great quantity to the square
mile in Eastern Massachussetts as anywhere else an
the globe.

What you want, of course, is first the Bible really
understood ; that is, acted out. How much do you
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know of Shakspeare until after you are forty years of
age? Until a man has surrendered himself to God, he
cannot be said to appreciate the Bible or any great
merely human production. Let a poet like Milton, or
Shakspeare, or Dante, make a painting of the inner
sky in man, and he will put into it light and shade
almost as strongly contrasted as the light and shade of
Christianity. %f there is not the sun of the Atonement
in it, there will be there the chariot of that sun—a
fathomless desire for peace with God and with the
irreversible record of the past. But how can you
understand great poetry of the secular sort until you
have lived it, and multitudinous rifting experiences
have opened your heart ? Nevertheless, even with a
heart untutored by fulness of life, it is better for
you to read great poetry than third-rate poetry,—the
light fiddling of the charlatans, who sing the anthem of
the stars as if it were a dancing tune, or make a paint-
ing of the sky without the sun in it, or moon, or light,
or shade, or much of anything else. It is best for you,
in studying what is greatest in the results of human
imagination, to avoid mercilessly all second-rate matter,
however good. So, too, in feeding your devotional
life, it is best for you to avoid Bunyan and Jeremy
Taylor, and Baxter and Martineau and Pascal, and
Bushnell and Thomas & Kempis himself, if these books
shut out the Bible from da.ify and almost hourly use.
The Germans have a proverb, that “the better is a
t enemy of the best.” Even the richest of the
g:;:)tiona.l works are a mischief, if they hinder you
from taking the Bible as your supreme inspirer in fife
as it will undoubtedly be your supreme solace in death.
Do you know a book that you are willing to put
under your head for a pillow when you lie dying ?
Very well: that is the best volume for you to study
while living. There is but one such book in the world.
For one, I have not made up my mind to put under
my head, when I lie dying, any thing written by Vol-
. taire, or Strauss, or Parker. We are to be scientifically
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careful when we choose a book for a dying-pillow. If
you can tell me what you want for a dying-pillow,
I will tell you what you want for a pillar of fire
in life ; that is, the Bible, spiritually and scientifically
understood by being transmuted into deeds. Senti-
ment is worth nothing until it becomes principle, and
principle nothing until it becomes action.

I hold in my hand a publication entitled “ Hints on
Bible Marking,” by an English authoress, Mrs. Menzies,
and issued by the renowned firm of Samuel Bagster
and Sons in London. Undoubtedly it is known
by all scholars here ; and I am not speaking to-day, or
any day, to gentlemen in whose presence I ought to
be dumb. But there are younger persons here and
elsewhere who may be beneﬁl:ege by this sumptuous
pamphlet, approved by our American evangelist, who,
perhaps, has not referred to this best production on
this topic, because his own name is connected with it.
It is delightfully printed in the best London style,
and with illustrations of the method of marking a
Bible, which you will probably find better than any
you can invent. I would not have even this method
adopted by any one to the hinderance of originality
in the invention of your own method of marking.
You ought to mark a Bible every five years so
thoroughly, that you cannot use it any more. May I
whisper that I have a Bible, marked when I was about
fourteen or seventeen years of age, and had but
just united with the church; and that to-day it is
the most unspeakable record on which I can put my
hand in my little past? If, every five years, you
can mark a Bible thoroughly, and memorize what is
marked, it will be your best diary. You can do
little better in reading than to fill the margins of a
copy of the Scriptures, once every five years, full of
the records of the deepest inmost in your souls, to be
intelligible to yourself and to no one else. Shut the
door on that record. Enter into your closet, and keep
your secrets with Almighty God.
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At a trial in Salem, Webster said of the argument
of his opponent, “Gentlemen of the jury, this man
neither alights, nor flies forward: he hovers. Why
does he not meet the case?” Our age is full of
readers and students who are mere hoverers, who
neither fly forward, nor alight, and who think the
highest philosophical glory is in never coming to a
conclusion. Have you not seen these winged, unrest-
ing spiritual creatures ? Reading is of small account
unless it is thought to be of no account in comparison
with that style of action which makes obedience to
truth an organ of spiritual knowledge.

Among devotional works, if you could have but six
authors, which would you take ?

1. Jeremy Taylor’s “ Holy Living and Holy Dying.”
There you have a great imagination, a flaming heart, a
wonderful analytical power, undoubted soundness of
thought, and tropical sympathy with all ranges of
religious emotion. Outside of Shakspeare and Milton,

erhaps there is not a greater imagination in English
iterature than Jeremy Taylor's. It is good to be
acquainted with him, although but a little; and, if you
once fall in love with this single book of his, renowned
now for several generations, all his works will become
to you as a temple full of incense, and you will pace up
and down in it as men walk up and down in the Cathe-
dral at Cologne, glorious for its architecture, glorious
for its atmosphere, glorious for the music in it, but
more glorious than for anything else for the light of
the East that stieams through its many-coloured
windows.

2. Thomas & Kempis: “Imitation of Christ.” This
is a book of which one cannot speak without a hush of
tone. A sweet aroma breathes from it as from the
earliest and most modest of the spring blossoms. A
Romish work, if you please, but none the worse for
that, so far as its devotional side is concerned. It is
adopted everywhere by Protestantism, and linked,
therefore, to all the ages, Romish and Protestant,
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back to the day when there was neither Romanist
nor Protestant.

3. Bunyan, and not only the “Pilgrim's Progress,”
but the “ Holy War.” Take all his devotional works,
and read the best of them in some adequately illus-
trated edition, with Macaulay’s Essay on Bunyan as a
preface.

4. Pascal: “ Thoughts on Religion.”

But now, among American writers, whom shall I
mention, when I can name but two ?

5. Horace Bushnell's “ Sermons for the New Life.”
You have heard me criticise portions of his writings ;
but what can be better than his discussions of this and
all similar themes ? Bushnell's “Nature and the
Supernatural ” is a prose epic, some strains in which
seem likely to be heard many centuries.

6. Huntington’s “ Christian Believing and Living.”
He knew Boston: he knew the mind of this city on
two sides. His literary equipment was very complete.
In the commanding position of preacher to the great
university yonder, he passed through a struggle in
changing his views from those which he had preached
to those which he now preaches; and this book with
such an origin has thoughts timely for all culture in a
similar state of transition.

I do not forget “ St. Augustine’s Confessions,” nor
the “Thoughts of Marcus Aurelius,” mor “ Plato.”
“ What works of Baxter shall I read ?” said Boswell to
Johnson. “Read all of them,” was the reply; “for
they are all good” Are Doddridge and Fuller not to
be named ? ho will not refuse to part with F. W,
Robertson, and twenty biographies, some of which are
the best devotional works ? Shall I omit Dora Green-
well, and Goulburn, and Hare, and Martineau ?

All of these writers are to be commended ; but you
will not be able to master more than about one hundred
books in your short life. It is best that you should
not let third-rate books crowd out first-rates. Spend
time on Milton, Carlyle, Shakspeare, Mrs. Browning,
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and all great poems, of which there are not a thousand
in the world.

On the Deity of our Lord what books deserve to be
named, if we can mention only six ?

1. Liddon: “ Bampton Lectures on the Divinity of
our Lord,”—a very frequently attacked book, but one
which, on the whole, is to be regarded as the best in
English on the subject. It is not an exhaustive
volume, but you will find it very valuable if you will
master its learned references. The footnotes mean
something, and you must not skip them.

2. Dorner, professor in the {)Iniversity at Berlin:
“ History of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ.”
This is a book in four or five volumes, and is to be
recommended as, perhaps, the best which has been
transplanted out of the German language on this
topic. Dorner and Liddon have never been answered,
and they are as fresh as the risen sun.

3. Clarke, James Freeman: *Orthodoxy.” Of
course you will read both sides.

4. Stuart, Professor Moses: Miscellanies, including
Letters to Dr. Channing. The proof-texts here are the
most incisive portion.

5. Seeley, Professor : “ Ecce Homo.”

6. Neander: * Life of Christ.”

On the Christian evidences let me mention :—

1. Butler's “ Analogy.” This is the book Edmund
Burke always recommended as unanswerable, and it is
not outgrown.

2. Paley’s “Evidences,” but always in connection
with later works.

3. Farrar’s “Critical History of Free Thought.”
Bampton Lectures at the University of Oxford, 1862.
The references in that work are the best I have seen.

4. Fisher's “ Essays on the Supernatural Origin of
Christianity.”

5. Christlieb: “ Modern Doubt,” 1864.

6. “ Aids to Faith,” by distinguished writers of the
Church of England, in reply to ]%:says and Reviews.
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7. Whately : “ Peculiarities of the Christian Reli-
gion;” his proof that “ Napoleon” never existed if
our Lord never did ; and, lastly, his “ Christian Evi-
dences.”

8. Horne’s “Introduction to the New Testament,”
new edition.

You say I am partizan ; and so I take up one of the
best of the popular guides, “ The Best Reading ;” and
I find this statement from & man who is no theologian
and no partizan :—

‘ To keep your balance against the often denounced innuendoes
of Mr. Gibbon, don’t quiddle with the goody little notes to
Gibbon, by Milman and others, but having let Gibbon poison
you as much as he can,—he won’t hurt you if you have much
intellect of your own,—turn away, and master at once the right
side of the main question of Christ in history, by a thorough
study and mental appropriation of Horne’s ¢ Introduction to the
Study of the Sacred Scriptures’ I mean not the obsolete old
edition, still obstinately and improperly kept in the American
market to the exclusion of the proper one, but the last edition,
with Horne’s own latest revisions, and with the addition, by
first-class evangelical English scholars, of all the recent learning
on the subject. No man of sound mind, having mastered Horne,
will ever be materially troubled by such little snips and sneers
as Gibbon’s, or by any other attempt to destroy the historical
argument for the substantial truth oF the Bible.”

9. Westcott’s “Introduction to the Study of the
Gospels.”

10. Miiller, Julius: “ The Doctrine of Sin.”

11. Hagenbach: “ The Decline of German Ration-
alism.” This book Professor Tholuck told me repeat-
edly he put first into the hands of any student who
came to Germany, and wished to know the history of
German rationalism.

12. Dorner: “The History of Protestant Theology.”

There are many little jeers and quips which are
admirably answered by Haley, a late scholarly writer,
on the “Alleged Discrepancies of the Bible,”—a book
which every one who frequents a Paine (full) hall
ought to have. :

F
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Read sometimes on your knees. Let us have no
debate merely for the sake of debate. Let us have
manly transmutation of our conviction into action;
and whenever we are loyal to the truth we know we
shall have more, and more, and more, until our east
window breaks, and the east window of the Unseen
Holy receives us into its perfect day.

THE LECTURE.

Dean Stanley of Westminster Abbey, in that already
famous address of his, delivered but a few days ago at
the University of St. Andrews in Scotland, speaks of
Thomas Carlyle as the most famous of living Scotch-
men, “ who, though winding up the threads of his long
and honourable life at Chelsea, has never disdained the
traditions of the Scottish Church and nation, still
warms at the recollection of his native Annandale, and
still is fired with poetic ardour when he speaks of the
glories of St. An(i)rews.” (London Times, March 17,
1877.) Has Boston any literary name on the whole
superior to that of Thomas Carlyle ? Did Transcen-
dentalism thirty years ago in this city, does American
literature in its yet unended April, owe anything to
the author of “Sartor Resartus” and “The French
Revolution”? We have in this Scottish author per-
haps the greatest imagination Europe has seen since
Richter, and, if the German be omitted, the greatest
since Milton. A will free as ever was Boreas horsed
on the North Wind, and yet a man who, Dean Stanley
says, has mever broken with the traditions of the
Scottish Church! That portion of the world which
has been too busy or too obtuse to read what is be-
tween the lines in Carlyle’s writings has wished
information as to Carlyle’s religion. This information
is given by the lord rector of St. Andrews University.

It is pointedly understood by scholars that Dean
Stanley is not a bigot; but he is a representative of
Westminster Abbey, and as such he says in this same
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address, “I am not here to criticise or disparage the
venerable document, which, born under my own roof
at Westminster, alone of all such confessions for a short
time represented the whole national faith of Great
Britain. If the Westminster Catechism has some
defects or exaggerations from which our own Thirty-
nine Articles are free, yet on the other hand, it has
soared to higher heights, and struck down to deeper
depths.” When New England was in the gristle, she
was fed on what? On the Westminster Catechism,
which, in spite of its defects, soared, according to Dean
Stanley, to heights farther aloft, and struck down to
depths nearer the centre of thought, than had been
reached by any other English symbol of religious
faith.

Theodore Parker is perpetually assailing what he
calls the popular theology ; and it is to be admitted,
that if, by this phrase, you mean the misconceptions of
the half-educated, fault enough can be found effectively
with New England. But what did Parker mean by
the popular theology ? Although a man of courage, he
was usually so prudent as not to give references when
he attacked this giant. “I have been careful,” he often
said, “ not to cite authorities, lest individual churches
or writers should be deemed responsible for the sin of
the mass” (Discourse on Religion, p. 429). In the
plentiful absence of scholarly references, there is a
vagueness in Parker’s charges against the popular
theology, that is not all scientific. Surely, if ‘we are
to have a definition of the popular theology, we cannot
with fairness go lower down than the Thirty-nine
Articles. If we are to have any creed brought forward
for scientific debate, we must have something to repre-
sent it at least as definite and authoritative as that set
of symbols which Great Britain and her empire through-
out the world, and the renowned Church which adopts
those articles, regard as a standard summary of faith.
Dean Stanley says the Westminster Catechism is, in
some respects, better than the Thirty-nine Articles.
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But I will not use the catechism to-day: I will take
the Thirty-nine Articles, in spite of this affirmation
that they do not dive as deep, nor soar as high, as the
Scottish and New-England symbol. I will take the
overt services which have grown out of, and express
the faith of, these articles ; Frwﬂl employ the Book of
Common Prayer, in the pages most used by the people,
as the fittest representation of popular theology.

Let us cnter Westminster Abbey; let us examine
the popular theology there; and while the anthems
roll, while the incense of the sublime service rises above
the tombs of poets and martyrs and kings, and orators
and statesmen, let us listen to the contrasted voices of
the worshipping assemblies as representing popular
theology, and of & Boston critic as representing scientific
attack on that theology. On the one hand, Carlyle
and Stanley intone majestic words, which have the
assent, in what I shall cite, of all the evangelical com-
munions of the world. On the other hand, let Theodore
Parker utter in Westminster Abbey what he uttered
in Boston. Gather up now all your historic senses,
and forget not the vision of martyrs in the air as you
listen ; for perhaps the contrasts and echoes here may
be more than slightly suggestive. You are standing
on the hallowed floor which covers the irradiated tomb
of Sir Isaac Newton, and this is what you hear :—

1. Carlyle and Stanley.—Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God of
Sabaoth ;

Heaven and Earth are full of the Majesty of thy Glory.

The glorious company of the Apostles praise thee.

The goodly fellowship of the Prophets praise thee.

The noble army of I\&rtyrs praise thee.

hThe holy Church throughout all the world doth acknowledge
thee ;

The Father, of an Infinite Majesty.

Thine adorable, true, and only Son ;

Also the Holy Ghost and Comforter.

Theodore Parker.—The popular theology regards God as emi-
nently malignant (PARKER, Sermons on Theism, p. 101). Its God
is dia{m]ical (Drscourse on Religion, p. 427).

2. Carlyle and Stanley.—From all blindness of heart; from
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pride, vain-glory, and hypocrisy ; from envy, hatred, and malice,
and all unc-l%aritibleness,%?)cod {‘ord, delivev!?' us. ’

Parker—This system can justify anything out of the Bible.
. . . It makes men do nothing from the love of what is good.
Its divine life is but a good bargain (Discourse on Religion, pp.
426, 428). All the popular vices are sure to have the churches
on their side (Zewsm, p. 162). The American churches launch
their feeble thunders in defence of every_ popular wickedness
(Ibid., p. 141).

3. Carlyle and Stanley. —O God, the King of glory, we beseech
thee leave us not comfortless, but send to us thy Holy Ghost to
comfort us; and in thee may we continually dwell, one God,
world without end.

Parker.—The popular theology does not tell of God now, near
at hand &Discourae on Religion, p. 426).

4. Carlyle and Stanley.—We beseech thee to hear us, good
Lord : thatit may please thee to give toall thy people increase of
grace to hear meekly thy Worg, and to receive it with pure
affection, and to bring forth the fruits of the Spirit. Endue us
with the grace of thy Holy Spirit to amend our lives.

Parker.—The Holy Ghost of theology has nothing to do with
schemes for making the world better (7heism, p. 117).

The Holy Ghost is not represented as loving wicked men ; and
no one of the three persons of the Godhead has any love for the
soul of the lost (Ibz’ag., . 102).

5. Carlyle and Stan;;y.—o ye Sun and Moon, O ye Stars of
Heaven, bless ye the Lord ; praise him and magnify him forever.

Parker.—The universe is not thought to be the word of God at
all (Tkeiem, p. 110).

6. Carlyle and Stanley.—O ye Showers and Dew, O ye Winds
of God, O ye Fire and Heat, O ye Winter and Summer, O ye
Dews and Frosts, O ye Frost and Cold, O ye Ice and Snow, bless
ye the Lord ; praise him and magnify him forever.

Parker.—Tt is tacitly taken for granted in the popular theology
that God is sometimes taken by surprise, and has to mend His
work.

7. Carlyle and Stanley—O ye Nights and Days, O ye Light
and Darkness, O ye Lightnings and Clouds, O ye Mountains and
Hills, O all ye green Things upon the Earth, O ye Seas and
Floods, bless ye the Lord; praise him, and magnify him
forever.

Parker. — Pantheism and the popular theology agree in the
negation of the Infinite, and the affirmation of a variable God
(Theism, p. 302).

8. Carlyle and Stanley—O God, without whom nothing is
holy, thou being our Ruler and Guide, may we so pass through
things temporal that we finally lose not the things eternal. . . .
From all evil and mischief and sin, good Lord, deliver us.
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Parker.—Piety and morality, natural religion, is no condition
%mlmtio'n : good works are bad things for that (Theism, p. 115.)

ose that are saved are not saved by their character. Virtue
has no virtue to save your soul (/bid., p. 114).

9. Carlyle and Stanleg/.—We ought at all times humbly to
acknowledge our sins before God. e have done the things we
ought not to have done. There is no health in us.

Parker—According to the popular theol;)fy, sin does not con-
sist in sinning, but in being born of Adam after the fall ( TAeism,
p- 107). To take a step toward heaven, man must deny his
nature. He is born totally depraved (Discourse on Religion, p.
425). You are born of the first sinner, and got as much hurt by
the fall as he (Theism, p. 111).

10. Carlyle and Stanley.—Fulfil now, O Lord, the desires and
petitions of thy servants, as may be most expedient for them,
granting us in this world knowledge of thy truth, and in the
world to come life everlasting.

Parker—Down with reason, cries the popular theology ; down
with human nature (Zheism, p. 110.)

Enough. If Westminister Abbey listens longer to
this serene anthem and to these dissonant accusations,
the dead here will rise. Pardon me, gentlemen; but
Westminster Abbey is the world in our century. The
names and voices contrasted here I use only as symbols
of the great classes they represent in the conflicts of
thought in the ages.. Do the accusations need any
other answers in the Abbey than those of the historic
worship and the associations of the place? None at
all. Still less do these accusations need answer in the
historic temple of the world and the ages.

Indirectly I contrast here Theodore Parker’s father
with Theodore Parker’s mother. You have accused
me of forgetting the better traits in Parker. It was
his mother who was singing this anthem, and in Parker
there were moods in which he sang it. But when he
uttered these accusations, which are caricatures need-
ing no answer, the spirit of the drum-major of Lexing-
ton stood up under his waistcoat, and he was addressing
opponents. In much of Parker’s severest speech he is
not thinking, he is fretting and chafing. These accusa-
tions are the language of intellectual irritation. You
say I have contrasted Dean Stanley and Carlyle with
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Parker, and London with Boston. So I did; butI
contrasted them in order that I might say emphatically
at the last, that the mother of Theodore Parker would
have sung that anthem with Carlyle and with Stanley;
but the father in Theodore Parker, standing up to do a
giant’s work against slavery, had fallen into irritation
of such a kind, that these ghastly statements of his un-
doubtedly seemed to him true, although you and I
know that they are so false as to need no reply.

Total depravity, what is it? That clock yonder is
made on a plan: so is my soul. The clock may be out
of order: so may my soul. When that clock is in
order, it keeps time: when my soul is in order, it
obeys conscience. If the clock is so out of order as
not to keep time, it is good for nothing as a clock: if
my soul is so out of order as not to obey conscience, if
I answer “I will not,” when the Divine Voice says “I
ought,” I am not keeping time. Every choice is wrong
when I reply by the negative to the infinite affirma-
tive; and as the moral character of all action comes
from choice, and as my choice is wrong, I violate the
plan of my being : I no longer keep time: I am good
for nothing as a clock. But when I say that clock will
not keep time, do I mean to say that the wheels in it
cannot be put in order? No. Perhaps the wheels are
of gold and silver. Disarrangedness in the clock im-
plies its arrangeability. Disarrangedness in the soul
implies its arrangeability. That clock will not keep
time, however, and so I say it is totally depraved as a
clock. Does that mean that the wheels are all slime,
and the face of it a concrete mass of leprosy, or that
there is nothing useful in it ? Let us be clear on this
topic once for all; for Boston loves clear thought, and
supposes that there can be none on this subject. Make
a distinction between total depravity and total corrup-
tion. That is a distinction as old as St. Augustine,
and ought to be tolerably well understood here, where
the doctrine of total depravity has so long been
attacked mercilessly. If that clock were a concrete



88 ORTHODOXY.

mass of unspeakable slime, I should say it is totally
corrupt : when it is so out of order that it will not
keep time, I say it is totally depraved. If there were
nothing in a man capable of arrangement ; if, when the
soul is out of order, it could not, by following con-
science and by God’s good grace, be put again into
order,—I should say it is totally corrupt. But the
wheels yonder may be of pearl, the pivots may be of
diamonds, and yet the clock not keep time at all. It
is not totally corrupt : it is totally depraved. So the
human faculties may be wheels of far-flashing silver
and gold and pearl: the pivots may roll on diamonds,
and yet the man not keep time. He says “I will
not ” when the still small voice says “I ought;” and
you know it is a deliverance of self-evident truth, that,
when a man says this, he has a sense of ill-desert, and
feels that the nature of things is against him. You
cannot convince him that he is right with the universe.
He is out of order with the universe whenever he does
not keep time to the divine “I ought.” But is that
man incapable of being arranged? Not at all. Total
depravity means the moral disarrangedness of man and
the evil character of his choices: it implies man’s
arrangeability. It does not mean total corruption:
that has no arrangeability.

Now, as to inherited vice and original sin, what
amazing superficiality we have heard on that theme !
You cut through knot after knot on this topic, if you
will take a strong phrase of our American evange{ist,
and expand it into scientific shape. Indeed, it needs
very little expanding. It was meant to be seen at a
distance, as the figures of the prophets in the dome of
St. Peter's are meant to be looked on at a distance.
The pen of Isaiah in that dome is seven feet long; ‘and
his eyes, when you are close upon them, are really only
bits of stone, rather rough mosaic: but, looked on as
they were meant to be, he is the sublime prophet, and
awes you as he gazes down from the height. Just so,
many of our American evangelist’s expressions, when
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taken by piecemeal, and looked on with the eye of a
fly critic, are understood about as well as the buzzing
insect in that dome of St. Peter’s understands the
prophet Isaiah. They were meant to be seen at a dis-
tance ; and this phrase I for one am willing to adopt,
if you will understand it: “ Man is born with his back
towards God.” That is original sin. Will your Shak-
speare bear you out in your assertion that a man is
born with his face toward God, and ready to say “I
will ” when the Divine Voice says “I ought?” Will
your Milton and Richter, and your Carlyle, carry you
through, if you undertake to maintain that man is born
with his face toward God ?

Accredited New-England theology does not assert
that inherited evil disposition is sin; for it teaches
always that responsibility cannot exist without free-
dom of the will, and that sin consists in evil choice.
Sin is sinning, as Theodore Parker says that New
England affirms it is not. There have been schools of
theology using the word “sin” in-a peculiar sense;
but, if you will notice how they define the word, they
mean at the last analysis only what our evangeligt
means when he says that a man is born with his face
turned away from that Being who says “I ought,” and
to whom we will say “I will not.” But this moral
condition is not total corruption: it is disarrangedness,
it is not unarrangeability. Man is noble: the wheels in
him are of gold, of silver, and of pearl, of an un-
measured preciousness. They are so disarranged, how-
ever, as not to keep time; and that condition we call
total depravity. If they were concrete slime, as they
are not, we should call that condition total corruption.
But for want of making that simple distinction,—one
of the commonplaces of religious science, so familiar
that I am almost ashamed to take up time with it here,
even when we stand face to face with Theodore
Parker’s rough caricatures—meq fall into the most
ghastly misconceptions of religious truth at this point,
as if it were an impeachment of God’s own work, or as
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if there were in it the spirit of some ghoulish depredator
at the tomb of all that is noble in man.

Your Shakspeare asserts total depravity as much
as New-England theology, and I think rather more.
There is not on the globe a deep writer of the merely
secular sort, who does not affirm that man is inclined
at birth, by hereditary descent, to say “I will not”
when the Divine Voice says “I ought.” All ethical
science asserts, that until you come into a predominant
mood, in whick you love what the Divine Voice that
says “I ought” commands, you do not keep time ; you
are worth nothing as a clock. Nevertheless you can
be arranged so as to follow the unchanging plan of
your soul. That clock out of order needs a hand from
outside of it to put it in order. Man can obey his con-
science ; I believe man can do all that God requires of
him: nevertheless, when a man is put in order, after
having been so disarranged as not to keep time, he in-
controvertibly has to thank the original plan of the
mechanism, and he did not invent that. He has to
thank Divine Providence for bringing truth to bear
upon him in such a way as to seize his reason and
emotion, and woo him at last freely to do what he
ought. While God rules in him by the plan of the
clock, man also, by his own free choice, acts within
himself ; and, since very evidently both powers are
conjoined in arranging the clock, we do well to work
out our own orderliness with fear and trembling.

Theodore Parker’s chief error was a confusion of
popular and scholarly theology. This series of carica-
tures illustrates that confusion, and so does a series of
self-contradictions which must now be outlined.

The deepest desire of man is for final satisfaction,
intellectual and moral, concerning religious truth and
his personal relations to it. Tossed about, however
wearily, and without a place where to lay the head, no
past age has made, and no future age will make, a
pillow, of self-contradiction. There never will come a
time when transcendentalism will meet with successful
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opposition to its assertion that a thing cannot be and
not be at the same time and in the same sense. If there
is a self-evident truth, that is one, transcending, if you
Please, not only the experience of the individual, but
also that of the race. Only very slowly can I get
forward here with the immense theme of the intui-
tional philosophy ; but I am not forgetting that some
of you think that these royal intuitive beliefs in self-
evident truths are the result of inherited experience of
both the individual and the race. I know that in
Orion a thing cannot be and not be at the same time
and in the same sense, and that the same is true in the
North Star. But I never had any experience in the
North Star; the race never had any experience in
Orion. Our conviction, however, is perfect that the
whole must be greater than a part in the Pleiades, or
in the Swan, or where Sagittarius draws his bow in
the south. We have never flown through the zenith
with the Swan; mankind never drew bow with
Sagittarius in the southern heavens. Axiomatic cer-
tainties have a range immeasurably transcending all
possible experience of the individual or of the race.
They are certainties everywhere and always. There-
fore, according to all just philosthy, self-contradiction
is a competent condemnation of any proposition, not
only for this world, but for all worlds; not only for
time, but for eternity.

In Theodore Parker’s collected writings, self-con-
tradictions are far more easily noticed than in any of
his volumes taken singly. It is significant that there
never has been an American edition of his works; that
is, of his collected writings. Of course individual
volumes of his have been several times republished ;
but there is in this country no edition of his collected
works. There is such an edition in England ; but when
I asked one of his publishers here, if the English
edition had prevented the appearance of the collected
works in this country, he replied, “Not at all. The

books will not sell.”



92 ORTHODOXY.

What are some of the more important self-contra-
dictions in Theodore Parker’s productions taken as a
whole ?

There is in Parker’s scheme of thought a multiplex
self-contradiction as to the intuitions of conscience.

1. The intuitions of conscience declare man’s ill-
desert when he says “I will not” to the Divine “I
ought.”

2. The ill-desert of man is therefore a self-evident
fact.

3. The intuitions were Parker’s authority.

4. The life and correspondence and public words of
Theodore Parker yield almost no proof that he was
accustomed to confess sin to the Supreme Being.
The nearest he comes to confession is in a prayer
offered in the Music Hall after the unveiling of
Beethoven’s statue: “May we chastise ourselves for
every mean and wicked thing” (WEiss, Life, vol. i.
p. 411).

5. To James Freeman Clarke he writes from his
dying-chamber that there is in man no condition of
enmity against God (Life, vol. i. p. 151). “No sin,”
he said, “can make an indelible mark on what I call
the soul ” (Ibid., p. 149).

6. Self-evident truth does, and Theodore Parker did
not, carefully distinguish human infirmity from human
iniquity. He held, that, at the last analysis, sin is a
defect of judgment, or a necessary incident in our
moral development, and that therefore “every fall is a
fall upward.” That phrase,I find, has been often cited
by scholars as typical of Parker's thought. It is a
clause out of a whole page to which I printed a
reference the other day (Sermons on Theism, p. 408) ;
and, when I put a reference into a published report, I
mean, of course, to invite all gentlemen to look at the
original (see also pp. 417, 299, of the same book).
When a man painstakingly gives a reference, he must
be accused of pedantry, if he has not a desire to have
people make use of the reference. I cannot say every
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thing here in an hour; but I give the references to
bear myself out; and it is an essential part of the
reading of any man’s argument to examine the authori-
ties to which he refers. There is in Parker nothing
more fundamental than the doctrine implied by asser-
tions like these : “ To the wickedest, life is no absolute
failure ;” “Optimism is the piety of science;” “Sin
is the provocation to virtue” (FROTHINGHAM, Life, p.
353). “Every fall is a fall upward;” “Sure of my
immortality and sure of God, I fear nothing.” Expres-
sions like these are scattered all through his writings;
and these are perfectly consistent with the theory
which he held, that, by many a long and winding slope,
Iscariot comes out right at last, and that it is safe to
die a kidnapper or a murderer. (See last page of Ser-
mons on Theism.)

There were shrewd men fleeced in Boston the other
day by a swindler who fled to Europe. New York
was fleeced lately by a conscienceless cormorant, who
opened his beak wide enough to swallow the Hudson,
and was afterward found back of the Palisades and at
Vigo. At Meudon, in the French Revolution, gloves
were made of human skins. What, now, if you were
to say to the fleeced taxpayers, and to the relatives of
the flayed Frenchmen, Why, have you not heard that
sin is a necessary step in the deve?opment of virtue ?
Do you not know tgat liberal thought asserts that
every fall is a fall upward? Do you not understand
that these acts of which you complain are merely the
efforts of the human soul to get possession of its
faculties ? The Winslows and the Tweeds will come
out right. God cares as much for them as He does for
the Lawrences and Peabodys: if He does not, He is a
malignant being. By many a long and winding slope
every thief and leper and perjurer and murderer will
come up at last to a height as lofty as he could have
reached if he had gone up without sin. Iago falls;
but he falls upward. He is getting possession of his
faculties.
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We understand moral truth best in a common-place
example. Socrates preferred facts from the street to
illustrate the curve of the moral law. On the gray
mall on Boston Common yonder, under the elms
beneath which Adams and Washington walked with
Lafayette, you may see a seller of candies, an aged
woman, in the biting wind, in the tatters of her
poverty and in the trembling of her unsupported,
declining strength. (See Bib. Sac., vol. 26, p. 296.)
‘With gladness she shows you a large bill, and says, “ A
very finely dressed gentleman, with great kindness to
me, took more of my stock than I have sold in a week
before. He took, indeed, all I had ; and, when I could
not change his bill, he took my little collection of
coppers, and filled his pocket with them, and gave
me this large bill. Am I not blessed to-day ?”—
“ Madam, that is a counterfeit bill.”— What, what !
The wretch!” — “Yes. But, madam, have you not
heard that the great Theodore Parker says that every
fall is a fall upward ? Philosophy teaches that all evil
is evanescent. By many a long and winding slope
every man shall attain at last supreme felicity. This
man has perhaps heard, as you have not, that sin is
needful to our development. He is getting command
of his faculties.”

Will you conduct law and business and politics on
the principles of a lax, unscientific, lawless liberal-
ism? Not while men are men. Do not ask me,
then, to adopt fundamental principles in religious
theory and practice which you will not adopt in any
secular theory or practice. The scientific method
asserts the unity and the universality of law. Dis-
sonances with the nature of things are the mothers of
whirlwinds.

Next I find in Theodore Parker a self-contradiction
concerning the penalties of sin.

In his early manhood he said, ““ Punishment may be
eternal 7 (WEiss, Life, vol. i. p. 66). And all through
his life he held the intuitional philosophy, which proves
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that there may be free, final permanence in moral
character: therefore all his life he held principles
which would undermine his certainty as to optimism
being the piety of science. While he was consistent
with his philosophy, he could not deny that a man
may fall into free, final permanence of character:
therefore he never had authorization from the scientific
method to assert, that, to the wickedest, life is no
absolute failure, or that Judas Iscariot, Cain, and the
kidnapper may die in their crimes, and yet be sure of
final felicity.

Gentlemen, I beg you to fasten searching attention
on the last door through which, I will not say evasive,
but insufficiently clear and serious thought retreats,
when brought face to face with the scientific method
on the topic of eternal permanence of character.
Will you tell me whether this height of bliss to which
God is to lift man through suffering is finite or infinite?
Finite, of course you would say. Finite beings are
capable of being lifted only to a finite degree of happi-
ness. Very well, then; suppose that all punishment,
here and hereafter, produces increased bliss at last:
when the highest ascending slope has been reached,
that bliss will yet be a finite quantity, will it not ? Let
us here be straightforward as sunbeams. A finite
being can have only a finite bliss ; therefore, even God
can lift a finite being only to a finite degree of bliss.
The highest bliss, then, which you will attain by
your method of managing the universe will be a
finite degree of bliss. Now, could not Omnipotence
have lifted finite beings to a finite degree of bliss
without any suffering on their part as a penalty of
sin, or without their sinning, and thus incurring
punishment ? Yes; you know it could. Omnipo-
tence can do any thing that is an object of power;
that is, any thing not involving a self-contradiction.
There is no self-contradiction in supposing that God
could lift finite beings to the highest bliss of which
they are capable, and yet not use as His instrumen-
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tality the suffering induced by sin. Assuredly He
could do this. Why has He not done it ? You say that
all suffering of punishment for sin is intended to
make men more happy at the last. But it will not;
for it cannot make them more happy than God might
have made them without it. To the highest bliss of
which they are capable, God could lift men up with-
out their suffering any of the pains induced by sin.
Why does He mot do this? Penal pain and innocent
pain are to be distinguished from each other as
remedial agents. Suffering which is the result of
sin, and suffering which is not the result of sin, are
two very different things. It is not denied here that
the latter form of suffering may be necessary to the
highest good of the universe, but only that suffering
as the result of sin is thus necessary. Are sin and
the suffering it induces necessary to the highest
good of the universe, as your theory implies? If so,
then the sin is necessary. Who, then, 18 responsible
for ¢in? That is the inexorable question which
comes at last before every man who cares for clear
thought, and faces the fact that sin and its penalties,
with self-propagating powers, now exist; and when
you have gazed long enough into that quarter of the
heavens, you will be apt to make up your minds that
yours is the theory, and not mine, that calls in question
the Divine benevolence.

As Dean Mansel and Whately and many others have
said, “QGod is an infinite God now. God is an infi-
nitely powerful God now ; God is infinitely good now;
God has been infinitely powerful and good for the last
six thousand years: but now sin exists ; now the earth
groans under what ought not to be; and for six
thousand years sin and its sufferings have been in pro-
gress.” Yes, but you explain all that by saying that
every thing is coming out by and by—into what ?
Into a finite degree of bliss. God could have reached
that without the existence of the suffering caused by
sin. Why did He not? If you please, the universe
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is more serious than is dreamed by men who solace sin
by affirming that it can never be too late to mend, and
that character does not tend to a free, final permanence,
bad as well as good. That sentiment is a web woven
in the looms of luxury, and gilded there, but one that
will not bear the weight of absolute seriousness,
conducting research by the scientific method. What-
ever outrages science will be found to solace sin.

In Theodore Parker's writings, as in nearly all
productions of a like school in thought, there are
abundant self-contradictions as to the character of our
Lord, and the authority of the New-Testament litera-
ture.

1. At twenty-four years of age Parker believed
that Christ was miraculously born. *“Christ was
the Son of God born in a miraculous manner”
(i. 66).

2. At twenty-six he wrote a sonnet in praise of the
Son of man as perfect.

3. At thirty-four he thought that possibly Jesus
may have taught errors.

4. At thirty-six he thinks there may one day be a
greater man than Christ. “ God has yet greater men
in store, I doubt not” (i. 429).

5. At forty-two he thinks Christ certainly made
mistakes in His teaching.

6. At forty-nine he says the ‘negro washerwoman
who keeps the wolf from her unfathered babes, all
fugitives from slavery, is not less glorious than Jesus
of Nazareth on the mountain uttering His Beatitudes.

Now, thus far, there is no self-contradiction, only
change of opinion. Do not suppose I mistake mere
change of opinion for self-contradiction, although vacil-
lation is a trait of crudeness of thought. What was
Parker’s final thought ?

7. In his latest years he says that “our Lord’s
theology contained a considerable admixture of
error.”

8. But the Christianity of Christ, he thinks, was

G
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a perfect religion. “To me the name of Christianity,”
he says, “is most exceeding dear.”

Goethe would have reproved Parker; for Goethe used
to say, “ Tear out of the New Testament faith in the
veracity of Christ as to the fact of the supernatural,
and there is not enough left to build faith on in regard
to any other particular.” Parker did the former, and
then attempted to eulogise the trustworthiness of one
who, as Parker affirmed, was yet to be surpassed, and
had taught many errors. Thus Theodore Parker plays
fast and loose with the historic evidence of the super-
natural in Christianity, and then calls in as aid to his
scheme of thought a mass of historic refuse, good for
nothing, according to his own testimony, as evidence.
This self-contradiction has so often been pointed out
in the arguments of outirown sceptics, that Strauss
was consistent enough in his lonely, last years, as some
of Parker's followers now are, to drop the name
Christian.

No one, even among Theodore Parker’s friends, has
built heavily on his foundations; and how can you
expect me to build on them ? Where is the man that
is constructing a temple to-day with Theodore Parker’s
characteristic propositions as corner-stones ? He is not
in Boston : he is not in New York. Mr. Frothingham
says that Theodore Parker will have no immortality
as a religious philosopher. Let us grant him immor-
tality as a crowned hero and martyr in the conflict
with slavery ; let us say that he was too busy, as he
faced the foe, to think out a system in philosophy on
this yet crude shore. America is young in that
pertains to deep metaphysical research. My main
motive in criticising this antislavery hero is to show
that Boston, as yet, has not hewn out any stone in
philosophy that is fit to be put down as a corner of a
temple of religious science. You have cut out from
the mountains of research many a strong piece of
marble for other structures; and some of you think
that Theodore Parker hewed out what must lie at the
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corner of a philosophical religion. Julius Miiller, and
not Theodore Parker, is the best teacher of the Absolute
Religion. Our transcendentalism in New England has
not uttered a final word. We are not as far advanced
in philosophy as we suppose. Germany thinks so little
of New England in this particular, that you can find
all she says of our philosophy in five or ten pages of
any history on the course of metaphysical thought in
these last decades. We overrate ourselves. Frothing-
ham, who.is nearest to being Parker’s successor, will
not bear his own weight on that stone which Theodore
Parker hewed out. There is not a church of the
liberal sort that to-day bears its weight on that stone,
considered merely as the basis of a philosophy. Can
ou expect me to build on it, when Plymouth Rock
ﬁes here to be the corner-stone of philosophy, of
polities, of society, of church, of factory, of school, and
to be blessed in the future as it has been in the past ?
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V.

THE ATONEMENT IN THE LIGHT OF
SELF-EVIDENT TRUTH.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

IT is recorded by Tacitus, with some surprise, that in
-L the marshes of the Rhine there lived a tribe of
Finns, who were so degraded as not to believe in the
efficacy of prayer. An obscure infidel sheet in Boston
has lately said, “ The whole teaching of Free Religion
concerning prayer is concentrated in this short maxim,
Never pray, if you can help it.” In a straightforward
course of thought it is necessary to admit that some-
times we cannot help praying. From the point of view
of science this conceded fact means more than much.
“ At their wits’ ends all men pray,” Shakspeare says.
But what all men do, and cannot help doing, is instine-
tive. The existence of an organic or constitutional
instinct is adequate scientific proof of the existence of
its correlate. Wherever we find a fin, there has been
provided water to match it; a wing, air to match it ;
an eye, light to match it; a migrating instinct, a climate
to match it. The instinet of petition is no exception
to the rule that God creates no hunger to mock it.
Hegel and Emerson call prayer the highest act of the
human spirit. The proof of the efficacy of prayer is
its naturalness.

Nothing subdues will like already subdued wrill.
Decision for one’s self is the best teacher of decisionn to
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others. All }Erayer is vain repetition unless it include
the petition, Thy will be done in me as in heaven. It
means, among other things, a subdued will ; and so,
when a Christian worthy of the name offers prayer
with one who is not yet religiously resolute, great
natural laws show their force. The contagion of a
religiously subdued and rejoicing will is brought to
bear upon a will as yet unsubdued, Boston, Eastern
Massachusetts, New England, are witnessing at this
moment, in many lives, that mystery which for eighteen
centuries has been called the new birth. It is not
heresy nor novelty to teach that God converts the soul
according to the natural laws of the soul. What are
some of the spiritual lJaws which are now in such
subtle operation close around us, and undoubtedly are
at all times capable of doing what we see them effecting
now ?

Prayer, it has commonly been taught, has four ele-
ments,—adoration, confession, thanksgiving, petition.
I hold that we must always add a fifth part, namely,
total self-surrender. The four parts without the fifth
are what the Scriptures call vain repetition, and not
prayer. Whoever offers prayer in all its five parts
may be assured in the name of natural law, that he will
obtain religious aid of a kind that he can receive from
no other source. Men who revere the scientific method
will admit that experiment is the crucial test of truth.
Who dares try the experiment of prayer in the sense
of total and affectionate self-surrender to God? A
Boston scholar has lately told the public that a some-
what rough man of affairs in this city, in the presence
of the American evangelist, thought he would be manly
enough to try the experiment of offering prayer.
“ But,” said the latter, “you must be sincere.”—«I
know very little of this thing,” the man replied ; “but
I am willing to be sincere in one prayer at least.”—
“ Very well,” said the evangelist, “let us kneel down,
here and now, together; and do you say from the
depths of your heart, ‘ God be merciful to me a sinner.””
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The merchant did that; and I suppose, from what
followed, that he did it in a genuine way. Certain it
is that there struck across that man’s countenance a
beam of light from the sun behind the sun, a peace and
an illumination unknown to him before. He rose up,
saying, “This is a singular experience. My partner,
do you do as I have done, and perhaps there will be
similar results.” The partner was a sceptic; but he
knelt and offered the prayer, “ God be merciful to me
a sinner;” and he, too, rose up, smitten across the
forehead with the light that falls out of those ancestral
spaces from which all souls come, and into which all
men haste. Facts like these are the chief news of this
serious day. Boston loves clear ideas. You say, “All
this is mystery.” It is fact, however, as age after age
caln v;itness. But analyze this greatly suggestive scene
a little.

What is implied in the words, God be merciful to
me a sinner ?

1. That there is a God.

2. That there is & moral law.

3. That the moral law represents the will of a

rson.

4. That the law and the person have unconditional
authority.

5. That I ought to obey that authority.

6. That I could have done what I ought.

7. That my will is free.

8. That I freely refused to do what I ought. A

9. That the ill-desert of this refusal is wholly
mine.

1}‘0' That I cannot remove this ill-desert from my-
self,

11. That there is obligation existing on my part to
satisfy the violated majesty of the law.

12. That my own future good works cannot meet
this obligation.

13. That God’s mercy must meet it for me, if it is to
be met at all.
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14. That I implore God’s mercy so to meet it.

15. That I trust myself implicitly to His mercy.

16. That I do so with entire freedom from the spirit
of self-righteousness.

17. That I do so in the spirit of rejoicing loyalty to
a personal Father, Redeemer, and Sanctifier; one God,
who was, and is, and is to come.

18. That in all these beliefs I hold propositions,
which, in my business and my family, in public and in
secret, I mean to transmute into action.

This prayer, “God be merciful to me a sinner,” is the
articulate voice of an organic instinct. But it contains
these eighteen and more propositions, which are thus
not, slightly emphasized by the structure of human
nature., Transmute these beliefs into deeds, saturate
society with these propositions, and have they any
force? Is it any mystery that men who offer this
prayer sincerely are smitten through and through by a
redemptive illumination? These rays are javelins out
of the light of the Great White Throne. Let them
permeate business, politics, education, the newspaper
press, literature, and all private life. The mystery of
conversion,—if there were not conversion when a man
seriously and gladly submits himself to the practical
application of all these propositions, that would be a
mystery. I am not denying at all that there is super-
natural action in every case of conversion ; but I defy
any form of clear thought to show that these proposi-
tions are not all in the prayer, “ God be merciful to me
a sinper.” I defy any man to justify in the name of
science the Finns of Flanders or of Boston for not
offering that prayer. .

Two hundred churches in New England are uniting
with Boston in special services. Your newspaper
g‘ress affirms that thirty thousand people were at the

abernacle yesterday. Business-men’s prayer-meet-
ings crowd their places of assembly. The hush of
God’s work, through natural and supernatural laws, is
in Boston.
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Some simpleton in clerical garb said lately to that
theologian of Andover who has done more for religious
science in this country than any other man since
Jonathan Edwards, “Is it not singular that Providence
should effect so much through inferior labourers? It
must be admitted that the Lord has done much in
Boston through weak instruments.”—“I wish,” said
Professor Park in reply, “to be reverent in speaking
of the work of the Lord; but Mr. Moody is a great
mam’l

A great man! “There are no great men,” Professor
Park would, with Massillon, have said in another mood:
“God only is great.” A smaller Frenchman than
Massillon—Renan—wrote not long ago, “ We never
shall keep the world in order until science has learned
how to explode the globe. Then we shall say to the
Philistinish masses, Peace under penalty ! The power
of natural law is behind us.” But there are natural
laws, which, instead of exploding the globe, will explode
all its icebergs,

“ Unlock the zone, the ice-fields clothe with wheat,
And make God’s pathway round the world complete.”

It is scientifically certain that Christianity is in posses-
sion of the theory of those laws; and if she were only
in the practice of them !

Take your rough bit of glass, and hew it here and
there, and you have not made a prism ; but, as soon as
you have produced a prism, that instant the light
striking through it is unravelled, and you have by
natural laws a revelation not to be imagined before
{ou see the colours. Let a man surrender to God ; let

im hew himself into a religious prism which has
reason, conscience, and self-surrender to God, as re-
vealed in His word and works, for its three sides,—
and the instant that posture of total, affectionate,
irreversible self-surrender, is reached, God will flash
through the human faculties: the seven colours will
fall on your face, on your families, on public life, on




THE ATONEMENT AND SELF-EVIDENT TRUTH. 105

all the greed and fraud of American civilization, and
give you as a people that coat of many colours which
shall prove you to be the beloved son of the Father as
a nation.

THE LECTURE.

When a man has wilfully violated the radiant moral
law, it is instinctive, if the eyes are kept open to its
light, to feel that something ought to be done to bring
about satisfactory relations between the rebellious
spirit and the Author of that insufferably resplendent
moral enactment. What ought to be done 2 The soul
should acquire similarity of feeling with God. Without
that its peace is scientifically known to be a natural
impossibility. But is that enough? Face to face with
self-evident truths, can an unfettered human spirit
which has behind it a record of disloyalty find intelli-
gent and wholly tremorless peace, even after it is
delivered from the love of what ought not to be?
When an evil man has reformed, does he have a scienti-
fically justifiable right to feel that his own excellence,
taken wholly alone, ought to secure his entire harmony
with the nature of things? What do the organic and
ineradicable human instincts, scientifically interpreted,
say on this point ?

Lady Macbeth, Shakspeare tells us, could not wash
her hands white, although she had learned to hate her
crime so as to be made insane by the memory of it.

Doctor.—Look how she rubs her hands !

Gentleman.— It is an accustomed action with her to seem thus
washing her hands. I have known her to continue in this a
quarter of an hour.

Lady Macbeth.—Yet here’s the spot.

N Doctor.— Hark ! she speaks. I will set down what comes from
er.

Lady Macbeth.—Out,damned spot ! out,Isay! . . . Here’s
the smell of the blood still. All the perfumes of Arabia will not
sweeten this little hand.

Doctor.—More needs she the divine than the physician. God,

God, forgive us all !
Macbeth, act v. sc. 1.
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Is your Shakspeare a partisan, when, describing in’
Macbeth the laws of human nature, he makes him
say,—

Will all great Neptune’s ocean wash this blood

Clean from my band? No: this my hand will rather

The multitudinous seas incarnadine,
Making the green—one red.

Methought I heard a voice cry, ¢ Sleep no more !
Macbeth does murder sleep,'—the innocent sleep,
Sleep that knits up the ravelled sleeve of care,

The death of each day’s life, sore labour’s bath,

Balm of hurt minds, great nature’s second course,
Chief nourisher in life’s feast.

Still it cried, ¢ Sleep no more !’ to all the house :

¢ Glamis hath murdered sleep ; and therefore Cawdor
Shall sleep no more, Macbeth shall sleep no more.’

I could not say ¢ Amen’
‘When they did say ¢ God bless us.

Lady Macbeth.—Consider it not so deeply.
Macbeth.—But wherefore could I not pronounce “ Amen™?
T had most need of blessing, and “ Amen”
Stuck in my throat.
Lady Macbeth.—These deeds must not be thought
After these ways : 8o, it will make us mad.
Ibid., act ii. sc. 2.

These deeds must be thought of after these ways; so,
it will make us wise.

Not Plato, not Aristotle, not Voltaire, not Strauss,
not Renan, not Parker, can wash Lady Macbeth’s red
right hand.

Shakspeare describes the laws of your sleep and
mine.

Instead of great literature, do you prefer actual life,
to illustrate the laws of human nature ? A schoolmate
of miune lately committed murder. He was a foremost
man in a church. He was nearly fifty years of age.
Through thirty years he had suffered from an unhappy
marriage. God knows what his trials had been. But
the man was sane. He was in health. Not a whisper
has been raised in his defence, although he is to be
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tried for his life in a few weeks. Coming home from
an evening gathering, his wife and he passed into their
house together, apparently at peace with each other.
Half an bour later, when she was asleep, the monster
with an axe took his wife's life.

Do not avert your gaze, my friends, from this lurid
point of light. The narrative is of a piece with much
else that has actually happened in the nights and days
of our softly rolling globe ; and yet you say it is not
philosophy. I affirm that events like these are facts,
and that philosophy must face facts of every descrip-
tion, or once for all cease to call itself scientific. This
piercing gleam out of experience is blue fire, indeed ;
but not a little radiance of that sort has crept before
now through the volcanic crevices of the world. When
by this ominous but actual lamp you gaze intently
upon the glitter of this axe, and upon the flashing of
the afterward dripping blood, you will find that many
problems as to the peace of the soul are here exposed
to view, under a flame intense enough to permit their
scientific examination.

Both these persons were my schoolmates. I knew
each of them well, and think I have some reason to say
that I understand what, probably, the whole interior
sky was in this man. One of the things that proved
his guilt, aside from his confession, which he made at
the end of a week, was a remark which he curiously
enough repeated to his neighbours months before his
crime: “Can I not repent, even if I do a great wrong,
and so repent as to go to heaven? Is it not taught
that a man may repent and be saved, although he does
something very bad ?” The man was not well educated,
He had in his mind the query, whether one might not
commit some atrocity, and yet repent, and by the good
grace of Almighty God, who is of too pure eyes to behold
iniquity, be saved through the Atonement. Perhaps
he thought heaven was a place rather than a state.

Confucius said on the Yellow Sea, “ Heaven means
principle” What if a man permanently loses prin-
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ciple? Must he or must he not lose heaven? Under
the law of judicial blindness, is it possible for a man to
lose principle permanently ?

This man, befogged but not insane, took up the
theory—this was proved before the jury—that he
might commit murder, and yet afterwards repent, and
go to heaven. And he committed murder; and I
think his chief temptation, aside from vexatious mar-
ried life, was that lie whispered to him out of the very
bowels of Gehenna, that the Atonement is enough to
save & man who makes a bargain of it, and tries to
cheat God. That man did on a large scale what it
is possible you and I have been trying to do on a small
scale. We do not commmit murder; but we would, if
we had our own way, very gladly cheat God of half
our life at least, because we remember that we can
repent at last, and all will come out well. Some men
think, that, if they repent after they go out of this life,
all will be well: that is rather a large application of
this principle.

Pardon me, gentlemen; but you must be shocked
into due attention to the monstrous caricatures of
religious truth which often exist in half-educated
minds, and which underlie a large part of the infidel
attack on Christianity in this latest age, as they have
underlaid every attack in every past age.

In this kind of analysis of the actual and typical
experiences of men, I find more philosophy than I
can put into an hour’s declamation. Here is a gleam
right out of human nature, and from our day; and I
wish you to look at it while we ask how far self-
.evident truth can teach us what the Atonement can
do. I affirm that the Atonement must be something
that does not bargain with God for a piece of life
or the whole of it. It must not undermine principle.
We are assured by self-evident truth, that the Atone-
ment, if it is to be effectual, must in some way provide
for similarity of feeling with God. Conscience, with
all its great operations, exists in us, and is going on
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into the Unseen Holy with us; and we must be at
peace with all its multiplex lines of activity.

This man committed murder deliberately. Perhaps
he now has had grace given him to loathe his crime.
In his cell he sings hymns, it is said ; is glad to receive
religious solace ; hopes that his execution may be the
gateway to heaven; and his reliance is all in the
Atonement. He really has come to hate, let us suppose,
all that God hates, and to love all that God loves. He
has, let us grant, what is called the new birth. Does
that erase or cover the record of the murderer? Let
us be mercilessly straightforward in our answer to this
question ; for it touches your case and mine. I am
approaching a fundamental self-contradiction of the
lawless and sharply mischievous dreaming of many, as
to the nature and sequences of our refusal to say “I
will ” when the Divine Voice says “I ought.” This
man has learned to loathe the murder; but the record
of his crime is behind him. Do you think that he
is, or ought to be, at peace, simply because he really
loathes every thing that leads to murder? Here
is a question which I put before you in the name of the
scientific method, begging you to look on it with a love
of clear ideas, and wholly apart from any conclusions in
religious science. Do you think that human nature,
with the great operations of conscience in it, and
especially with that prophetic office which anticipates
the continuance of the approval and disapproval
which we know inevitably follows our acts, good and
bad ; that sense that this approval or disapproval is not
only from ourselves, but from a Somewhat and Some
One who is in us, but not of us, is likely to allow this
man, in the name of his own excellence alone, to
be wholly at peace about this record of murder,
even after he has reformed ? Let us fasten our thoughts
on this one phase of human experience, typical of
range after range of human crime, and let us, if pos-
sible, attain clearness on the subject, whatever theory
stands or falls. “ Was klar ist, wahr ist)” the Germans



110 ORTHODOXY.

- say,—“What is clear is true.” There is & whole range
of liberal thinking which asserts, that, when a man
reforms, he has done enough ; and that style of thought
I wish to test—by what? By the street; by the
axioms of self-evident truth applied by the scientific
method. My schoolmate who has murdered his wife
has repented, let us say; and he is at the edge of death
itself. It may be that the first spirit he will meet
in the Unseen Holy will be that which he sent thither
before its time. No, not the first spirit: he will meet
God there. He meets God now. In conscience, the
still small voice is God’s voice. He listens to that;
he remembers the past; he knows he has learned to
loathe his crime: but is that enough? Was it enough
for Macbeth ? Was it enough for Lady Macbeth ?

When a great question concerning the organization
of human nature comes up, the best way to decide it is
to notice not only the deepest literatures of the world,
but a long range of experience in history, and see how
man has acted age after age. Have the nations acted
as if they thought reform was enough to give peace
after a great crime has been committed? We know
that the heathen religions of the world have given
large space to penance and sacrifice. I do not wish to
exaggerate the amazing record ; but there is enough to
show that more than much has been done, age after
age, in history, by this desire to be at peace with
conscience and with what is to be met behind the veil.
These heathen religions have indicated in unspeakable
ways that peace is not attained even after reformation.
The devotees of those religions have desired to be calm
before God ; and many deep teachers have taught, with

. more or less distinctness, the necessity of loving what
God loves, and hating what God hates. But how has
the human heart acted? The whole history of the
race, I claim, has proved that men in general have not
felt ready to go before God in their own righteousness
even after they have reformed. My schoolmate here
has learned to hate his murder; and now he must
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go before God. He has the righteousness, let us hope,
of loving and hating what God loves and hates; but
there is that past behind him.  Conscience 18 in him ;
and now when the operations of conscience have their
JSree course, is that man, as he steps into the Unseen
Holy, ready to depend on mothing but his own
righteousness?

Gentlemen, the greatest question in religious science
is before you, and, I hope, in such a concrete form as to
be intelligible. Keeping now your unpartisan and
fathomless Shakspeare open, and not removing your
thoughts from this concrete case of to-day, will you
allow me to recite analytically a few self-evident
truths concerning the Atonement ?

1. It is self-evident that a thing cannot be and not
be at the same time and in the same sense.

If transcendentalism has a corner-stone of adamant,
it is this axiom,—that a thing cannot be and not be at
the same instant and in the same signification. When
will a philosophy arise that will undermine a certainty
without which philosophy itself cannot exist ?

2. It is, therefore, self-evident that we cannot be at
once at peace and at variance with conscience ;

3. That we cannot be at once at peace and at vari-
ance with the record of our past;

4. That we cannot be at once at peace and at vari-
ance with God.

The supremely terrific and supremely alluring cans
and cannots of the nature of things are all implied in
the words, “ God cannot deny Himself” Here we put
our feet upon adamant which Thor’s hammer cannot
pulverize, without, at the same time, reducing itself to

owder. The nature of things has in it no fate at all,

ut is the total outcome of God’s free choice; and His
free choice is the total outcome of His infinite perfec-
tion. He cannot deny Himself; and so forever and
forever it will be true that the axioms of the nature of
things are adamant, not only for this world, but also
for the next.
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5. It is self-evident, that, while we continue to exist
as personalities of the same plan we now exhibit in
our natures, conscience will be something we cannot
escape from.

“The mind is its own place, and in itself
Can make a heaven of hell, a hell of heaven.”

6. It is self-evident that our past is irreversible.

Do you say that when I assert in the name of the
nature of conscience, and of the irreversibleness of the
past, that there will be regret in the universe for ever
and for ever on account of the losses sin has occasioned,
and when I affirm that some part of that shadow will
fall on the sea of glass, and will not be invisible from
the Great White Throne, I come near uttering blas-
phemy ? Does the Bible utter blasphemy when it
says that there is a Lamb slain from the foundation of’
the world ? My proposition is only that biblical pro-
position in scientific shape. No doubt all the losses
sin has caused were foreseen ; and no doubt the plan
for the rescue of men existed in the councils of Omni-
potence from eternity. No doubt there was, therefore,
as the unsearchable depth of that metaphor asserts, a
Lamb slain from the foundation of the world. He
whom we dare not name had sympathy from the first
for the distress He foresaw would result from the abuse
of that gift of free-will, without which there can be
no virtue. Forever and forever the losses caused by
what ought not to have been will continue. The
Scriptures, therefore, speak of a Lamb slain from the
foundation of the world, or of a shadow that is not
invisible, and never has been invisible, and never will
be invisible, from the Great White Throne. Before

ou accuse scientific speech of blasphemy instead of
biblical depth of metaphor on this theme, remember
that the Atonement is not an afterthought. The plan
of redemption is no insertion into the universe to cor-
rect mistakes. It is a part of the perfect purpose of
Him who was, and 1is, and is to come, who, in all
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eternities past and in all eternities future, will be
faithful to the plan which was, and is, and is to come.

7. It is self-evident that we cannot escape from our
record ;

8. That we cannot escape from God ;

9. That harmonization with our environment is the
wndispensable condition of peace of soul ;

10. That our emvironment in this world and the
next consists wnalterably of God, conscience, and our
record ;

11. That we must be free from the love of what
ought not to be before we can be at peace with the
moral law which requires what ought to be.

“8i vis fugere a Deo; fuge ad Deum,” says the
Latin proverb. “If you wish to flee from God, flee to
God ;” for the only way to flee from Him is to flee to
Him.

12. It is scientifically incontrovertible that con-
science produces in us a sense of ill-desert twhenever
we say “ I will not ” to the Divine “I ought ;”

13. That conscience produces in us this sense of
ill-desert, whenever we accurately remember the re-
cord of our intelligent refusal to say “I will” to the
Divine “TI ought ;”

14. That no lapse of time lessens this sense of ill-
desert, if the memory of such refusal is vivid and
thoughtful.

Forty-eight hours ago we were passing through the
anniversary of the assassination of President Lincoln.
Some years have elapsed since that atrocity ; but have
our opinions changed as to the blameworthiness of the
principal actor in it? If the assassination in 1865
ought not to have been, it will be true forever that it
ought not to have been. It is a long time since the
world had fixed opinions about Nero and Caligula;
but we do not think of changing our opinions simply
because of the passage of time. Do we not disapprove
all that ought to be disapproved, and do so once for all ?
It is a terrible certainty that Judas Iscariot, if he ever

H
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blamed himself once justly, must continue to blame
himself forever and forever. There is a noose that a
man may put about his own neck and tie, but which he
cannot untie. There is irreversibility in the past; and
the action which ought not to have been will always
be regarded as such when we vividly and faithfully
remember its character. It will be impossible for us
not to disapprove such an action; for conscience is a
part of our nature, and its natural operation is to dis-
approve all that ought not to be  Murder ought not
to have been; and Macbeth will never think that it
ought to have been, or make it not to have been. You
were born in Boston: can Omnipotence make it true
you were not born in Boston ? You have done what
ought not to have been: can Omnipotence make it true
that what ought not to have been ought to have been ?
Conscience is so fearfully and wonderfully made, that
you must forever and forever disapprove what ought
not to have been. When a man has had an arm
amputated, it cannot be put back; it is gone once
for all.

How evident it is, that, under natural law, a man
may drift on in careless sesthetic ways till he loses the
perception of the beautiful! He learns to love that
which @sthetically ought not to be; and he blunts his
eesthetic sense until you say he could, by a long process
of culture, be brought back perhaps, but never will be.
You say his probation is over @sthetically. On every
conceivable side, except the moral and religious, char-
acter is subject to probations, and attains permanence ;
but on these sides a whim ¢f the luxurious ages forbids
you to hear the truth which all great and strenuous
ages have asserted, namely, that probations of course
exist there as they do elsewhere. Undeniably there
are ssthetical probations, physical probations, and
intellectual probations. But now you affirm, you who
assert the unity of law, that there are no moral proba-
tions. Do you perceive any self-contradiction in that
intellectual proceeding ? :
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15. It is a scientifically verifiable fact of experience,
that conscience, when we keep our eyes open to light,
produces in us, besides the sense of ill-desert, a feeling
that something ought to be done to satisfy the rightly
resplendent majesty and the plainly unconditional and
eternal authority of the violated Iy;w which says, “I
ought.” '

%f we have a$eed up to this progosition, we shall
not part here. Will you remember who committed the

murder? What were you thinking of a few minutes
ago, when I outlined before you a typical human
atrocity ? The man has learned to loathe his crime.
Were you ready to say that he had done enough ?
Something ought to be done besides his learning to be
sorry that he had murdered his wife. You were very
sure of this face to face with the concrete case. You
say that this piece of current history is a fact, but that
I am now leading you into vapour. Well, go back to
that scrap of red-hot iron out of the pit, and touch it.
It is not a fog. It burns up fog. It is, although blue
flame, destructive of all vapour. And you, face to face
with the concrete example, are not likely, in that man’s
case, to believe that the perfumes of Arabia will
sweeten the hand that has driven the axe through the
skull of the nearest and dearest. That man is not
authorized to be at peace, even after he has reformed,
if he depends only on his own excellence. That alone
cannot give him peace of soul; and the question is,
whether anything else can. One of the sceptical late
schools of thought asserts that science knows nothing
of Atonement for sin. All causes that are once put in
action produce effects which become causes, and which
must take their course. If we bring into existence
evil causes, they will produce their natural effects;
and we cannot erase or cover the past. The idea of a
man being relieved from the natural results of his sin
is in conflict with clear thought. These are proposi-
tions which just now are receiving indorsement from
infidelity itself Your old style of doubt is slowly
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undermined by the newer, I had almost said by that
more Christian style, which is prepared to be amazed
if it can be shown clearly that any great arrangement
can deliver us from the terrors of the past. “Plato,
Plato,” said Socrates, “ perhaps God can forgive deli-
berate sin ; but I do not see how.”

16. It is scientifically clear from the facts of personal
and general experience, that, in the absence of satisfac-
tion, conscience forebodes punishment ;

17. It forebodes this with such pertinacity and force,
that the prophetic action of conscience, or presentiment
of penalty, according to the confession of all great
literature and philosophy, makes cowards of us all;

18. That it forebodes punishment, not only in this
life, but in time to come beyond death.

To and fro, behind the veil, conscience, in anticipo-
tion, puces up and down, oftener than over any path
in this life. It would not thus by organicinstinct pace
up and down behind the veil, if there were nothing there.
Did we anticipate nothing behind the veil, conscience
could not make cowards of us all ; for death would be
release.

19. This foreboding has done as much work in the
history of religion among men as any other instinct, and
thus has proved its strength.

20. The foreboding does not cease when we become
free from the love of sin.

Remember Lady Macbeth’s fruitless use of water :
look back to my schoolmate.

When the hoofs of the horses of his pursuers were
rattling after him on the old Roman pavements, Nero
caused himself to be put to death: he passed out of the
world by virtual suicide ; and history says that his look
was not a look, but a glare. He had not been misled
by a Christian education. A distinguished infidel had
troubles of conscience; but he attributed them to a
nervous shock he received in his youth. Nero did not
receive any nervous shock in his youth; Caligula did
not. Boston may probably have men in it who never
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had a nervous shock in youth, but who have illustrated
all the great laws of conscience, and who have been
made afraid before a Somewhat or a Some One in whom
it has been said there is nothing to fear. “Since I was
seven years old,” Parker affirmed, “I have had no fear
of God.”

21. It is a scientifically verifiable fact of experience,
therefore, that the absence of the love of sin in the
present does not bring us to peace when we vividly
and thoughtfully recall our record of sin in the past,
and allow our native instincts free course.

22. It is self-evident that personal ill-desert cannot
be removed from person to person.

What !—sin not taken off us, and put upon our Lord?
our guilt not borne by our Savour? No; not in the
sense in which you understand guilt. Blameworthi-
ness is not transferred from us to Him, and cannot be.
We know that our Lord had no sin, and that there can
be no removing of personal ill-desert from one person-
ality, and putting it upon another. That word “ guilt”
is a fog, unless you remember that behind it lie two
meanings.

23. Guilt signifies, first, personal blameworthiness;
second, liableness to suffer in order to preserve the
honour of a violated law.

In the former sense guilt cannot be transferred from
person to person: in the latter it can be. Our Lord is
no murderer, no perjurer. There is no divergence of
theological opinion from self-evident truth when self-
evident truth declares that personal demerit is not
transferrable from personality to personality. Ghastli-
est of all misconceptions ever put before this city or
any other is' the assertion that the doctrine of the
Atonement implies—first, that an innocent being is
made guilty in the sense of being personally blame-
worthy; and, secondly, that that innocent being is
punished in the sense of suffering pain for personal |
ill-desert. Both these propositions all clear thought
discards, all religious science condemns. We have no

LS et
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doctrine of the Atonement which declares that personal
demerit is laid upon our Lord, or that, in the strict
sense of the word, He suffered punishment; that is,
pain inflicted for personal blameworthiness. He had no
personal blameworthiness: He was an innocent being,
as He always will be, and never did, can, or will suffer
punishment in the strict sense of the word.

24. Guilt in the second sense, or liability to suffering
in order to preserve the honour of a violated law, may
be removeJ) when the author of the law substitutes
His own voluntary sacrificial chastisement for our
punishment.

25. When such a substitution is made, the highest
possible motives to loyalty to that Ruler are brought to
bear ugon the rebellious subject.

26. If any great arrangement on this principle has
been made by the Father, Redeemer, and Sanctifier of
the universe, that arrangement meets with exactness
the deepest wants of man. It is the highest possible
dissuasive from the love of sin : it is the only possible
deliverance from the guilt of sin, in the sense, not of
personal blameworthiness, but of liability to suffering
1n order to preserve the honour of the violated law,
which says “I ought.”

27. Such a great arrangement may, therefore, with
scientific exactness, be knoun to be meeded, and so

as to be called properly the desire of all
nations.

28. The Atonement which reason can prove is needed
Revelation declares has been made.

On the slope of Beacon Hill, a New-England author,
who ought always to be named side by side with
Pestalozzi, once made it a rule, in a school full of subtile
thought, that, if a pupil violated its regulations,
the master should substitute his own voluntary
sacrificial chastisement for that pupil’s punishment.
Bronson Alcott will allow me to say here and now, in
his presence, that he has told me that this one regula-
tion almost Christianized this school. The pupils were



THE ATONEMENT AND SELF-EVIDENT TRUTH. 119

quite young, and for that reason the measure was
effective among them. He was nodreamer. He would
never have adopted the measure except with the
sensitive. Nevertheless, the operation of these un-
tutored, hardly unfolded, and therefore spontaneous
natural hearts, indicates what man is. “One day,”
says Bronson Alcott, “I called up before e a pupil
eight or ten years of age, who had violateg an
important regulation of the school. All the pupils
were looking on, and they knew what the rule of the
school was. I put the ruler into the hand of that
offending pupil ; I extended my hand ; I told him to
strike. The instant the boy saw my extended hand,
and heard my command to strike, I saw a struggle
begin in his face. A new light sprang up in his
countenance. A new set of shuttles seemed to be
weaving a new nature within him. I kept my hand
extended, and the school was in tears. The boy struck
once, and he himself burst into tears; and I constantl
watched his face, and he seemed in a bath of fire, whic
was giving him a new nature. He had a different mood
toward the school and toward the violated law. The
boy seemed transformed by the idea that I should take
chastisement in place of his punishment. He went
back to his seat, and ever afterward was one of the
most docile of all the pupils in that school, although he
had been at first one of the rudest.” My friends, you
know that I believe that law is a unit throughout the
whole extent of time and space, and that, if you can
measure a little arc of the moral law as exhibited in
this school of the Concord philosopher, you will obtain
some glimpse of the principle on which the Atonement
operates.

29. The definition of the Atonement is, the substi-
tution of the voluntary sacrificial chastisement of “
Christ for man’s punishment.

Why do I make a distinction between chastisement
and punishment? Because facts require me to do so.
In this example was Bronson Alcott punished? Not
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at all. Was Bronson Alcott gmilty? Not at all
Was the personal demerit of that pupil transferred to
Bronson Alcott? Not at all. Such transference of
personal demerit is an impossibility in the nature of
things. Nevertheless, we have in Boston a school of
theology and preaching, and a wide range of popular
sentiment, which regards Christianity as teaching, in
the doctrine of the Atonement, a self-contradiction, an
absurdity ; namely, the idea that personal demerit is
transferred from one individual to another.

James Martineau says that the idea of a vicarious
Atonement is abhorrent to him, because it includes the
idea that Christ, an innocent being, was punished. I
wish to admit that Orthodoxy has been careless in her

hrases again and again. I do not know how many
ﬂave been thrown into the lawless license of liberalism
by that misconception of the Atonement which asserts
that in it an innocent being was punished, and personal
demerit was transferred. But law is one through the
universe; and I have a perfect right to stand on this
example of Alcott’s school. I affirm that you know
perfectly well that Bronson Alcott, in the strict serse,
did not suffer punishment. He was innocent. What
did happen? Bronson Alcott voluntarilyaccepted chas-
tisement, not punishment. What is the definition of
punishment ?  Pain inflicted for personal blameworthi-
ness. . What is chastisement ? Pain suffered for the
improvement of the one who suffers it, or for the
benefit of those who witness it. Does the latter imply
guilt? Not at all. A mother has a vicious son, and
she has done her duty by him, let us suppose. She
has no remorse ; for I assume she is free from all guilt
for her son’s bad habits; but she suffers terribly. .Is
that pain punishment? No, chastisement. We must
make this distinction, in Boston at least, where so long
the caricature has been placarded on the highest walls,
asserting, that, in the Atonement, punishment is in-
flicted on an innocent being, and personal demerit
transferred. I never was taught that Christ suffered
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punishment. I had to learn out of books that any one
made it an objection to Christianity that an innocent
being was punished. If religious science will begin
the fashion, and never use a term of importance
without defining it, I for one will try to keep step
with that fashion as one of the most blessed of all
modern improvements, and one I should like, by the
contagion of general acceptance, to force upon all who
differ from Christian views. In defining saving faith
we must distinguish chastisement from punishment :
the chastisement of our offences was laid upon our
Lord. It is nowhere presumed in the Scriptures that
personal demerit can be transferred from individuality
to individuality.

What bappened further in the school? Suppose
that boy had been called up and punished a second
time, after the master had been chastised, would that
have been right ? Would the school have said that
was right ? The master has accepted chastisement
voluntarily ; and now you can call that boy up, and
punish him a second time. The school would say that
18 wrong. It is against all human nature to do that.
Why ? Because justice is satisfied ? No; but because
it has been sufficiently honoured. Distributive justice
is waived, while general justice is satisfied. What has
the master done? He has so substituted his own
chastisement for the pupil's punishment as to remove
the liableness of the pupil to suffer in order to preserve
the honour of the law of the school. But the master
is not to blame? No. The master has not been pun-
ished ? No. Assuredly this case, on the human side,
looks intelligible: I think I can understand that side.
But do you mean to say that in the arc of that little
example are involved principles that sweep the whole
curve of the Atonement, or show in part how God’s
chastisement was substituted for our punishment ?
Yes, by more than a glimpse; for law is the same
everywhere.

The master paid the debt of that boy, you say. He
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did not pay it in the sense of removing the pupil’s ill-
desert, but only in that of removing his liableness to
suffer to preserve the honour of the law of the school.
The illustration is, of course, imperfect on many points ;
but on a few it is serviceable, and I present it only to
throw light on these. It is perfectly clear that the
pupil by his own act made himself liable to suffer in
order to preserve the honour of the law he violated. If
that liableness was to be removed, it was necessary
something should be done; and the school would have
gone to ruin if nothing had been done to preserve the
honour of its law. I understand perfectly, too, that,
when this boy goes back, a motive has been brought to
bear on him that will transform him, if anything can.
Nothing can take hold of human nature like such con-
descension, justice, and love.

Would the boy have acted so if he had been a Greek
boy ? Any sensitive free being, man or angel, would
have been affected as that boy was by the command to
substitute the chastisement of the master for his own

unishment. A new set of shuttles would have sprung
into action in an Esquimau or & Greek boy in a similar .
case. I have seen a Greek boy whirl his top among
the ruins of the Parthenon,and the Roman boy his top
upon the old pavements that the chariot-wheels of
Ceesar had scarred ; and I think that any boy from any
quarter of the globe would have felt, in the case sup-
posed, that the master had not lowered the dignity of
the law of the school at all ; that the law which had
been violated had not been treated lightly; and that,
if this boy wanted motives loyally, what he would
need to do would be to remember vividly the chastise-
ment of his master in place of his own punishment.

In the case of that scholar, guilt meant two things,
—first, his own personal blameworthiness ; second, his
liability to suffer to preserve the honour and vindicate
the authority of the Yaw of the school. Now, guilt in
the first sense never is removed (HODGE'S Tizo A
passim). It is not the doctrine of the Atonement that
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personal demerit is taken off a man by saving faith.
It was always true of that scholar that he violated the
law. His personal demerit had not been transferred
to Bronson Alcott at all. The record of rebellion is -
always behind that boy. Only his liableness to suffer-
ing for the preservation of the honour of the law of the
school has been removed, That latter sense of guilt is
the meaning of the word when we say the Atonement
removes man’s guilt. It is scientifically certain that, in
the sense of removing this liableness, Bronson Alcott
had r to pay the debt which that boy owed, and
that atd it by substituting his own chastisement
for that boy's punishment. That is a straightforward,
plain case, and you can teach any honest man to see
that distinction. Hereafter, when scepticism with its
long-eared hallelujahs comes to you, and says that the-
Atonement is a doctrine out-grown by all clear thought,
because it teaches that an innocent being was pun-
ished, and that personal demerit was transferred from
one individual to another, and that therefore advanced
thought must abandon the central idea of Christian
culture as plainly barbaric, the result of some Platonic
interfusion of thought in the early centuries, or some

" heathenish inheritance from Judaism, in short, that
this scheme is self-contradictory, or at war with
axiomatic trutb, please ask that singer of empty an-
thems to be clear himself; to state what he would say
in a human case such as I have supposed ; and then
whether .he dare affirm, in the name of the unity of
law, which he proclaims as the first truth of science,
that, if there has been any such Atonement made in
the universe, it is not what we infinitely need.

My friends, exact and cool science knows with pre-
cision that we want just this more than unspeakably,
if anything like this has been done for us. e want
it, first, to pay our debt to the school of the universe,
in the sense of removing liableness to suffering to pre-
serve the honour of violated law ; and, next, to give us
immeasurable motives to loyalty. There is surely
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nothing that really changes the heart so quickly as a
sight of this substitution of chastisement for punish-
ment, whether it be in the human case of a school, or
in the revealed case of the school of the universe. Lift
this feeling of the poor boy into all the dignity it
naturally assumes when you take it as a type of
the moral law, a unit throughout the universe;
lift that law until the arc we can measure has
become the segment of a circle large enough to
reach from here to the galaxies; and then let all
the constellations shine on the circle as you carry
its line far past the spot over which Bodtes is driving
his hunting-dogs in their leash of sidereal fire; carry
on that arc until stars fade out, and galaxies, and
all the infinities and eternities of time past and time to
come are embraced within it, and then what have you ?
One little point of light—the whole of it is no more—
to hold up before the noon of Christ’s chastisement
substituted for man’s punishment.

You wish to be born anew? Look on the Cross.
You wish to take God gladly as your Lord ? Look on
Him as your Saviour. You wish to drop all the heart-
burdens of slavishness, and you desire to come into
the obedience of delight? Look on the Cross. You
want glad allegiance to God as King ? Look on the
Cross. There is nothing that frees us from the love of
sin like looking on Him who has delivered us from the
guilt of it.

Speaking philosophically, addressing you in the
mood of cool precision, I affirm, that if the great things
man wants are riddance from the love of sin, and
deliverance from the guilt of it, we can obtain the first
best, and the latter only, by looking on the Cross.
Those old words have unfathomable depth; and he
who is to be born anew must sit beside that pupil in
Bronson Alcott’s school, must imagine the benches to
be the galaxies, and his human companions the angels
and archangels who bow down on the golden floor, and
on the shore of the sea of glass, and in presence of the
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Great White Throne, and ery out, “ Holy, holy, holy
Lord God Almighty; thou art worthy, for thou didst
80 love the world that thou gavest thine only-begotten
Son, that whosoever believeth on Him should not perish,
but have everlasting life.”

May I summarize the scientific truths contained in
this discussion by asserting, in the name of the axioms
of the nature of things, that it is clear ?—

1. That the master of that school was not guilty.

2. That he suffered in the strict sense, not punish-
ment, but chastisement.

3. That he had power to remove from the pupil the
liability to suffer to preserve the honour of the law of
the school.

4. That the pupil’s peace before the law of the school
is the result not of his own work, but of the master’s
work ; and not of the master’s moral influence and
general character merely, but of his substitution of chas-
tisement for punishment.

5. That, nevertheless, the pupil must be loyal to the
master, and thus, though not saved by works, cannot
be saved without works.

6. That it is not simply the moral influence, or
character and general example, of the master which
transforms the boy into the mood of loyalty.

7. But that this substitution of voluntary sacrificial
chastisement for punishment is the force which throws
the shuttles that weave a new character in the soul
thus delivered from punishment; and that although
the record of disobedience cannot be changed, and
must be remembered with regret, such memory, when
loyalty is once made so perfect in love and trust as to
cast out fear, will be but a spur to adoration of the
condescension shown to the released soul; and, in the
multitudinous anthem of its gratitude, this shadow on
the sea of glass will, for that spirit only, be by con-
trast an enchantment of the glory of the light on the
sea of glass.

On a summer evening, it has often been to me, on
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both sides of the Atlantic, & solemn joy to lie down
alone at a grove’s edge by the side of the ocean, and
look into the infinite azure until the stars appear. In
the rustle of the grove, one may hear thus all the forests
of all the zones of the thrifty, jubilant, wheeling world ;
the soul may touch all shores with the howling, salt,
uneasy sea. As the stars come out, I love to lift above
my thoughts Richter's apologue, which represents an
angel as once catching a man up into the infinite
of space, and moving with him from galaxy to
galaxy until the human heart fainted, and called
out, “End is there none of the universe of God ?”
And the constellations answered, “End is there
none that ever yet we heard of” Again the angel
flew on with the man past immeasurable archi-
traves, and immensity after immensity, sown with
rushing worlds; and the human heart fainted again,
and cried out, “ End is there none of the universe of

God ?” And the angel answered, “ End is there none -

of the universe of God: lo! also there is no begin-
ning.” - But if, while I, thus entranced, look into the
sky, you bring abpve my gaze the page of the gospel
recording the fact of the Atonement, all other revela-
tio(li:s of the divine glory appear in contrast but chaff
and dust.
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VI.

THE HARMONIZATION OF THE SOUL WITH
ITS ENVIRONMENT.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

SUPPOSE that I have here in one hand a goblet
filled with alcohol, and in the other a spoon con-
taining the white of an egg, and that I turn the egg
out into the alcohol. What has science to say about
moderate drinking ? Precisely what this experiment
proves. The albuminous substance in the white of
the egg is hardened by the action of the liquid, and so
hardened, that, if I could have put the egg in round,
it would have been fixed in that shape, with such a
degree of firmness as to permit me to roll it across this
platform. All glue-like or colloid substances, as your
books say, are hardened by alcohol, because they con-
tain a large percentage of water; and we know that
alcohol is as thirsty for water as ever an inebriate is
for alcohol. But the brain and the nerves contain a
great amount of this same colloidal or glue-like sub-
stance. Drench the blood with alcohol, and you
harden the brain, as I have hardened this egg in the
goblet. The very latest investigation begins to speak
in tones of great emphasis against moderate drinking,
and this in the name of the natural effect of alcohol in
hardening all the glue-like substances of the body.

We say that the heart beats faster when we indulge
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moderately in the use of intoxicating beverages, and
that a cheerful flush comes to the face. But perpetual
health is a perpetual intoxication. I had rather have
the flush that our Anglo-Saxon ancestry gave us, and
that we should keep if we loved the open sky as they
did, or even open windows, as Charles Kingsley or
Victor Hugo advise us to do, than any ﬂusgswhich
comes, as a.%cohol brings it by relaxing the nerve-fibres
in the circulatory vessels. The quickening of the cir-
culation of the blood by alcoholic stimulants was never
quite understood until within the last twenty years,
and perhaps not fully until within ten years. What
makes the heart beat faster after moderate drinking ?
Is this hastened action a good effect or a bad? Is it
disease, or is it the invigoration of the normal activity
of the system ? Suppose that I have here a steam-
engine with India-rubber pipes. Around the pipes
are delicate fibres constricting them, but liable to melt
whenever the temperature of the room rises above a
certain point. It is very evident, that, if I were to
raise the temperature of the room to such a degree as
to melt all these little constricting fibres from the India-
rubber pipes of this steam-engine, the moment they
were melted, or relaxed, the engine, without any more
fire in its furnaces, would begin to move faster. Why ?
Because, by the melting of the delicate fibres around
the India-rubber pipes, the latter have themselves
become relaxed, and so there is evidently less friction
for the rushing steam to meet ; and therefore, without
any increased force or fire, you would have a quicken-
ing of the action of the engine. Would that result be
an improvement of the normal conditions of the
machinery? Not at all. It would be an indication of
a disarrangement. Just so in the human system. We
have now learned that even moderate drinking, in
ninety cases out of a hundred, temporarily paralyzes
the nerves that govern the minute muscles that hold
the arteries and the veins in proper tension. This
injury of the finest nerves allows the circulatory system
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to become relaxed, and so the heart beats faster; but
there is no more force in the heart. The whole effect
is like the acceleration produced in the motions of a
watch when you take the pallets off the machinery.
Dr. Richardson, Fellow of the Royal College of Phy-
sicians, has lately told us in his “ Cantor Lectures on
Alcohol,” a work introduced to America by Dr. Willard
Parker, that “alcohol paralyzes the minute blood-
vessels, and allows them to become dilated. The dila-
tation follows on the reduction of mervous control,
which reduction has been induced by alcohol”
(Lecture iii). Therefore there is a flush in the
face ; and not only there, but the flush pervades the
entire system, and especially the brain, for which
everybody knows that alcohol has a peculiar local
affinity.

Go to the Hunterian Museum in London, and men
will show you skeletons of two lions, both poisoned
and with the same kind of poison. There is a mark
on these skeletons at the point where that poison
expended its chief force. All physicians know that
poisons have a local action within the system, and
that sometimes a rifle-ball has no more definite point
of impingement upon whatever it is aimed at than a
poison has in relation to the object against the welfare
of which it is directed. We must remember that the
special local affinity of alcohol is for the brain; that
the relaxing of the fibres which allows the heart to
beat faster is not a sign of health, but of disease; and
that the moderate drinker, in ninety cases out of a
hundred, is thus honeycombed through and through
by this relaxation. Its effects are seen first in a lack
of moral feeling. But when fever strikes him down,
when cholera attacks him, when sun’s heat and life’s
struggle come together, he breaks more easily than he
otherwise would. In your remaining ten cases, per-
haps, there may be apparent immunity for a while:
but in old age a man is more brittle than he would be
otherwise ; and in the next generation what do youw

I
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%:t ? Why, when there is a confirmed and inveterate
bit of wine-drinking, or other habitual and prolonged
although moderate alcoholic stimulation, the succession
of generations differs in character usually not very far
from what it was in Webster’s family,—colossal strength
in the father of Webster, colossal strength in Webster,
erratic strength in the son,—lack of control in the
grandson,—a boy who made of his grandfather’s
amusements his whole occupation ; and what the next
genera.tion would have been, the law of hereditary

escent will tell you. Inexhaustible strength, eccen-
tricity, moral weakness, and then the condition which
your “Atlantic Monthly,” choice about its language,
describes by the adjective “spooney.” Even giants
may deteriorate to this stage in four generations.

Mr. Gough, who used to be paid nine dollars for
three lectures, has lately made us all his debtors by a
plea, in Christ's name, against moderate drinking.
The Light that lighteth every man that cometh into
the world is shining now more intensely than in any
previous century on the physical deteriorations that
come from coarse bodily Ea.b'ts. On all the physical
vices God is throwing the progress of the sciences, as
we throw spadesful of earth on a eoffin. “Apples of
Sodom,” “ Circe’s Enchantment,” was the ancient lan-
guage about all the physical vices; but the microscope
and the scalpel are revealing to us, in characters of fire,
the depth of those old metaphors. Physical vices are
overrated, and, if exact science had her way, would be
outgrown by all but the dissipated, who are always the
dizzy-pated.

Christianity so values the body, that a Holy Sepul-
chre, where once an angel sat at the head, and another
angel at the feet, not of a body, but of a place where a
body had lain, drew to it all Europe in crusade after
crusade, making the Italian cities rich, founding the
Hanse towns, wrenching liberty for the municipal
classes out of the gripe of nobles, and so, in ultimate
result, writing Magna Charta and the American Con-
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stitution. Itis historically true to say that the crusades
put the ballot in the poor man’s hand, or began liberty ;
and they were in great measure the outcome of the
reverence of Christianity for the incontrovertible fact
that a physical frame had been the supreme human
temple of the Holy Ghost.

In a similar spirit she and she only has for ages
effectively taught what science at last proclaims, that,
if any man defile the temple of God, him shall God
destroy ; for the temple of God is holy, which temple
ye are. It is a small sneer of scepticism that Christi-
anity cares nothing for the flesh. Only she glorifies it.
Only Christianity makes the home possible. Mr.
Seward came back from a tour around the world ; and
the shrewdest thing he said about Asia was, “ In all the |
East there is not a home.”

In Athens, one night, walking to the south-east cor-
ner of the Acropolis, I looked down upon the great
Dionysic Theatre, uncovered in 1862 by Hofbaurath
Strack’s German shovels. Some of the marble chairs,
a few of the statues, half the seats, a multitude of the
inscriptions, are still in their places. On one of the
white thrones there is a lion’s foot, with the tip of the
claw yet savagely sharp, sculptured, perhaps, in
Hadrian’s time. Socrates once ironically commended
Agathon, a poet, for having exhibited his wisdom in
this theatre, or, at least, at this place, before thirty
thousand spectators. Fully twenty thousand or thirty
thousand people were accustomed to assemble at dawn
here, in a semi-cirele cut in the slope of the Acropolis,
and to listen to tragedies, the voice of which even now,
as we read them, is to the ear of thought a majestic
philosophical or theological anthem. hylus and
Sophocﬁas and Euripides so taught ethics and religion,
that the stage in the ancient Athenian democracy must
be compared to the pulpit in modern times. Never
was it the frivolous and sometimes filthy thing which
is to-day called a theatre. Beneath the shadow of the
Parthenon, and of Minerva herself, the free people sat
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down, as Aschylus says, “ under the wings of gods.”
Along the beach at Phalerum, where Demosthenes
declaimed to the waves, and beneath the sharp hills of
Zgina and Salamis, the blue sea palpitated before the
spectators. The chief part of the Ilissus plain, Mount
Hymettus, the ancient Agora and Pnyx, and number-
less temples, were in view : above the unroofed amphi-
theatre hung the infinite depth of the mysteriously
soft and bright sky of Greece. Subtle allusions to
this outlook, abounding in Euripides, Zschylus,
and Sophocles, prove curiously in detail, that here
Greek poetry, in the early spring mornings, found
earth, sea, sky, and historic monuments a most organ-
izing inspiration, and fit to match an audience com-
: posei((li of all that was then the most brilliant in the
world. .

Such was the theatre in ancient Athens. Would
Euripides think it better than this in the modern
Athens ? Does the classic drama flourish here, or in
New York, or in Chicago? Is not the low always
the slow westhetically ? But is the low always the slow
financially ? The abler portion of your secular press
thinks it time to speak incisively of swindling theatri-
cal amusements, as Aschylus would do were he here.
When I find the less reputable local press keeping up
full descriptions of what you want no sister or brother
of yours to see, I am reminded that sometimes in a
great palace in the city, if you keep open the bottom
of a marble wash-bowl, there is in the untrapped lead-
pipe a connection with the gutter, and diphtheria may
assail you in the midst of luxury. Is it quite profitable
for us to keep open the gilded pipe from the marble
basin to the gutter? You remember the French
proverb, as true in practice as in theory: “ Where
virtue ends, there vice begins.” The slavehound is not
to be more detested than the actress of a loathsome
play. A loaferish woman can amuse only loaferish
men. A scandal which woman meets with just indig-
nation deserves abhorrence everywhere. e men are
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to blame, we men are to take excoriation, if, not imita-
ting ancient Athens, we make a portion of the theatre
such a scene, that had it been exhibited in the classic
age of Greece, on that slope of the Acropolis where
Zschylus, Euripides, and Sophocles taught, it would
have been met there with loathing and all denunciation
of it with Athenian acclaim.

THE LECTURE.

Mr. Gladstone is living now under a rapidly wester-
ing sun ; and with the reverence of an empire, whose
morning drum-beat encircles the world, attending on
every serious word he utters, he lately proclaimed that
the centre of all preaching must be the Cross. Ata
conference held at the City Temple, Holburn Viaduct,
March 22, after speeches by Englishmen and Ameri-
cans, there were loud cries for Mr. Gladstone; and,
among other memorable worlds, this adviser of that
queen who governs one-sixth of the E;lation of the
world used these expressions, to which his whole career
adds emphasis :—

“We are here with a great and mighty fanction, belonging
from the first especially, almost exclusively, to revealed religion,
—a function, the efficacy of which must undoubtedly depend, iu
the main, upon the matter which is preached. We are here as
Christians ; and ¢ s the preaching of Christ our Lord, which is
the secret and substance and centre and heart of all preaching, not
merely of facts about Him and notions about Him, but of His
person, His work, His character, His simple yet unfathomable
sayings : here lies the secret” (London Times, March 23, 1877).

The two ablest Englishmen of our day are Scotch-
men. When Thomas Carlyle and William Gladstone
—under the light of a west almost cloudless, but not
measureless in the visible stretch of azure yet to be
rolled through by the chariots of their lives,—lean
backward as they look forward, and from between the
wheels that bear them on, and which never pause,
speak to us out of the sunset, is it quite scientific, is it
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quite manly, i8 it quite womanly, for us whose chariots
are yet at the zenith, or ascending the eastern slope of
the azure, to forget that the sun moves towards the
west as fast at noon as in the last moment before that
in which he fires the western pines? Gladstone and
Carlyle, and our century, are westering and gazing on
us with the solemnity of the hour into which all men
haste. In the radiance which streams out of the morn-
ing, noon, and evening watch of the wheeling skies in
which we rise and set but once, let us be willing to
open any theme of religious science, and take all the
results clear ideas require us to hold, whatever doctrine
stands, or whatever doctrine falls. God looks through
the morning, unstained radiance of life, those dewy,
upstretching, far-penetrating, star-lit auroras, which
reveal the intuitions, and primal, untutored human
instincts. As once He looked through the pillar of
fire in the morning watch, so yet, gazing through those
auroras, He troubles the hosts of unscientific, irreligi-
ous thought. He looks also through the evening cloud,
and troubles the hosts of Iscariotism, and takes off
their chariot-wheels. Thor’s hammer is engaged in
that business.

In the light of previous discussions of the atonement,
you must allow me to say that the following proposi-
tions—which are almost omnipresent in James Mar-
tineau’s references to this topic, and in many discussions
conducted by honoured men here in New England,
whom I need not name—are only a multiplex rustle of
misconceptions. I do not call these statements misre-
Eresentations; but they are misapprehensions which

ave done and are yet doing immortal mischief.

1. That Christ, although innocent, was punished.

2. That God punishes by substitution.

3. That, if a penalty for the violation of moral law
be inflicted so as to maintain the honour of that law,
God is indifferent on whom that punishment falls.

4. That God was at first indisposed to show mercy,
and was made placable by the death of Christ.
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5. That the Atonement involves & transfer of moral
qualities from person to person. .

6. That pardon, and not merely the conditional offer
of it, precedes the soul’s self-surrender to God.

7. That the Atonement involves the injustice of
liberating the guilty.

8. That it saves, irrespective of character, whoever
has faith.

9. That it is inconsistent with the immutability of
the Divine attributes.

10. That it represents the law of the nature of things
as supreme over the Divine Will itself.

11. That, as the Atonement is provided for all, it
secures the salvation of all.

12. That, if pardon can be obtained on the condition
of faith merely, morality is unimportant.

These propositions evangelical scholarship not only
does not teach, but abhors. Gentlemen, what you say
here goes very much further than anything I can
present. Beware of approving statements of mine, for
Kour indorsement makes language important. You

ave said, however, that all these propositions are
caricatures ; and yet, if you are right, there is hardly a
professor’s chair in any school of unevangelical theology
in New England that is not wrong in its fundamental
representations of evangelical thought.

Opening only by glimpses the greatest theme which
human unassisted reason can touch, I must proceed
analytically, and with what scholars, to whom I am
not speaking, may perhaps think is unnecessary slow-
ness. I desire to accompany you, this morning, in your
ascent along one of the most modern pathways of
thought to a mountain summit from which I hope the
outlook will cause us to fall on our knees, and send us
away with strength for many days. I am discussing

the Atonement in the light of self-evident truth; and,

if T am not using proof-texts, it is not because I under-
value them. On other occasions it is my duty to
expound the Scriptures ; but here the object is to show
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the connection between religious and other science.
Andover Seminary yonder has just asked for funds to
found a professorship with this title, “ On the Connec-
tions between Theology and the other Sciences.” May
she obtain money in abundance for a purpose so timely
and sublime, and may something better than wealth
come to America out of such a foundation! In the
field of the relations between religion and science, this
Lectureship has for its object simply the discussion of
the clear, the true, the new, the strategic. The best
osture of mind is that which seeks first, not orthodoxy,
ut clearness. Of course, truth is immeasurably the
highest object of consideration ; but, when we say we
must seek truth first, such is the subtle action of pre-
Jjudice, that truth is commonly understood to mean my
truth, not your truth. Therefore let us first seek
clearness, and not your truth or my truth. Clearness
will not mislead us if we set it up as a goal; but our
rejudgments as to what truth is may easily do so.
Eet us be true to the scientific method, and truth will
take care of itself. Let us seek primarily to be distinct
and straightforward, and only secondly to be orthodox
or heterodox. Let us not confuse ourselves with the
slightest partisan prejudice. Let us keep all creeds
out of our minds as much as possible, and seek first,
midst, last, all that Intuition, Instinct, Experiment, -
and Syllogism can teach us, or perfect loyalty to the
scientific method.
1. God wills man’s perfection.
. .2. Man cannot be perfect without a perfect reli-
on.
3. 'God, therefore, will give man a perfect religion.
In democratic ages small philosophers, whose rule of
procedure is to guess at the ?xa.lf, and multiply by two,
are great characters ; but lost babes are greater,—those
who think it the supreme philosophical glory never to
come to a conclusion, and on the whole, are of the
opinion that the best thing we can do in the forest
of human investigation is to lie down, after the ancient
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and not honourable example narrated in childhood’s
primers, and let the robins cover us with leaves.
Unmanly, despairing bewilderment, and unconfessed,
desponding, intellectual unrest thrive in more educated
minds than we think, and this simply because we have
masses of highly cultured people who have never
looked into religious thought as a science. Nearly all
investigation of theology as a system of exact research
has, little by little, been crowded into the distinctively
theological schools. Almost nothing is taught on this
theme 1n our colleges at present, because so much more
matter is forced into their courses now than was there
eighty or one hundred years ago. It is not because
Harvard undervalues ethies or the Christian evidences,
that she gives little time to them. Yale gives almost
as little time. For my examinations in ethics in
Harvard University, I prepared in two days; and the
examination ran through twenty-seven minutes. How
much could I learn in that time on topics that have
convulsed all highly-cultured thought on both sides of
the Atlantic? If I had gone out from the University,
and entered immediately upon the professional studies,
and afterward, in regular course upon the duties of a
lawyer, how much time should I have had to have
looked into religious science elaborately ? It is said
that no successful lawyer, in the full tide of the work
of his profession, ePer reads a book through. He
examines, perhaps, as Carlyle does, or as Macaulay did,
a dozen books a day, year after year; but he gets
through them swiftly, as Macaulay did, by skipping.
If I had taken the profession of medicine, it is probable
I should have become absorbed, as I ought in duty to
do, in that; and so religious truth as a-science might
never have come before me. Cultivated minds, with
wide gaps in their culture, are characteristic of an age
of specialists; and ours is such an age. College-
courses are intended to sharpen sickles, and not to reap
the harvest. But the prepared reaping-hooks are,

in nine cases out of ten, cast heedfully into ripe rustling
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grain only on the field of thought a man’s profession or
business compels him to enter. Even for the humble
but indispensable purpose of sharpening dull sickles,
four years are too few ; and yet no more work can pro-
fitably be crowded into those years. The time occupied
by the studies pursued at Harvard and Yale is already
packed as full as an egg is with meat, and so full, that
sometimes the egg will not hatch. One of the intel-
lectual dangers of our time is the almost ne
existence of a wide circle of cultured minds well
educated only on one side. In that class you find
most of those who lie down in the tropical forests
of modern thought, and say, “ We cannot find the way
home.” I affirm that if there is a God, and if He is not
a malevolent being, He not only has made a best way
to live, but has made it sure that it is best to live
the best way. He wills our perfection; and if He is a
benevolent being, He will not only give us a religion
that will carry us to perfection, but He will make it so
plain, that he who runs may read, if he will. Wherever
in the forest a man wishes you to drop down in despair,
there recall and recite the great Credo: That God wills
man’s perfection; that man cannot be perfect without
a perfect religion; and that therefore God will give
man & perfect religion, so clear that it will be the light
that lighteth every man that cometh into the world.
While I hold to a belief in God's goodness, I must
believe, although I cannot know the map of all the
forest, that there is & way home, and that I can find
the path back to my Father’s house.

Our surprising friends wha believe that the universe
is without a path home are the worst of the class of lost
babes; but for five centuries to come probably theirs
will be one of the most misleading of the temporary
influences in the circles of merely professional or special
culture. If this is the condition of many who have been
liberally educated, what shall be said of the masses
of average men of strong minds and inextensive
studies, whose heads are buried in their ledgers and
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newspapers, and who have not time to look at religious
truth as a science, until clearness is reached concerni
it, and do not know by their own investigation what
to think, and in a democratic and scientific age are
little likely to take any thing for granted or on
authority ? Democratic ages can never be taught ex
cathedra. All men maust think for themselves ; and so
all men must be taught how to think. It is, therefore,
worth while for public educated discussion to put
in the foreground axioms, self-evident truths, intuitions,
instinets, or the nature of things, and to let men see,
that, after all, the great truths we cannot help be-
lieving are the things of most importance to us. We
know we are dependent beings. We know we did not
create ourselves. We are here; and once we were not
here. Our coming into existence was a . Every
change must have an adequate cause. ere is a
Power above us. If we are dependent beings, there
must be an independent Being. Just as there cannot
be a here without a there, an upper without an under,
so there cannot be a dependent being without an inde-
pendent, that is, a self-existent Being. If we can
induce men to attend to the scientific certainty, that,
without similarity of feeling with that Being, their

is a natural impossibility ; if we can cause them
to feel that their consciences are the touch of God within
them, or of a Somewhat and Some One in, but not of
us, we shall slowly bring them to believe that these
axioms, these constitutional instinets, these ineradicable
moral beliefs, are, and were.meant to be, a clue to the
path that leads into the King’s Highway, and brings
men into the land on which the sun never sets. Who-
ever will read with reverence, clearness, and fulness the
Oldest Testament, or the Nature of Things, will have
such convictions as he reads the Old Testament, and
the New and the Newest, that he will find his cheeks
growing pale if he is disloyal to the truth he meets;
or, if he is loyal, his forehead becoming white, and his
eyes like stars.
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4. A perfect religion will secure for all who accept it
blessedness.

5. But there can be no blessedness without holi-
ness.

6. For a free moral agent who has sinned, there can
be no blessedness without holiness and pardon.

7. A perfect religion, therefore, will secure for all who
accept it holiness and pardon.

8. A perfect religion will harmonize us with our
environment. .

9. But our environment here and hereafter con-
victs unalterably of God, conscience, and our record
of sin.

10. A perfect God who wills man’s perfection will
teach man the methods of harmonizing himself with
his environment.

11. In the nature of things we cannot be harmonized
with that environment unless religion provides for us
both holiness and pardon.

Why, if we are loyal to the scientific method, we
ought to sleep on propositions like these ; for they will
not fall into tremor until the pillars of the universe fall.
It is affirmed, I am told, that I never have had any
conflict with doctrinal unrest; but it was my fortune
to quit for three years a college-course at its central
part, that I might find time to give myself information
on certain majestic topics, the investigation of which I
longed for more than vexed Sahara, with its deadly
thunderous simooms and dervish dance of sand-pillars,
ever longed for the dew or rain. It is of little conse-
quence to you, but it is of consequence to ime, that
a certain desert Carlyle speaks of has been under my
feet. You know he says we must not sit down in that
howling waste, but keep on; and that beyond it we
shall find the green fields, and the waters that quench
all thirst. All those springs burst out of axioms; that
is, out of ranges of living rock, whose roots take hold
of the core of the world.

12. After six thousand years of experience, man’s
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philosophic and moral restlessness proves that, without
violence to self-evident truth, he has found no way of
harmonizing himself by his own excellence, or solely
by his own good works, with his entire environment,
including conscience, God, and a record of deliberate
sin in an irreversible past.

Some men ask how, if the past is irreversible, we
can be happy, even in heaven. Was the past of the
prodigal who returned to his father's house not
nrreversible ?  Forever and forever it could not be
changed. But was he happy after he returned ? As-
suredly. [s the house mot made with hands so very
different from the present dwelling-place of men, that
we cannot reason from the experience of a prodigal
here to experience there? Moral as well as physical
law has unity and universality. In some respects a
prodigal’s record enhances his bliss on his return: in
other respects it diminishes bliss, as it must always be
remembered with regret. Is the balance so much in
favour of bliss, that we may conclude, in the name of
science, that we shall add to our happiness by living a
while in the strange country, under famine and with
the swine ? No serious man asks this question; but
to my amazement, I have been seriously asked by an
unscientific liberalism to deny that the past is irre-
versible. Also that the soft whims of luxury and
superficiality are in conflict with Eternal Enactments !
Is all science asleep, that we do not see that the nature
of things is—He whom we dare not name! If I deny
that the past is irreversible, I must deny a very large
number of truths guaranteed to us by the same evi-
dence ; that is, by self-evident truth. I must deny
that the whole is greater than a part, or that a straight
line is the shortest distance between two points, or that
every change must have a cause. It is just as evident
that what has once been cannot be made not to have
been, as that every change must have a cause. If you
play fast and loose with axioms, you have a task larger
than that of Sisyphus on your hands to prove that you
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know anything. You know that you know that noth-
ing can be known. How do you know that you
know ? The time has come when we must teach the
outlines of the philosophy of axioms, or self-evident
truths to John and James, and Patrick and Michael,
and the Monthly Rocket and the Daily Blunderbuss.
A little philosophy is in all men’s minds, and it is a
dangerous thing. The Castalian spring must be made
to run through democratic ages in streams large enough
to quench the thirst of multitudes, otherwise there will
be trouble.
I affirm, that, by experience, the proposition is
aranteed to us as fully as any other inference from
istory, that man has not invented a religion wholly
out of reason, that would harmonize his nature with
his whole environment. Where is that invented
scheme of thought? How many attempts have been
made to harmonize man with his entire environment,
and to use in the attempt only reason! and how, age
after age, the law of the survival of the fittest has
forced to the wall human inventions on that theme !
If there were a great philosophy that could provide for
man’s harmonization with his entire environment, we
should know its name; we should be following it.
Plato’s philosophy !—well, it is twenty-two hundred
years old ; but, if some of its fundamental propositions
were carried out, you and I to-day would be living in
barracks, and could not tell who our brothers are, or
our sisters, or who our parents were. I know how
glorious portions of Plato’s teaching are ; but the truth
is that the central ideas in his system are not able to
satisfy man. They have not been adopted as the rule
of life: they have had fair hearing. You know what
is governing the world to-day. After twenty-two
hundred years’ of conflict, it 1s not philosophy that
governs social life. Some reverence is to be had for a
cause that has seen battle, age after age, but never yet
defeat. “God is on the side of the heaviest battalions,”
Napoleon used to say; and it looks as if Christianity
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were not a very weak battalion. The test of scholar-
ship is that it should contend with scholarship, not
once or twice, but century after century, and come out
crowned.

13. Man’s need of an Atonement not made by him-
self, and assuring him of pardon, has, therefore, been
proved by human experience.

14. This meed i8 also an incontrovertible inference
Jrom the natural operations of comscience and the
umchangeableness of the past.

Of that central proposition I have offered here
detailed proof ; and so, without expanding this discus-
sion, I put now our previous conclusion into its natural
connections of thought. It is held here that whoever
will be loyal to the scientific method, or to axiomatic
truth in its relation to the conscience and an irre-
versible past, will come out with the scientific cer-
tainty that such arrangements as may harmonize us
with our entire environment, man’s own excellence of
character cannot make. We have concluded once for
all here, in the name of self-evident truth, that Lady
Macbeth's use of water will be fruitless for ever. But
she must have her hand made white, or the record in
her past covered ; for, in the nature of things, she can-
not be at peace with her entire environment until her
foreboding is taken away.

15. So far forth as any religion provides for man’s
holiness and pardon, it has the marks of being a per-
fect religion.

16. Alone among all religions yet known to men,
Christianity, without coming imto conflict with self-
evident truth, provides both for man’s holiness and his
pardon.

17. Alone among all religions known to men,
Christianity, therefore, has the marks of being a per-
fect religion ; for it, and it only, provides for both
man’s holiness and his pardon.

18. It does the latter by the revealed truths of the
Incarnation and the Atonement.
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19. So fur forth as Christianity could mot, in the
nature of things, i};‘ovide Jor man’s blessedness and
perfection, or his holiness and pardon, without the
Incarnation and the Atomement, so far forth the
Incarnation and Atonement had an eternal and
abiding mecessity in the wise and free love of God,
simce this love wills the perfection of man who cannot
be perfect without a perfect religion, and cannot
attain blessedness without both holiness and pardon.

20. So far forth as this mecessity inheres in the
nature of things, the Divine idea relative to the comple-
tion of the world first arrives at perfection, or at
realization, through the Incarnation and the Atone-
ment. '

21. The vreligion of Christ, including the truths of
the Imcarnation and the Atomement, is the only
religion, that, without wviolence to self-evident truth,
brings man to peace with his entire environment.

22. It is, therefore, scientifically known to be a
perfect or absolute religion.

Gentlemen, we are drawing nigh one of the highest
summits of the loftiest range of ethical thought. I
open the best book on the Deity of our Lord which has
been produced in the last century, Dorner’s “ History
of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ ;” and, although
you cannot find these propositions analytically stated
anywhere in the volume, you may find them every-
where implied in it, and scattered through the freshest
portions of the world’s best ethical and theological
scientific research on this theme. You want a twig off
the German tree, and I give you one in order that you
may judge whether the sap in it is not of precisely the
same quality with that of the circulating fluid of
thought in these analytical propositions. Off this
stalwart tree, which I chose as a confessedly crowned
specimen of the growths of modern thought on thig
theme, I will pluck this spray of foliage, assured, that,
if you hold it up in the wind of self-evident truth, it
will have a harp-like tone. What anthem, then, might
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you not hear, if you were to walk into a whole forest of
such growths? :

“The world of humanity and spirits constitutes a real unit
solely in virtue of the circumstance that over its essence, whic
consists in free susceptibility to God, there stands the personal
and universal Divine principle ; and that this principle, whilst
standing over, is also turned towards, nay mare, belongs to it, so
far as it is the true kosmos, so that without it, the world cannot
at all be conceived as a compleéte and filled unity. o

“The idea of the world as it stands eternally before God is not -
terminated and completed with susceptibility to God, but, accord-
ing to His unfathomable gracious will, includes also that this
susceptibility be absolutely filled in itself ; and at the point
where the central fulfilment corresponding to this central sus-
ceptibility takes place, the world, too,—which, as merely sus-
ceptible to God, or even sinful, was outside of God,—entered
into the circle of the Djvine Life, into the life of the triune
I?Od Himself, even as the immanent Divine Life explicated itself,

ere.

- “The Son is not the world, but its Divine principle, which
brought a world to pass, not by a necessity of nature, but accord-
ing to the inner law.of love, which is at the same time the law of
freedom. He is also not: the idegl world, nor the image of the
world-in God, but En'imarily its principle. Still we are compelled
to say that the world—both according to its idea, and according
to the idea of the will of the Logos, in other words, the Divine
idea relative to the completion of theé world—first arrives at
perfection, at realization, through the incarnation.

¢ This leads to a further point, which is of decisive importance
both in itself and in a systematical respect,—a point by which the
historical in Christ is raised to absolute significance, and is
removed from the sphere of contingency. This is the truth, that
the incarnation of God in Christ had ‘not its sole ground in sin,
but, besides sin, had a deeper, to wit, an eternal{and abiding
necessity in the wise and free love of God, so far as this love
willed, in general, the existence of a world which should be the
scene of its perfect revelation, and so far as, consequently, the
world is marked by susceptibility to and need of this revelation.”
(DorNER, Professor J. A., on the Person of Christ, div. ii. vol.
iii. pp. 235, 236.) S

This is the successor of Schleiermacher in the Uni-
versity at Berlin, speaking in the best university of
the world, and at the end of age afterage of the acutest
scholarly discussion of this theme. I might put before
you volumes of such discussion ; hut they would point

K
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only to the sublime creed, that God wills man’s perfec-
tion; that he cannot be perfect without a perfect
religion ; that He will give man, therefore, a perfect
religion ; and that Christianity is the only religion that
has the two marks of perfection,—ability to harmonize
man with his entire environment by providing for both
his holiness and his pardon.

23. But there cannot be two perfect or absolute
religions, or one with Christ, and one without Christ.

24. The religion of Christ, including the truths of the
Incarnation and the Atonement, is, tierefore, the only
absolute religion.

25. A body of thought, of which an outline has now
been given, is taught implicitly in New England,
England, and Scotland to-day, and in Germany is
explicitly adopted by theologians such as Dorner,
Niztsch, Martensen, Ebrard, Schmid, Petersen, Kling,
Nigelsbach, Schoberlein, Ehrenfeuchter, Chalybzeus,
Fischer, Leibner, Lange, and Rothe. (See DORNER,
Person of Christ, div. ii. vol. iii. p. 237.)

Theodore Parker’s Absolute Religion was a religion
without the Incarnation, a religion without the Atone-
ment, & religion, therefore, adequately discredited by
scientific thought and human experience, as unable on
the one hand to provide for man’s pardon without
violating self-evident truth, and therefore unable on the
other to give him that transfiguration of his entire
nature, that deliverance from the last ache of Pharisaic
pride, that eternal cessation of the unrest of forced
deistic repose, that similarity of feeling with a Saviour
who is gladly taken as Lord, that peace unsearchable and
eternal, which springs up only in the light of the Cross.

Revelation is a king unmarried ; science is a queen
unmarried ; but from eternity and for eternity these
two have changed eyes.

“He is the half gart of a blessed man,
Left to be finished by such as she ;
And she a fair divided excellence
‘Whose fulness of perfection lies in him.”
King Jokn, act ii.
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VIIL
TRUE AND FALSE OPTIMISM.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

ASHINGTON IRVING was once invited to
Boston by the historian Prescott to spend a

week of leisure, but refused to do so on the ground
that hard work was a greater delight than rest. Only
those who have had experience in the deepest secrets
of life understand that our best blisses come from the
performance of our most odious duties. “It would
give me the greatest pleasure to enjoy companionship
with a few choice spirits like yourself,” Irving wrote
to Prescott; “but I dread the vortex of gay society.
Habits of literary occupation have almost unfitted me
for idle, gentlemanly life. Relaxation and repose begin
to be unsupportable to me. I feel a disposition to
relapse into hard writi.n%]’l’ (TicKNOR'S Prescott, illus.
ed., pp. 422, 423). We think that conversation with
the religiously irresolute is a very difficult duty ; and
yet those who perform it know that it is the source of
one of the highest blisses of this life, and find such
reward, that their hallowed endeavour will be prolonged
from the love of it. They will relapse, as Washington
Irving did, into hard work at what may have been, in
its earlier stages, not a little distasteful. Those are the
happiest persons in Boston to-day, who have done
most face to face with the religiously irresolute during
the past three months. Those will remember the
winter with the greatest delight who have plunged
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themselves into this cold sea of personal conversation
with the religiously indifferent, and have beaten back
all its surges, instead of 8inking ; and, when they have
beaten them, have found the waters buoying them up,
until now stalwart swimming is a bliss. Christians do
not know their privileges until they learn to like these
most difficult parts of a Christian’s duty.

Not far from fifty years ago in this city, Lyman
Beecher called one morning on a respectable family,
and asked if the children of the household could not
be sent to a Bible school. Dr. Chalmers had done
something in such schools in Scotland ; and it was the
purpose of Lyman Beecher to introduce Chalmers’
scheme of effort here. “My own children are going,”
said he to the head of the household, “can you not
send yours ? Let us have that nucleus to begin with.”
In Boston, the Sabbath school as an instrumentality
for the education of society was hardly more than a
germ fifty years ago. It was a hope; it was an im-
pulse; it had no assured position. To-day, in the
International Sabbath-school Lessons, that style of
instruction encircles the globe. In this last yet unrol-
ling chapter of the Acts of the Apostles there is, I
believe, not a Divine inspiration, such as fills our
Scriptures, but a Divine illumination from the Light
which lighteth every man that cometh into the world.

Now, there is one other religious instrumentality,
almost in the germ yet, but which might have a field
as wide as that which the Sabbath school has entered,
and become even more fruitful, would Christians but
learn Washington Irving’s secret, that hard work at an
odious duty transmutes into bliss. This is a large hope,
I know ; but I refer to the conversation-meeting, which
has had such power in this city in the last three
months, and ought to continue to have the same power
in the four hundred churches which are now uniting
their services with those of Boston. If there could be
in these four hundred churches the right use of what is
called in England an “ after-meeting,” or what we call
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a “conversation-meeting,” or what is called in older
phraseology an “ inquiry-meeting,” and if there could
be a full and prolonged development of that religious
instrumentality, how soon might we not find the church
gladly doing all the while what it now does in its lucid
intervals only! The Church now is sometimes zealous,
and sometimes cold. It is amphibious in the sense in
which those timbers on the mud-flat in the harbour
yonder are: when the tide is in, they are up and float-
ing; when the tide is out, they are on the earth.
Amphibious in the style of drift-wood! What if we
were trained to be amphibious in the style of those to
whom God has given power to meet difficulty? In
the seasons when no great effort is required face to face
with the religiously irresolute, the Christian has the
right to cultivate his own inner life, to solace himself
with the St. Augustines, and the Fénelons, and the
Jeremy Taylors, and the Pascals. But when the
trumpet calls, when the falling and perishing and
degraded are to be met face to face; when there is
effort going on by which the courses of hundreds of
lives may be determined ; and when, if every one will
mend one, all will be amended, then your Christian is
to be amphibious in the better sense; he should be
ready for the sternest duty, and love it even better
than the soft swathing of himself in the luxuries of
spiritual repose. He knows that stalwart action on
the field of battle is rather braver than any military
movement practised on the drill-field. Let him stand
face to face with the enemy, if he would become a
soldier, and not merely face to face with painted or
printed enemies.

. How shall a meeting be managed so as to make the
rule of courtesy that of Christian endeavour in conver-
sation between the religiously resolute and the religi-
ously irresolute ? Go to these four hundred churches,
—it is my fortune to pass up and down New England,
—and you will find them disagreed sometimes as to
just what to do. But there is coming to be a very
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well-established custom as to conversation-meetings.
Not long ago we had a hundred and fifty meetings in
the Established Church inside the city of London, all
of them closed on each night with a conversation-
meeting. In that effort, archbishops and bishops led ;
and men from some of the highest ranks in culture
made it too late to say that this conversation is not
fashionable. People who will not touch a pearl until
somebody has handled it with lavender gloves may know
very well, if they will study the history of what the
English Church calls “ missions,”—only another name
for “revivals,”—that the conversation-meeting has been
sprinkled with holy water, and therefore, perhaps,
deserves christening here. In London and in many
other places the common habit has been to make a
request that any who are willing to enter into religious
conversation will remain at the close of the meeting.
All who do not care to enter into such an exercise go
out while a h{m.n is sung : those who remain, by doing
so, say that they are wifling to converse on religion;
and so there is no discourtesy in your speaking to them
under such circumstances. Now, let it be the rule
among the churches of New England in the winter
season, when large gatherings can be held in the even-
ings, for every devotional meeting to be closed by a
request that any religiously irresolute person who is
present, and who wishes to remain for a quarter or half
an hour for religious conversation, should do so. ZLet
that be the custom, as much observed as holding devo-
tional meetings, or as the gathering of sabbath schools ;
and very soon, instead of a church that is a mere hook
in place of an amputated hand, I will show you a
church that has fingers, that can reach into the wants
of society, and can make supply match demand.

In no other way, so well as by bringing the uncon-
verted face to face with the converted, can you nurture
an inefficient church-member into a Christian of the
stalwart type. For lack of this work, we are feeble ;
for lack of this work, some of us are asleep ; forlack of
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just this style of effort, or its equivalent, some of us are
portly, indeed, but placid and flaccid.

Let us begin, during the illumined time which is
now passing over our heads, a large reform on this
theme. Let us make it a rule, under the voluntary
system in the free churches of America, which state
churches of Europe watch closely, that a conversation-
meeting shall follow every large devotional gathering
in the central seasons of the year. We need many
styles of meetings: the reform gathering once a month,
at least, to attend to temperance, and perhaps oftener
in many places. To-day I wish to emp{:size one point
only; and that is, that if, in the next fifty-years, you
will develop the conversation-meeting as you have
developed the Sabbath school in the last fifty, you will
find more blessed results from the conversation-meeting
than you have from the Sabbath school. This I believe
solemnly, in the name of the influence of such conver-
sations not only upon the unconverted, but upon the
converted. I know personally one church to which it
was my fortune to minister, in days which, like those
I am now passing through, were unfit to be used to
teach anybody ; but that church was led into conver-
sation with the religiously- irresolute as a standard
measure. It was a church where those invited to do
this work could be trusted to do right in such conver-
sations. General public instruction for such labour had
been given. A pastor may feel that he cannot trust
everybody in his church to converse with everybody ;
but he can give such public instruction, that the influ-
ence of injudicious advice given in conversation will
soon be counteracted. Let there be right instruction
from the pulpit, and you can trust church-members,
with proper oversight, to converse with -those who
remain. This church, of which I have positive know-
ledge, employed that measure of conversation for three
months, and then was without a pastor for many
months ; but the conversations and conversions went
on. Men learned to love that style of effort. Instead
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of Sabbath clubs listening to sermons and musie, and
going away talking about the oratory and the fashions,
the scent of the minister’s handkerchief, and the divine
aroma of wardrobes, white or black, let us have
churches such as those which conquered the Caesars.
Let us be sure that the most difficult duties are the
most blissful ; let all the churches be filled with this
certainty, and the hard work will soon be so done as to

be deadly.
. THE LECTURE.

One of the kings who were prominent in the crusades
was taken prisoner, and confined for many months in
a castle standing in that territory which Turkey and
Russia may soon deluge in blood. A musician, who
had been a member o% the household of this prince,
sought long to find the spot in which his lord was
immured, but could obtain no entrance behind any
castle’s bars. In place after place he wearily gave up
the search, because he could procure no sight of his
lord. At last it occurred to him, that in his childhood,
and when the king was young, a delicious strain of
music had been greatly admired by them both ; and
therefore this wanderer, whenever he appeared before
a prison, would produce on his flute that strain of
music, in the hope that possibly his lord might hear it,
and know that the musician with whom he had been
acquainted was beneath his window. One day this
searching singer, having been refused entrance to the
wards of a castle, sat down under its windows, and
hour by hour lifted up that entrancing melody which
the king he sought had known in his youth; and at
last a token was thrown to him out of a tower, indica-
ting that his lord was there. I go up and down in
search of scientific theology. I am a poor musician,
locking for my Lord. I am not admitted to the inner
vaults of all castles. I know not where He may be
confined among the mysteries of the universe. Science
knows, however, that somewhere He remembers & deli-
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cious strain of music, which both Revelation and Science
heard in their youth. Religion and Science both have
the nature of things as their earliest memory. Self-
-evident truth is the delicious strain of music which I
will lift up under the barred windows of castle after
castle, until from some tower I have a token indicating
to me that my Lord is there. I know He heard that
melody of self-evident truth when He was young ; for
the Old Testament was preceded by the Oldest, and
it is only self-evident truth. Among the perplexities
of the universe I will lift up the melody of axioms, self-
evident propositions, intuitive truths, until out of the
bars of mystery shall be thrown down a token of my
Lord, and He and I are together once more.

Theodore Parker held that the Divine Perfection is
the first of all theological truths; and so did David
when he struck his harp at the edge of Siloa’s Brook ;
so did Aschylus when he smote his under the shadow
of the Acropolis; so have all lofty and clear souls
‘taught that God is the fulness of all excellence ; and
every just inference we can draw from that fact is
scientific. Contrast, however, a false with a true
optimism, or Parker’s inferences from the fact of
God’s perfection with Christian inferences from the
same fact. )

The perfection of the moral law, inhering in the
nature of things, proves the perfection of the Divine
Nature.

The perfection of the moral law is a self-evident,
axiomatic, intuitive truth. It is an axiom of con-
science that the voice which says “I ought” utters
a mandate absolutely perfect: therefore the law re-
vealed by that mandate is perfect. There cannot be
a here without a there, or a before without an after,
or a thought without a thinker, or a law without a
lawgiver, or a perfect law without a perfect lawgiver.
(See, for detailed discussion of these propositions,
Transcendentalism, Lect. VIL)

Say what you will about the origin of evil, talk as
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blandly or as complainingly, as blindly or as searchingly,
as you please concerning the problem, not of. error
merely and of infirmity, but of deliberate sin and of
absolute iniquity in the world, it yet remains true
scientifically, that all objection to the belief that God is
perfect is shattered on the axiomatic certainty of the
perfection of the moral law. Who will dare to say
that the nature of things is mot perfect? But it s
He!

If, now, I am to recite my own personal creed, so far
as I can gain one from a philosophical point of view, it
consists of these two propositions : —

1. God will do what He can for us.

2. What God cannot do for us, He has given us power
to do.for ourselves.

That is my optimism ; but it is optimism with an if.

1. God will do what He can for us.

2. What He can do for us is measured in part by our
susceptibility.

You admit, do you, that God will do what He can for
us? You think God is perfect ? You are all
on that, are you? Very well. Do not be frightened if
I ask you to be consistent with yourselves. He will
do what He can for us ? Yes.

3. God’s creation of our free susceptibility is a
promise from Him that He will fill it, if He can do so
without destroying our freedom.

4. Man has a susceptibility of oneness with God in
conscience.

5. He is, therefore, susceptible of sinlessness.

6. Unless man’s free susceptibility of sinlessness is
somewhere filled in the history of the race, God’s ideal
as to man as a type fails of realization.

7. But God’s ideal and promise never fail.

8. Therefore the most perfect possible type of man
will be brought into existence; that is, somewhere in
history a sinless character will appear.

9. Christ, a sinless character, has appeared in
history.
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If we are to take as a test Christian conviction,
victorious through ages, this last proposition will stand,
and I had almost said, if we are to take infidel criticism
as a test; for it is not the tendency of any form of
modern research to cast supreme doubt on the sinless-
ness of Christ. Scepticism finds itself more and more
exclaiming with Rousseau : “Socrates died like a man;
the founder of Christianity like a God.” Carlyle says
of Voltaire, that his central fault is, that “he meddles
with religion, without being in any profound sense
religious.” But modern scepticism is far more reverent
than Voltaire was, and often has insight enough not to
deny the sinlessness of the Author of Christianity. It
denies the soundness of His judgment in many particu-
lars, talks in a light way about mistakes greater or
less ; but, when it comes to character, it is very nearly
dumb before the challenge of Christianity to show any
evil there. It is not necessary for my present purpose,
however, speaking of scientific optimism, to show that
this point is conceded by infidelity. It has been a
general consent of many ages, that a Being who had
oneness with conscience, and with God in conscience,
has appeared in the world. All I need to emphasize is
the certainty, that, unless the sinless character appears
in history, man’s susceptibility is not filled ; the divine
ideal for the species has not been realized, and God has
not done what He can for us. How much can God do
for us? As much as we are susceptible of. How much
are we susceptible of ? Obedience to conscience, unin-
terrupted oneness with the moral law. If our Lord
was a sinless character, He was the first perfect man.
He was what every man should have been from the
beginning. He was the first creature exhibiting the
full susceptibility of the human kind. God will do
what He can for us? Yes, but, if He does that, He
will bring into existence somewhere a sinless character.
That is to be expected. Such is in the susceptibility of
man as a race ; and such, therefore, is within the power
of God without destroying our free will.
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“It i8 mot an arbitrary procedure,” writes Dorner
(“ Person of Christ,” div. 11, vol. iii. p. 224), “but
simply the necessity nc;)f, the case, to see in Christ, so far
as sinlessness is attributed to Him, a divine revelation
of God, which, by realizing, discloses the archetype of
holiness; which revelation could only be brought to pass
through the medium of an unique distinctive being of
God in Him, by which the image of God attained to
actual representation in the world.”

10. The possibilities of human nature are exhibited
in the human nature of our Lord.

11. Any religion that is without such a sinless
character is defective in its exhibition of the capa-
bilities of man, and cannot, therefore, be a perfect
religion.

12. Every religion, except Christianity, is defective
in this supreme part.

Plainly we reach high issues here. But assuredly
all this is in your belief that God will do what He can
for us. Propositions like these underlie the very latest
schools in German thought. We have book after book
on the sinlessness of our Lord. The philosophical sig-
nificance of the numerous attempts to write the life of
the Christ lies in the fact of His sinlessness. It is
often said among German cultivators of religious
science, that the character of God is the Alpha and
Omega ; but that the imperfection of human nature,
or the effect of sin, is the Beta and Upsilon of philoso-
phy. Oneisthe A and the Z, and the other is the B and
the Y. When we listen to only these four letters of
the alphabet, we are convinced that God will do what
He can for us ; that what He can do is measured in part
by our own free susceptibility ; that we have a free
susceptibility of oneness with conscience; and that
somewhere in the history of the race a sinless character
is to be expected. We cannot fix dates for God’s
work. We do not know when He will do this; but a
perfect religion will look forward to such a character,
or backward to such a character : otherwise it does not
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believe in God’s optimism; it does not believe that He
will fill the susceptibilities He has created. Science
must hold that the creation of a free susceptibility in
man is the promise of God to fill it, if He can do so
without our loss of freedom. There cannot be a great
instinct without its correlate ; and every great suscep-
tibility of man is a divine promise that it will be filled,
if we yield to Him. One test of perfection in a religion,
therefore, is its power to bring out man into sinless-
ness; and its power to do that must be tested by what
it has done. We must look on every scheme of re-
ligious thought from the point of view of man’s sus-
ceptibility ; and if any system of ideas limits God's
activities, will not allow that He in six thousand years
has ever produced a sinless character, denies that He
has filled the susceptibility He created, and which was
His promise,—in that narrowness of its horizon we
find something very repulsive to the breadth of view
which Christ and Christian philosophy cultivate.

1. God will do what He can for us.

2. What He can do for us is measured in part by our
need.

3. We need holiness and pardon.

4. It bas been shown that we can obtain holiness
best, and pardon only, through an Atonement not our
own. (See Lecture V.)

There is always in modern communities a great
difficulty laid upon public discussion, when the at-
tempt is made to prove that we really need some
other assurance than that derived from general views
of God’s goodness, if we are to know that we have
had pardon. New England is filled with Christianity.
We have all heard unspeakable revealed truths, until
our philosophical thought is saturated with Christian
ideas of God's goodness and condescension, more per-
fectly than morning twilight ever was by the coming
sun. If a man stands up here to say that he needs
some other assurance than a general view of God’s
goodness, in order to know he is pardoned, the reply
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sometimes is, that God’s goodness is enough. The
Prodigal Son came back; and in his case there was
no Atonement. Yes; but He who taught the parable
of the Prodigal Son taught also that “ He came to give
his life a ransom for many.” “This is my blood shed
for many for the remission of sins,” was the teaching
of the same lips which taught that parable of the
Prodigal Son, in which, of course, all the other teaching
of the same author is presupposed. We are not to
shut up the Bible except at one opening, or sew a por-
tion of its leaves together, and take an isolated page of
it, and read the fragment as if it were the whole. The
parable of the Prodigal Son a complete statement ?
Why, the Sermon on the Mount is not! We are to
study the view north, south, east, and west, in the
scriptural landscape, if we are to be liberal at all.
But, even in the parable of the Prodigal Son, it is
God’s mercy, it is God’s condescension, it is His merit,
and not ours, that takes us back in peace. Everywhere
it is presupposed in the New Testament that the
Atonement is a fact. To leave that out is to take the
sun from the noon, and then to judge the sky by a
patch of the twilight. We must be fair with the
record, and interpret it at least as honestly as we
would a friend’s written will or a legal document, by
looking at all there is in it. Coleridge was accustomed
to say—I beg pardon for quoting the remark in Bos-
ton—that if men were to interpret wills and legal
documents, as some who deny the fact of the vicarious
Atonement and the Deity of our Lord are forced to
interpret the New Testament, lawyers would stand
aghast. “I have not fallen into these ways of inter-
pretation,” said Coleridge (Table Talk, p. 827), “for I
went much beyond those who hold them: I went so
far west, that I came into the east.” You doubt
whether the New Testament teaches the Deity of our
Lord? What do these words mean? “Ye shall see
the Son of man ascend up to where He was before.”
“In the beginning the Word was with God and was
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God.” “Before Abraham was, I am.” Is man’s pre-
existence taught in the New Testament? The pre-
existence of our Lord is taught there.

The truth is, that if you will take up the best
discussions from either side of the Atlantic, and look
at the present condition of exegetical contests, you will
find, that, more and more, objection to the Deity of our
Lord is put upon philosophical grounds, and not on
exegetical. Some of the old pieces of unfairness are
being given up on both sides; for no doubt Orthodoxy
has strained many a text: but the general trend of
scholarship both sides of the North Sea, as you may
learn well enough by reading either side in the dis-
cussion, is to carry the debate over to the philosophical
field, because it is tacitly understood that the Bible
does teach the fact of the vicariousness of the Atone-
ment and the Deity of our Lord. To-day, when the
field is widened to philosophical considerations, these
thoughts that I am now iresentin are among the most
blazing of philosophical themes. 1 open here Dorner,
and I find him willing, face to face with Germany, to
stand on propositions like these: “We cannot con-
ceive that God, in willing a world, should not also have
willed it for perfection ; nor will it be necessary to con-
sult a necessity for the Incarnation on the side of man,
in the fact of sin, because we find its necessity also in the
need of perfection; or because we affirm it to have been
a mecessity for God, in so far as, if He willed a perfect
world, He could not omit to will the God-man, who is
its honour and crown.” (Person of Christ, div. 11,
vol. iii. pp. 238, 239.)

America has not fought enough on this philosophical
ground to know its importance; but Germany has.
You have been accustomed to use proof-texts to estab-
lish all this ; and you have been logically victorious, as
Germany has been, in that contest. For one student,
I think that you have driven into chaos, horse, foot,
and dragoons, all exegetical opponents, and that Moses
Stuart, Dorner,and Liddon have done this. I asserted
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on this platform weeks ago, that Moses Stuart’s proof-
texts never have been answered ; and the curious and
the only reply that has been offered is, that I make no’
reference to proof-texts. But this philosophical out-
line of scientific optimism is in place in Boston, if it is’
in place in Berlin and in Edinburgh, and assuredly it has
had a place in the best discussions of Germany for fifty
ears.

y Any religion that comes to me with a demand that
I gurrender to it my life, and does not give me assur-
ance as to my pardon before God, or exhibit to me the
way of peace with my whole environment, 18 marked
by a lack of intellectual seriousness. The central
thought with me is, that no scheme of religious science’
can give a man peace before his demand for pardon,
unless it have in it the idea of an Atonement not our
own, and revealing God’s mercy, condescension, and
justice in the biblical way. I wish peace for myself
as well as for others, and, in the search for it, must
demand that self-evident truth be not ignored. When
I, in company with my conscience, go hence, or when I
with untutored but fully awakened moral instincts
stand now face to face with the insufferably resplen-
dent moral law, I desire harmonization witi my en-
vironment. This I do not, this my conviction is I
cannot, obtain from any scheme of thought not Chris-
tian. Christianity itself has difficulty enough in wash-
ilal% Lady Macbeth’s red right hand ; but it is scientifi-

ly known that diluted Christianity never can do that
business. Gentlemen, that business must be done.
Philosophy every day is growing more serious. The
literature of the world is deepening in its earnestness.
Woman is coming into modern literature; and it is
therefore being purified, and with its purification we
have a great increase of literary sensitiveness concern-
ing moral ideas. Philosophy partakes in this increase
of keenness of moral insight; and the time is coming
when it will be asked in the name of exact research,
how Lady Macbeth’s hand can be washed, and when
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it will be ascertained in the name of self-evident
truth that a diluted form of Christianity cannot wash
Lady Macbeth’s hand! A lack of intellectual—yes, a
lack of moral—seriousness belongs to every philosophy,
and even more to every religion, that plays fast
and loose with self-evident truth, when the problem
is to give peace to man face to face with his entire
environment.

Show me a philosophy that can wash Lady Macbeth’s
red right hand, and I will show you undiluted Christi-
anity in other terms.

So far as what God will do for us is measured by
our need, we are not true to Christian optimism if we
do not believe that God will provide for our peace, if
our wills permit. But is it not known that He can,
by a great arrangement, which we call the Atonement,
make possible our harmony with our environment, even
after we have sinned ? Germany says that incontro-
vertibly the Incarnation and Atonement are so far
necessary as they are indispensable to man’s pardon
and holiness. Not only can we not reach perfection
without them, but, after having once fallen into dis-
loyalty to the moral law, we cannot have pardon with-
out them. If God will do what He can for us, He will
secure for us blessedness by securing both holiness and
pardon, if we will accept them.

5. If the Incarnation and Atonement are facts, they
satisfy man’s highest needs.

This has been proved (fhilosophica.]ly in the last fifty
years, with a fulness of detail beyond a reply.

6. If we admit, therefore, that God will do what
He can for us, we must say that it is antecedently
probable that a great arrangement will be made by
which pardon will be possible, without violation of
self-evident truth.

This is only Michael Angelo again, old man in the
Vatican, and blind, feeling along that Torso in many
places fragmentary, and estimating what the plan of
the whole must be. This is only the French astrono-

L
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mer, Leverrier, asking where the unknown planet is
that produced the perturbations of an orb that has
been observed for years. This is only science, in the
name of the unity of the moral as well as the physical
law, walking out into the infinities and the eternities
with as much courage as to the moral side of God’s
nature as concerning that side of His will which pro-
duces physical arrangements. As we know there is-a
unity in the physical law of the universe, we know
there is in the moral; and, therefore, as we go out from
here to Orion, knowing that gravitation is one thing
here, and one thing there, we go out on the moral law
from here to the Great White Throne itself, and bend a
curve around the infinities till we feel sure that God’s
heart beats in response to man’s wants of holiness and
pardon, and beats in such a way that because He is
God, He will do what He can for us, from an eternal
necessity of love.

1. God will do what He can for us.

2. What He can do for us is measured in part by
His own perfections.

3. He cannot deny Himself.

4. He therefore cannot give pardon previous to
repentance.

What! A limit of God's power? He loves us;
and He is as a father in this world, who will not par-
don a child until the child has repented. A deliberate
lie has been told you by a child of yours, and brazen
impudence stands upon the boy’s face. With entire
intelligence as to the character of his act, he denies
that he has told a lie, and exhibits no -sorrow for it.
“ Come now,” it is said to you, “be liberal ; pardon that
child before he has repented.”—*“ Of course I cannot,”
you reply. “I love the child. If I pardon him before
he repents, I injure him. He is old enough to know
what he is about; he understands the evil of falsehood;
he knows perfectly that he has done a thing that
should not have been done, and knows that I know
this: and now, if I pardon him before he repents
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at all, I injure him.”—* Well, but be advanced in your
thought ; have enlightened views of the universe ; do
look a little into the difference between new equip-
ments and the old, blunt weapons of warfare ; do not
employ hows and arrows any more; use columbiads.”
—“ Why, it is & columbiad in my own soul, that I will
not pardon that boy until he repents ; for I shall injure
him if I do. Ilove him.” The columbiad is directed
at your bosom! “ Advanced thought! Iam advanced
enough to take care of my child ; and I cannot in love
pardon him until I can do so without injuring him.”
A very fathomless cannot, that is! This unwavering
curve of the moral law, I believe sweeps around all the
constellations of the inner sky ; and, although God will
do what He can for us, He cannot, without denying
Himself, pardon us until we repent.

5. God cannot, without denying Himself, give bless-
edness where there is no holiness.

Self-evident truth does not always sing elysian
melodies. It sings very stern ba.ttl);-a.nthems; but
when you have fought the battle, then it sings trum-
pet-tones of bliss indeed.

The central lie of an unscientific optimism is the
song of the sirens: “Let us do what we will; we shall
by and by will to do what we ought.”

6. With God is no liberty to do what is not
fitting.

7. It is not fitting that sin be forgiven without an
Atonement.

This was Anselm’s position (Cur Deus Homo f) and
for eight hundred years that thought has been tossed
about in the seas of debate, and swims to-day probably
at the very top of all philosophical discussion on this
theme. God has no liberty to do what is not fit.

Julius Miiller faces this thought, and calls pause to
all thinkers of our day before that one idea. God has
no liberty to do what is not fitting. It is not fitting
that sin be forgiven without an Atonement. Your
Dorner bows there ; your Nitzch and Rothe bow there;

|
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your New England, your Scottish, and your English
theologians bow there ; and infidelity itself, when asked
to face that proposition, evades it, and has done so for
eight hundred years. I do not know where there is a
fair philosophical discussion from the point of view of
scepticism on self-evident truth as applied to the
Atonement. What am I doing here ? I am discussing
transcendentalism in its relations to religious science.
What is it to do that? It is to apply self-evident
truth to the innermost holiest of Christianity itself.
It is to lift up before the bars of mystery, and under
the window of our Lord, the anthem which He heard
in His youth, and which He gave us the capacity to
sing, and which He will recognize by coming forth as
Conqueror.

1. God will do what He can for us.

2. What He can do for us is to be measured by what
He has done for us.

3. He has not destroyed the freedom of the will.

4. He has not prevented evil.

5. What He has not done cannot be done wisely.

6. The Incarnation and Atonement may be proved
by historical evidence to be facts of history.

7. If they are such they reveal what God has done.

8. What God has done is well done.

9. What He cannot do for us, He will give us power
to do for ourselves.

10. The origin of evil in the universe is in the
faillure of free agents to do the best they can for them-
selves.

Gentlemen, I am not bound in partisan wraps and
withes. If I know myself, I have no desire other than
to be clear and straightforward. But I know that a
little while ago I was not in the world, and that a little
while hence I shall be here no longer. I know that I
cannot escape from myself, God, and my record. I
know that I wish to go hence in peace with myself
and God, and that irreversible past. I look about in
this dim star of existence for a scheme of thought that
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will harmonize me with any whole environment. I
want it. I am not ashamed of self-love, though I am
of selfishness. What is the difference between self-love
and selfishness? Selfishness is a disproportionate love
of self: self-love is a proportionate love of self. We
have a right to self-love, and it is not without a proper
place if it urges us to intellectual seriousness. Selfish-
ness ‘is always wrong; for it is the disproportionate
love of self. I have a right to love myself as well as
anybody else whose being is of the same worth ; but I
must love God in proportion to His being; that is,
infinitely, and my neighbour as myself, because he has
as much being as I. Self-love leads me to ask how I
can be harmonized with my past, and my conscience,
and my God. I assure you solemnly that I cannot
place anything except full Christianity under my head,
and be at peace. I have been in the jaws of death. I
hope I have seen enough of life to be a little above
caring what men say for or against any position I may
take up, for I am not to be here long at the longest.
You are not to be here long. We are to be gathered
home, as our fathers were, and we wish to go hence in
peace. In the name of cool precision, in the name of
the philosophy that dares not believe a lie, or call any-
thing that is obscure clear, it must be declared that
Christianity, and it alone, can harmonize us with an
irreversible record of deliberate sin, with a God who is
a thousand consciences, and with a conscience that is a
thousand swords. : :
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VIII.

A CONSIDERATION OF MR. CLARKE'S AND
MR. HALE'S CRITICISMS.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

THE River Ilissus in Athens is a delicious crystalline

stream, full of white and brown pebbles, which
no doubt the feet of Phocion, and Socrates and Demos-
thenes, and Plato and Aristotle, have touched. Its
ripples, therefore, are more musical than Apollo’s lute ;
and you will not blame me for stating that I brought
home from Athens a broad, fair pebble out of that
stream, and from that portion of its bed, which, scholars
say, was once crossed by the gardens and walks and
marble colonnades of Aristotle’s Lyceum. I keep this
white stone now as a paper-weight on a heap of ex-
cerpts and newspaper cuttings intended to represent
current misconceptions of Christian truth. Quite a
number of slips have been accumulating in that heap
of late, some of them from Music Hall ; and, since I am
as proud of the specimens I gather into my cabinet as
ever a collector of crystals was of his captured gems, I
wish to make you sharers of my bliss according to
Shakspeare’s maxim :—

“ When thou haply seest
Some rare noteworthy object in thy travel,
Make me partaker of thy happiness.”
Two Gentlemen of Verona.
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1. From this cabinet of misconception — notice, I
donot say of misrepresentation—I must choose at least
one specimen concerning the measureless theme of free
final permanence of character, or the natural wages of
habitual evil choice. I ‘hold in my hand a book
written by a man whom we all honour for his candour
and learning, and whose vigorous honesty in the politi-
cal affairs of this Commonwealth has more than once
been a pillar of fire in a dark place. I mean Mr. Clarke,
who lately has presented to the public an almost semi-
official answer to the question “ What is a Christian ?”
I read in this volume, which is also almost semi-official,
and, in my opinion, the best book ever published in
Boston by unevangelical Christianity, the following
very amazing words : “ The Orthodox doctrine of future
punishment is exceedingly simple. . . . . The purest
and best of men, who does not believe the precise Ortho-
dox theory concerning the Trinity, sits in hell side by
side with Zingis Khan, who murdered in cold blood hun-
dreds of thousands of men, women, and children, mark-
ing his bloody route by pyramids of skulls ” (CLARKE,
Orthodozy, p. 357).

Gentlemen, that is a very interesting specimen in
this cabinet. It is almost flawless. I hardly know how
it could be better. That misconception is fundamental,
colossal, ghastly, inexcusable. .

2. But take another flaming, favourite gem of mine
from the same cabinet, and broken off the same ledge
of crystalline Boston rock :— _ )

“The unbaptized child, who goes to hell because of
the original sin derived from Adam, is exposed to
God’s wrath no less than Pope Alexander VI, who
outraged every law of God and man, and who, says
Machiavelli, ¢ was followed to the tomb by the heavy
feet of his three dear companions,—Luxury, Simony,
and Cruelty.’ This is the doctrine which every denomi-
nation and sect in Christendom, except the Unitarians
and Universalists, maintain as essential to Orthodoxy ”
(pp. 357, 358). ’
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Gentlemen, is that a correct statement ? This serious
assertion is just about as correct as it would be to say
that Charles River flows into the Mississippi. It is
quite as correct as to affirm that Massachusetts is a
province of China.

3. You will allow me, therefore, to say that I was not,
greatly surprised, when, a few weeks ago, I obtained a
third specimen off this same fruitful ledge of crystals;
or, the assertion that my view of the Trinity, or the
-view of the New-England theology as understood by
this Lectureship, is “one which any Unitarian can
accept” (Mr. ELARKE, Daily Advertiser, March 26).
That statement was made, however, before a full
discussion had been presented here, although warning
had been given not to judge the house while the
scaffolding was up; and I believe the statement is not
reiterated at present.

4. In an account of semi-official discussions at Music
Hall, I read that Mr. Cook has given up the doctrine
of substitution. The language of the report is, that
Mr. Cook comes forward, belonging to the same school
of thought with a certain evangelist, and tells us “ that
we must accept the Orthodox doctrine on this subject ;
and he says that no Orthodox man of any sense or any
knowledge believes to-day in substitution ” (Report of
Mr. CLARKE’S Sermon, “ Daily Advertiser,” April 30).
Another authority says that Mr. Cook *defends the
doctrine of substitution by giving it up” (Unitarian
Tract, by Mr. KIMBALL).

Now, what are the facts? New-England theology
makes a distinction between chastisement and pun-
ishment. Even the Universalist theology insists that
there is a difference between suffering and punish-
ment. I know careless phrases have been used by
Orthodox scholars ; but wﬁen I open a series of arti-
cles published in the “Bibliotheca Sacra,” by writers
of a.llpdenomina.tions, within the last fifteen years, and
constituting the best statement of the new Orthodoxy
that New England has yet made,—fifteen or eighteen
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elaborate communications prepared by Episcopalians,
Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists, and Congrega-
tionalists of the first rank in scholarship,—I find such
a representative writer, for instance, as the revered
Dr. Whedon, editor of the “Methodist Quarterly
Review,” & man probably not given to Calvinism, say-
ing this,—

“'The imputation of the sin of man, or his punishment, to
Christ, is but a popular conception, justifiable if understood as
only conceptual ; just as we might say that the crime of Pythias
was imputed to Damon in order that we also might be able to
say that Damon was punisked instead of Pythias. In strictness
of language and thought, neither crime, guilt, nor punishment is
personally transferable” (WaEepox, Rev. D.D., Bib. Sac., April.
1862, pp. 260, 261). . :

Why, it is amazing to me that gentlemen will quote
phrases from Mr. Spurgeon, saying that our Lord was
punished, and then come forward in Boston, and
affirm that Orthodoxy holds that our Lord was not
innocent, and meet us with the charge of self-contra-
diction when we exhibit the truths of the Atonement
in detail. Ask Mr. Spurgeon, or any other man who
uses that word “punishég,” whether our Lord was a
murderer, a perjurer, a leper, or a thief. Ask whether
he does not believe, as the Church has always believed,
whatever its language may have been, that our Lord
was innocent. We are now more careful in our
phraseology than we once were; but the Church has
always had the idea of Christ’s innocence, and never
has asserted that He was punished, in the sense
of suffering pain for personal blameworthiness; for
He never had any personal blameworthiness, Let us
distinguish ideas from vocabularies. I admit that the
latter have been careless; and it is one part of the
joy of my life to contribute a little toward more
caution in the expression of truths which we cannot
touch properly, unless in that spirit which Uzzah did
mot have when he touched the ark, and for lack of
reverence was struck dead ! -
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Andrew Fuller the Baptist scholar, who has been
called the Benjamin Franklin of theology, was very
careful of his language on this supreme point; and as
long ago as 1800 drew in substance the distinction
between chastisement and punishment. “Real and
proper punishment,” he wrote, “is not only the infliction
of natural evil for the commission of moral evil, but the
infliction of the one upon the person who committed the
other, and in displeasure against him: it not only sup-

oses criminality, but that the party punished was
iterally the criminal ” (FULLER, ANDREW, Works, chap.
10, p. 34, quoted with approval by Professor PARK, B’ig.
Sac., January, 1865, p. 174).

Modern theological science is substantially a unit on
this topic, not in its vocabularies, but in its ideas. I
dislike to take time on a point which needs to be
elaborated nowhere out of Boston; but, if you will
allow me to cite & school on which you may probably
have looked with considerable arrogance,—the East
Windsor Theological Institution, where the old school
in New-England theology is represented, —you will
find Professor Lawrence there, in his official article in
the “Bibliotheca Sacra,” saying of that school of
theology, “The old school theofogy speaks freely of
Christ as ‘suffering the penalty of the law,’ and as
‘ paying our debts.” But 1t never implies that He was
a sinner, suffering demerits. ¢ Our guilt and punish-
ment being, as it were, transferred to Him, says
Calvin. Edwards says, < He suffered as though guilty.”
(LAWRENCE, Reverend Professor, of East Windsor
Theol. Inst, on “The Old School in N. E. Theol.,”
Bib. Sac., April, 1863, p. 333. See also pp. 338,
339.)

The distinction between chastisement and punish-
ment is very familiar in the instruction given at
Andover in religious science.

If now, for using phraseology which recognizes this
distinction between chastisement and punishment, I
may be accused of giving up the doctrine of substitu-
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tion, then all New-England theology is to be thus
accused ; then all schools, old and new, are to be sup-
posed to have changed their ideas, because they have
become more cautious in their language. The doctrine
of the Atonement is such to me, that, without it,
philosophy would lead, by self-evident truth, only to
the conclusion that we of all men are most miserable,
since we have sinned, and do not know a way of
escape. There is to me such clearness in the demon-
stration of our need of an Atonement, that, if you say
no atonement ever has been made, philosophy to me 1s
not glad tidings; for it is clear tidings of a necessity
not met : therefore, to philosophy itself, the denial of
the doctrine of the substitution makes a desert of life.

5. But it is said that I have put forward Dean
Stanley as a representative of orthodoxy, and that
he is a Unitarian (Mr. CLARKE, Daily Adwvertiser,
April 30).

Not many months ago, Lady Augusta Stanley lay
in her coffin in Westminster Abbey, and there at her
side sat Thomas Carlyle. Who had been her chap-
lain ? The American evangelist who has but just left
this city. On whose invitation? On her own. By
whose consent? By her husband’s. Who told you
that? The American evangelist himself. What did
he do? He conducted devotional exercises in Lady
Stanley’s sick-chamber. You talk about the breadth
of Dean Stanley’s Broad Church views! You must
look at the upper part of the breadth as well as the
lower. By the way, speaking of Carlyle, let me say
that Mr. Ruskin has lately affirmed that Carlyle’s
opinion of Darwin, which I stated to you some months
since, “ will probably be remembered as long as any-
thing else that Carlyle ever said.” That is reported, I
beg you notice I say,as coming from Ruskin. Accord-
ing to written assurances sent to me by a literary
gentleman of high rank who knows the person who
heard Carlyle express his opinion of Darwin, there is
every reason to trust that extract as Carlyle’s own.
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Professor Tholuck of Halle in Germany told me that
once he was invited to spend the winter in the
south of Italy, with Thomas Carlyle, and doubted at
first whether he had better accept the invitation, for
fear there would be social dissonance on account of
divergences of views. “I sought information,” said
Professor Tholuck ; “and from England, on the highest
authority, I was told there woulg be no dissonance ;
for Carlyle is a good Christian man.” HaveI not read
what Carlyle says about the Thirty-nine Articles?
Yes ; and rejoice in it. Have I not read what he sa;
about threshing mere straw in formulas of belief with-
out soul behindthem ? Yes; and thank God for every
syllable the Prophet of Chelsea has written on that
theme. I have heard also from the lips of your own
Emerson, that Carlyle likes to quote his own father’s
expressions at family worship in old Scotland. I do
not forget what Carlyle thought of Sterling, or what
he said of the death of Edward Irving. “To Frederic,
as to all of us,” says Carlyle, it was flatly inconceiv-
able that intellect, moral emotion, could have been put
into him by an Entity that had none of its own”
(Life of Frederic the Great, last chapter). This lan-
guage asserts the Personality of the Supreme Being,
and proves, therefore, that Carlyle is no pantheist.
There is even more between than in the lines of hun-
dreds of pages that he has given to the world. I
remember that Essay on Voltaire in which he writes
explicitly :—

“ We understand ourselves to be risking no new assertion, but
simply reporting what is already the conviction of the greatest in
our age, when we say, that cheerfully recognizing, gratefully
appropriating, whatever Voltaire has proved, or any other man
has proved, or shall prove, the Christian religion, once here,
cannot again pass away ; that, in one or the other form, it will
endure through all time ; that as in Scripture, so also in the
heart of man, is written, ¢ The gatee of hell shall not prevail
against it.” Were the memory of this faith never so obscured,
as, indeed, in all times, the coarse passions and perceptions of
the world do all but obliterate it in the hearts of most, yet in
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every pure soul, in every poet and wise man, it finds a new mis-
sionary, a new martyr, till the great volume of universal history
is finally closed, and man’s destinies are fulfilled in this earth.
‘It is a height to which the human species were fated and en-
abled to attain ; and from which, having once attained it, they
can never retrograde.’”

Distinguish between ideas and vocabularies, and
you will find that Carlyle deserved what he received
the other day from Dean Stanley, a certificate that
“he never disdained the traditions of the Scottish
church and nation.” When I put in his lips the
Litany, I took what all are obliged to subscribe who
are in the renowned English Church. The prayer-
book, as well as the articles, is subscribed, is it not ?
Of course I had a right to quote the flower as well as
. the root : out of the latter grows the former. I wished
to indicate what popular theology is; and it was evi- .
dently necessary for me to take that which is most
before the people—the hallelujahs and the praises, the
indication of the popular mind in worship. I took the
most overt public part of the Church of England ser-
vice to indicate what the popular theology 1s. Some
scribblers have complained because I put the words of
the Litany into the mouths of Carlyle and Stanley,
and have thought the language of the Thirty-nine
Articles could not have been used with the same effect.
The words I cited from your Boston critic would have
sounded weak and wicked, had I quoted them alone in
Westminster Abbey, in presence only of God.

But now, as to Dean Stanley, three things are to be
noticed :—

First, we must make a distinction between his
breadth as an ecclesiastical politician and his breadth
as a theologian. He is a representative of a national
church such as we know nothing of in America. An

ntleman here, directly or indirectly connected wit}z
that church, will allow me to say that the High
Church and Low Church and Broad Church are quite
as sharply antagonistic to each other as any of our
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Protestant denominations outside of the English Es-
tablishment. Dean Stanley is the representative of
this national church, which must hold all kinds of
culture together; and his great principle is a political
one. He wishes to keep these warring elements from
seceding until their real merits can be distinguished
by time. His supreme principle is one of comprehen-
sion and trial. t these conflicting ideas be kept
inside the Church, says Dean Stanley; allow every
man to hold any fairly reasonable opinion ; let every
such opinion have a place until its value is tested by
time.

This is a breadth of ecclesiastical policy rather than
of theology. Dean Stanley as a theologian is far less
broad than Dean Stanley as an ecclesiastical politician.
I am not discussing whether or not he is to be justified
in taking that attitude as to a national church. Many
of Dean Stanley’s best friends declare that he ought to
be more severe in excluding from the English Church
some sections of sentiment, perhaps so broad that they
hardly come within the range even of general tolerant
Christianity. They say he ought to think more of
the Christian Church than of the national Church, and
that he does not. But into that question I need not
enter.,

In the next place, it is to be remembered that Dean
Stanley is by no means careless in his statements as to
the doctrines of the Trinity and of the Atonement.
He holds such views as Charles Kingsley did; and
what Kingsley’s views of the Trinity were, I showed to
you in detail the other morning. No doubt Charles
Kingsley held erratic views on one or two points; but
he was substantially sound on what the Church of
England regards as the essentials of Christian truth,
and so surely Stanley is, or he would not be where he
is. Dean Stanley said not long ago in the chapel at
Rugby—I have his language before me—*Thomas
Arnold’s words constantly come back to me as express-
ing better than anything else my hopes and fears for
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this life and for the life to come.” Everybody knows
Stanley is the biographer of Thomas Arnold, and that
Thomas Arnold was a man of a large, generous, illumined
nature, and of great symmetry of character, but by no
means what one would call a loose dreamer as to the
highest of all truths. No doubt he was in the best
sense of the word a liberal believer; but that word
“liberal ” I use as infrequently as possible, it has such
an amazing resemblance to caoutchouc. Toward the
bottom of the elastic scale of liberalism you may often
find those who are ready to answer, if you ask what is
a Christian, “ He is a man who is always learning, but
never able to come to a knowledge of the truth;” and
that comes pretty near to being the definition gir(iven in
Music Hall the other evening. And, if you ask, what
does a Christian believe, “ Why, anything that means
nothing in particular;” and that comes so fearfully
near to being the definition given in Music Hall, that
I do not dare talk about the lower ranges of liberalism,
lest I seem to slander the upper. .

Now, Thomas Arnold beheved something in particu-
lar; and Dean Stanley is a pupil, and professes him-
self to be theologically an enlarged copy, of Thomas
Arnold. He is to be ranked with Kingsley and
Robertson and Milman as a follower of Hooker, and an
opponent of the influences of Laud. It is perfectly
amazing to find the Broad-church party spoken of as
carrying England over to that style of unscientific
liberalism which I have just ridiculed. Why, only
yesterday I opened a periodical not given to the
theological discussion, and found the statement, that
when Emerson came first to England many years ago,
and Carlyle sounded his glories to such an extent that
almost every circle in the country was anxious to
obtain a glimpse of the Boston poet and philosopher,
the current feeling was one of sorrow, that so brilliant
a man as Emerson, so lovable, and so talented, should
nevertheless be afflicted with a repugnant something,
spoken of in whispers, like the small-pox, or the
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gmctioe of cannibalism: this was his Unitarianism,
ranscendentalism, Theodore-Parkerism. “But then
he cannot be altogether sane,” was the frequent
comment. It is true that many English people of
position are Unitarians. There is a brilliant man who
18 on the point of making an effort to get a seat in Parlia-
ment now, who has long been a disciple of Theodore
Parker. “I feel bound to add,” my English authority
says, “ that all with whom I have conversed say that
his religious sentiments are the only drawbacks to his
success ; but the repu ce toward them felt by the
majority of voters will prevent his getting the seat.”
The objection most offered in Engla.ng to such views is
the demoralizing effect they are considered to have on
the average mass of society. Much of the political
sentiment here described 1 abhor. But, when it is
assumed that all England is turning over to Parker’s
views, it is important to notice straws like this, which
show which way the wind blows.

But, in the third place, Dean Stanley is regarded in

land and by scholars generally as a church historian
rather than a theologian. He is the Macaulay of
church historians. But, as to his ability as a theologian
or philosopher, the London Times hints well a general
opinion in its criticism on Dean Stanley’s recent ad-
dress at St. Andrews University. It finds reason in
that production for saying, that, if Dean Stanley’s hopes
are fulfilled, Christendom will have unity by and by,—
“ the unity of a landscape covered with mist ” (London
Times, March 17). The growing power of the scientific
method does not prophesy for that style of unity a
victorious future. But the London Times has usually
failed, as many other authorities have done, to
distinguish between Stanley’s breadth as a church
politician and his breadth as a theologian.

6. There is one more glittering specimen in my
cabinet of misconception to be noticed ; and then I must
hasten to the conclusion of this exhibition of curiosities,
many of them fossils, I hope. A man of letters, a
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philanthropist, a citizen whom we all honour for his
‘own deeds and those of his fathers, said last night in
Music Hall: “They tell you that God the Father
entered into council with God the Son and God the
Holy Spirit, and that in their infinite wisdom they
devised a plan by which God the Son might meet the
Jjustice of God the Father, and that by this means the
race of men should be saved, not from their sins, but
from the punishment which their sins have justly
deserved. Mr. Cook says I must not say that this is
the substitution of an i1nnocent Christ for guilty men.
Mr. Boyd says I must, and Dr. Chalmers says I must.”
[Whatever his language, Dr. Chalmers does not mean
that our Lord was personally blameworthy.] “But I
do not care for the words, I never use any of them
unless I am forced to, and that is not often. . The point
I would impress on you is, that all this mid. -age
theology turns on the assumption that Jesus Christ
saves men from the'i:]punishment simply, But all the
simpler theologies, all liberal theology, turn on the
truth that God, because He is God, chooses to save His
Ele:pl'? from all sins” (Boston Daily Advertiser,
y7)

So speaks Mr. Hale. But what definition of salva-
tion has been given from time immemorial in idea,
and what definition has been given here especially ?
“ Salvation is permanent deliverance from both the love
and the guilt of sin.” Without deliverance from both
these, peace with our whole environment is a natural
impossibility. To assume that what is called evangeli-
cal theology is not careful to deliver men from sin, as
well as from the guilt of it, is as accurate as to say that
Plymouth Rock will float, or that Bunker Hill Monu-
ment is the North Pole. I am patriotically pained by
these astounding stretches of vapour in Boston. If
these are the clear heights of the landscape which
contains the population opposed to evangelical truth,
what are the lower portions ? If these are the sunlit
peaks, what are the marshes? I have heard of a

M
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miraculous London fog so dense that you could not see
a street-lamp when standing under it, though I never
saw such a fog. I have seen one, however, in which
you could not see one street-lamp from another; and I
have heard of one which could be cut into slices with
any delicate edge of steel. But I need all these styles
of fogs to give me a perfect symbol for that style of
vapour which must brood over the lower lands, if these
amazing statements are the vapour brooding over the
sunlit peaks. To be perfectly frank, and to speak
kindly, evangelical scholars do regard these representa-
tions as ustoundini; and we think, if people believe
them,—which we hope they do not,—those people
who do believe them are a heavily befogged popula-
tion. . .

7. But, my friends, all the peaks in this landscape in
which I have been showing you a few heights are not
thus wreathed in vapour. Go to Harvard University,
which has had reason to think on this subject as no
other college in the land hasdone. I turn to the words
of the present preacher to the university ; and I find
him saying that he “ remembers in his boyhood a type
of Calvinism as cold as it was bitter, in which spirit
was wholly congealed into dogma.” I should not
admit quite that Jonathan Edwards, who spoke of “the
soul of a true Christian as such a little white flower as
we see in the spring of the year, low and humble on the
ground, opening its bosom to receive the pleasant
beams of the sun’s glory, rejoicing, as it were, in a calm
rapture, diffusing around a sweet fragrance, standing
peacefully and lovingly in the midst of other flowers
round about, all in like manner opening their bosoms
to drink in the light of thesun” (President EDWARDS’S
works, vol. i. pp. 61, 62),—1I should hardly concede that
this Edwards, who might have been the first poet of his
nation, if he had not chosen to be its first theologian,
and who, if a man ever was a saint, was one, had
wholly congealed his religion into a dogma. There isa
law of development somewhere in religious history : so
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‘we heard yesterday from Professor Peirce himself. If
there is a better Orthodoxy, it has been developed out
of something behind it. It was the old school Ortho-
doxy that took Charles I. by the throat, and broke his
neck. It was the old school Orthodoxy that fled from
England in times of the icy breath of persecution, and
that planted the common school system in the rocky
soil of New England. We had stern work to do;
and it is perhaps natural that some stern things were
said in stern days. But this very preacher of the
renowned university yonder goes on to say,—and here
we rise out of the vapour ; here, thank God! is a sunlit
peak :— :

¢ What now terms itself Calvinism is a free, generous, earnest,
philanthropic development of the religious life, with which I for
one feel the most hearty and loving sympathy ; nor do I believe
that, under its auspices, New-Englam{ (5)91'1 gationalism would
have been rent in twain, as it was early in the present century.”

Remember that these are not my words, but those of
the Plummer Professor of Morals, and . Preacher to
Harvard University :—

¢ Lowest of all in the scale, yet the very thing we need most to
shun, is the dogmatism of mere negations. As a Trinitarian, I
should, as I desire to do now, worship the Father, love the Son, and
ray for the Holy Spirit. But mere anti-Trinitarianism cannot
gy any possibility make me reverent or devout ; and a ministry
of negations, 'even though the negatives be all justifiable, is
utterly fruitless, nay, worse, harmful, demoralizing, and con-
temptible. A church which lays intense emphasis on what it
does not believe, and whose members know not how to express
any article of faith without a negative particle, is a nursery of
scepticism and infidelity, and nothing better. At the same time
there is no intolerance so bitter and scornful as that of the
so-called churches whose faith consists in not believing.” '

So bravely spoke symmetry, strength, and devoutness
of soul, in Professor Peabody,and so bravely were these
words published (Unitarian Review, January, 1877,
Pp- 72-74). :

8. Not far from Bunker Hill there is another sun-lit
peak ; and, now that I am on this theme, I must point
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out how noticeable that summit yonder is, crowned
with light. -

“ Professor Park,” writes the Rev. Dr. George E. Ellis, in his
Half-Century of Unitarian Controversy,  tried the whole
resources of his amazingly acute and skilful mind upon these
problems. 'We trust all our readers have perused that Conven-
tion Discourse of the Andover professor, to which we have more
than once referred. We regard it, on the score of what it boldly
affirms, and of what it so significantly imrlies, when taken in
connection with its wonderful beauty of style, and its marvellous
.ubti‘l):;iy of analysis, as the most noteworthy contribution which
Orthodoxy has e to the literature of New England for the
last half-century. That single discourse would win fame for any
preacher” (Kg. 385, 386).

“It may be, that something will be offered to us as Orthodoxy
which we shall pronounce to be better fur than Unitarianism,—
something which we can receive with the same sympathy of soul
and cordiality of heart with which we read the writings of
those who are constructing the new theology from the ruins
of the old.

“ We look with sincere and unprejudiced interest to the specu-
lative and scholarly labours of the advanced minds in Orthodox
communions. May God’s blessing be on their labours, to keep
them loyal to Him, to Christ, and to the everlasting 1 of
grace and redemption. If the new theology shall prove to be so
much truer and better than ¢ Unitarianism’ as to obliterate the
sect whose visible increase it does withstand, we are ready to
welcome it ” (pp. 391, 402).

Gentlemen, that is sunlight ; and these fogs lie far
below this sky-kissed peak.

9. Open history as it stands recorded in the latest
book written on the first century of our republic,—a
set of essays by such men as Presidents Woolsey and
Barnard, Francis A. Walker, Professor T. Sterry Hunt,
Professor Sumner, E. P. Whipple, and others ; and turn
to Mr. Whipple’s Essay on American Literature, and
you will read,—this is not written for a partisan pur-
pose,—“The theological protest against Unitarianism
was made by some of the most powerful minds and
learned scholars in the country,—-by Stuart, Park,
Edwards, Barnes, Robinson, Lyman Beecher, and the
Alexanders, not to mention fifty others, The thought
of these men still controls the theological opinion of
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the country ; and their works are much more exten-
sively circulated, and exert a greater practical influence,
than the writings of such men as Channing, Norton,
Dewey, Emerson, and Parker” (The First Century of
the Republic, p. 372).

What is the summary of all this ?

1. That there is manhood left, and clear thought, on
both sides, and that, when the great peaks are seen,
they do not scold each other, or the azure above them,
but are reverently looking into each other’s faces, asking
how brotherhood under one sky can be brought about
in consistency with clearness of thought.

2. That the vapours of misconception, the dense fogs
which have made so many of us shy of each other, are
unworthy of scholarship of the first rank.

3. That if such presentations of religious truth as
are now regarded, and as in substance always have
been regarded, as evangelical, had been in explicit as
well as implicit use fifty or eighty years ago, God’s
house would not have been divided in Eastern Massa-
chusetts.

4. That, if there was no reason for the division of the
house on the ground of such presentations as are now
called evangelical, there is no lon%er any ground, in
view of such presentations, for the house continuing to
be divided against itself

THE LECTURE.

It is a famous story concerning the Greek general
Brasidas, that he looked out one morning upon the
host that was attacking the city he was set to defend,
and said, “ Victory is ours; for I see that the spears
in the files of the enemy are not in line, The ranks
yonder are so ill trained, that their weapons will be-
come sources of suicide before the sun shall set,” Fasten
your attention, gentlemen, on the quivering spears of
the host who attack self-evident truth in its relations
to that central Christian doctrine which we call the
Atonemént. My purpose is not controversial, but
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gractica,].v I speak in the name’ of axioms only, and
have laboured up to our present point of view
with the hope of convincing you that the converging
admissions of all who are good ethical scholars
prove the necessity of a great arrangement, not made.
by man, to secure his harmonization with his entire
environment. .

It was an occasion on which history will look back
with interest in this city, when James Freeman Clarke
stood on the platform of Theodore Parker, in the absence
of the latter in Italy, and criticised the system of
Parker, as Dorner the great German theologian does,
for underrating the significance of the fact of sin.
James Freeman Clarke took up his position on the
ground of self-evident truth. He planted himself
upon axioms. Like a scholar, he made his first appeal
to self-evident propositions. Now, I am this morning:
to put under the lenses of ethical science a few of the
admissions of Mr. Clarke, which are not very unlike
the propositions I have been defending here in the
name of axioms, and show you just whither these.
gelf-evident -propositions lead. In order that I may
not be accused of misrepresenting Mr. Clarke, you’
will allow me to read an extract here of the length.
of a page:— ’

“ We think that if we analyse the feeling ‘which the conscience
ves us concerning the consequences of wrong-doing, it is this :

rst, conscience demands reparation to the injured party ; second,
it demands punishment as a satisfaction to be made to the-law of
right, and this suffering to be accepted as just by the guilty
party ; and, thirdly, it declares that guilt should produce an
alienation or separation between the guilty party and those who
are not guilty. A man hitherto respected and trusted by society
commits some great breach of trust,and robs the community.’
Conscience requires that he should make atonement to those he
has injured, by restitution ; to the law of right which he has.
offended, by suffering some punishment ; and to honourable men-
by keeping out of their way.

“ This, which the conscience teaches of an injury done to man,
it also teaches of an injury done to God. The offence against
man is a crime ; the offence against God is a sin. Fpr a crime’
the conscience requires restitution, pynishment with confession,-
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and alienation from the good, which is' shame : for a sin’'thée
conscience requires, in like manner, restitution, punishment, and
alienation. It merely transfers to God’s justice the ideas of
atonement which human justice has given toit. .. . '
“There is, however, a difficulty in believing that we.can be
forgiven. This difficulty is in the conscience ; and,— . -
“(a) To say there is no diffioulty will not remove it.
“ (b) To say that repentance and good works are enough will not
remove it. B '
* “(c) To say that God s merciful will not remove it ; for the
difficulty lies tn the conscience, which declares that every sin is,—
“1. An injury done to God.
€2, An injury to the moral universe ; inasmuch as it is an
example of evil, and a defiance of right. . )
3. An injury to ourselves, by putting us away from God, the
source of life, and alienating us from Him. -
- “The nward voice of conscience is always saying that God ought

not to foe'éqwe us without some reparation made for the ng:u‘y done
to Himaelf, to the universe, and to ourselves.” (CLARKE, Orthodozy,
Pp. 246-248.)

This is not an evangelical author. Here is straight-
forward adherence, thus far, to the plain inferences
from the great natural operations of conscience. Up
to this point, there is no parting company in linked
scholarship all through the world; and Mr. Clarke
knows there is not. j

“ Conscience is always saying that God ought not to
forgive us.” God always does what He ought to do.
Conscience does not tell Munchausen tales. These laws,
by which we know how to harmonize ourselves with
our environment, so far forth as it is merely human,
are one and the same with the moral laws which sweep
through the universe, and reveal to us, therefore,
how we are to obtain harmonization with that wider
environment.

‘But now, having gone thus far, how does Mr. Clarke '
escape from the conclusion which follows very natur-
ally from these propositions of ethical science ?  Why,
by denying the unity of the moral law! This is his
language : “ God’s justice is not like man’s.” Now,
there is a sense in which that is true; but when you
interrogate conscience, and find it always proclaiming
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that something ought to be, that is an exhibition, not
of man’s justice, but of God’s justice. I put this to
any scholar,—to Mr. Clarke himself, —whether Bishop
Butler, the best student of conscience in modern
times, would justify him in saying that what the
inward voice of conscience “always” says has not
in it & revelation of God. Why, it is one of Mr.
Clarke’s teachings, that conscience has in it a some-
thing in us, but not of us,—something reall{ Divine.
It is held by the acutest scholarship that the Light
that lighteth every man that cometh into the world
is one with the Holy Ghost, shed forth from our
ascended Lord. Go to your Dorner and Martensen
and Rothe, and all the best students of religious science,
from the side of ethics and evangelical truth, and you
will find them rejoicing to illustrate in all detail, and
with the full radiance of philosophy as well as of evan-
gelical learning, the truth that the Holy Spirit is the
present Christ; and they identify it with the inner-
most holiest of conscience. Now, I affirm that the
moral law is a part of the natural law, and that law is
a unit throughout the universe ; and that therefore we
cannot escape from the consequences of such an admis-
sion as this, that the inward voice of conscience always
says that God “ ought not” to forgive us, except on a
threefold condition, by simply saying “ God's justice is
not like man’s.” The ideas of the Atonement drawn
from our human experience, Mr. Clarke says, “are
essentially false” (p. 247). But, if the ideas that come
to us from the moral natural law are essentially false,
how is it that we do not fall into scepticism about the
physical natural laws ? We know that law is a unit ;
and that therefore this earth, although an atom in
immensity, is immensity itself in the revelation of
truth. We believe in the unity of law. The law of

vitation is the same here, and in Orion, and the

ven Stars. Tell me what the moral law is here, and
I will tell you what it is in the Unseen Holy. It is
disloyalty of the most extreme sort to the scientific
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method, to endeavour to escape from any proposition
by denying the unity of the moral law ; for the unity
and universality of law are among the most haughty
and irrefutable teachings of all science.

It is admitted, then, by Mr. Clarke :—

1. That conscience demands reparation to the in«
jured party.

2. That it demands punishment as a satisfaction to
the law of right. ‘

3. That this suffering is to be accepted as just by
the guilty party.

4. That guilt should produce a separation between
the guilty and those who are not guilty.

5. That what the conscience teaches of an injury
done to man, it also teaches of an injury done to God.

6. That offence against man is a crime, and that
against God is a sin.

7. That conscience transfers to God’s justice the ideas
of Atonement which human justice has given to it.

8. That, without other light than that of conscience,
there is a difficulty in believing that we can be for-

iven.
§ 9. That to say there is no difficulty will not re-
move it.

10. That to say repentance and good works. are
enough will not remove it. '

11, That to say that God is merciful will not re-
move it. .

12. That the difficulty is in the conscience, and that
the inward voice is always saying that God . ought not
to forgive us without some reparation made for the
i.n{'ury done to Himself, to the universe, and to our-
selves.

. 18. Theodore Parker admitted this supreme fact
as to the natural operations of conscience (Theism,
last discourse).

" 14. All established ethical science asserts this fact
as an inevitable inference from intuition, instinctive
belief, and the experience of man age after age.
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. With the emphasis of his hand upon his heart, a-
scholar whom I suppose to be the best representative
of the learning of unevangelical Christianity in this.
country, a professor who lives not a hundred miles
from Boston, said to me in the Athensum Library
latély, without any cross-questioning from me, “ There

is a difficulty in conscience as to our peace, when we

once have sinned ; and that difficulty in the structure
of human nature has sustained the doctrine of the
vicarious Atonement, before the attacks of philosophy,
century after century.” He seemed to think that he:
was pointing to a proof-text of not much consequence;
but to me this human nature, the serious volume he
thus 'put aside in order to read some more authoritative
proof-text out of the Scriptures, was itself the oldest:
seripture ; was that scripture in harmony with which
all other scripture must be interpreted ; was, in short,:
the supreme although not all-sufficing revelation of
God.by being a revelation of the unity of the moral
law,—the same yesterday, to-day, and forever.

15. All these admissions point to the necessity of an*

Atonement. _

16. But Clarke and Parker, and the schools. of
thought they represent, deny this necessity.
. 7. They do this, and they can do this, only by
gg;ying explicitly or implicitly the universality of)

18. The affirmation is made, that the ideas we draw
Jfrom what conscience 18 saying constantly are essen-
tially false. ' -

We must give all the intuitions supreme authority -
in our religious science. The intuitions of conscience,
which prove the philosophical accuracy of distinctively
biblical evangelical ideas must have no authority in
our religious science ! s

Here is the supreme self-contradiction in Theodore
Parker's system and in every similar scheme of
thought. Such systems evade the challenge which-
Julius Miiller and Dorner accept, to follow up this.
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inner voice of conscience, and receive the testimony
of all intuition, instinctive belief, and experiment,
whithersoever they lead. It is admitted that con-
science affirms that God ought not to harmonize us
with our entire environment without a great arrange-
ment which exhibits at once His love and His justice.
What ought to be will be. By and by it will be seen
that we ought not to deny the unity of the moral law,
and so we shall not. The philosophy is-coming that will
be true to all self-evident truth, north, south, east, and
west, and will be liberal enough to look into the thirty-
two points of the azure before it decides on any pro-
position, great or small. When that day comes, this
inner voice will be left to ifs proper authority ; and
the necessity of the Atonement will be an inference
from exact ethical science. Mr. Clarke says implicitly
that the ideas we draw from what conscience is always
saying to us ought to be, are essentially false. I affirm
that this denial of the authority of conscience in its
innermost voice is unscientific on Mr. Clarke’s part, and
on the part of all that school of theology which will
not harmonize itself with the supreme fact of the
Atonement. I maintain that to say that the ideas we
draw from the inmost holiest of conscience mislead us in
religious research is to deny the unity and the univer-
sality of law, and to shut the eyes to a part of the:
Light that lighteth every man that cometh into the
world, and so is at once unscientific and irreligious.
Here Orthodoxy and the Scripture part company with
loose thought, and keep company with conscience and
science. -



188

IX,

SCEPTICISM IN NEW ENGLAND.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

EMERSON says that the poorest poem is better
than the best criticism upon it; and so we may
say that the poorest really conscientious life is incalcu-
lably better than the acutest worldly sneer concerning
it. Men outside the Church, when asked to unite with
it, sometimes complain that there are many stunted,
fruitless growths in the Church. Poor native spiritual
endowments in Christians are the result of poor soil in
which they grow; and the world that sneers is itself
the soil. It will be noticed, that, as T am not in charge
of any church, I have not the slightest personal interest
at stake in anything I may say of the value of church-
membership. But if, in a free church in a free state, I
utter a single word on that now timely and always
greatly suggestive theme, I shall of course be met in
some enlj %gtjaned quarters with the profound remark,
that all the effort that has been made in Boston this
winter has been incited by a desire to pay church-
debts. Well, that is a good object. “Owe no man
any thing” is a divine maxim. An obscure infidel
aper in this city shrewdly judges that the entire effort
been intended to fill up the membership of the
evangelical churches. The Springfield Republican said
the other day that the Boston Index would find some-
thing mean and atrocious in the proposition that two
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and two make four, if that statement were a part of
the Apostles’ Creed.

Every true church is a contract, not between two
parties only, but three. It is not only an agreement of
men with men, but of men with God. In disbanding
a church, men alone cannot annul the contract. This
is the scholarly idea of the bond of Christians in fellow-
ship with each other and with an invisible Head.
Thus the Christians of the world are really and con-
fessedly members of a theocracy. You think Crom-
well’s and Milton’s dream of a theocracy failed. Many
an archangel pities you; and all the deep students
of science among men smile, if you say this seriously.
God governs; and His kingship is no pretence. Our
best hope for America is, that like every other part of
the universe, it is & theocracy. A true church is
the outward form among men of God’s kingdom in
human history ; and it illustrates His kingdom in all
worlds.

We must look on every true church as really a
divine institution ; for it is a contract with the unseen
Power that is filling the world, just as the magnetic
currents of the globe fill all the needles on it. Our
Lord was, and is, and is to come; and in all true
believers He is as much present as the magnetic cur-
rents of the globe are in the balancing needles that
point out the north pole rightly, if they are true to the
currents that are in them, but not of them, The
Church is our Lord’s body; the Church is our Lord’s
temple; the Church brings every true believer into con-
tact with the deepest inmost of our Lord’s present life
in the world; and this is the supreme reason for unit-
ing with it. It is painfully evident here, I hope, that
Il am speaking of a true church, and not of a Sunday
club.

Experience has shown that most men who do not
unite with the Church drop away from their early
religious life. The two great reasons for uniting with
a true Church are, that you are likely to grow more
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inside the Church than out of it, and that you can
probably do more good in it than out of it.

To which church do I ask you to join yourselves ?
I wish you could find out. Am I making a party
plea? I wish you would ascertain on which side it is
made. I know, perhaps, five hundred young men who
are members of cﬁurches; but I do not know of twenty
of them to which evangelical church they belong, nor
do I care. It is not a partisan plea I am making in
asking you to become a member of the visible church ;
and, if you are a member of the true invisible church,
you will assuredly wish to aid in making some part of
the visible church a true church.

But you say that creeds are long. They are quite
short in some places, although they are deep. Not a
few newspapers have lately cited a portion of the
Andover creed, which the professors there sign. That
is in form a very different creed from the one that
belongs to the Andover Chapel Church. The public
does not seem to know that the detailed statement or
confession which the professors may very well be
called on to subscribe 18 a different thing from that
statement of essentials which Andover puts into a
church creed. The Andover Chapel Church creed is
hardly longer than my hand is broad ; but it is as deep
as any rift in the granite that goes to the core of the
world. The best church creeds include great essentials,
and no more. I think now especially of the short
creed in the Yale College Church, written by President
Dwight, not very wide, but fathomlessly deep. These
are simply the creeds which you wish to make the
basis of your action, and therefore may well make the
basis of your profession.

I hold in my hand the creed which the American
evangelist, who will soon lead our devotions, subscribed
twenty-one years ago in Boston. That confession of
faith has by the Divine blessing amounted to some-
thing in the world. As a ray of keen light for others,
our evangelist will allow me, in his presence, to read,
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what perhaps he never has seen, the record on the
-church books, of his examination in the house of God
yonder in which he first resolved to do his duty :—

“No. 1079. Dwight L. Moody. Boards 43 Court Street.

Has been baptized. First awakened on the 16th of May.
Became anxious about himself. Saw himself a sinner; and
" sin .now seems hateful, and holiness desirable. Thinks he has

repented. Has purposed to give up sin. Feels dependent upoh
Christ for forgiveness. Loves the Scriptures. Prays. Desires
to be useful. Religiously educated. en in the cilty a year.
From Northfield, this State. Is not ashamed to be known as a
Christian. Eighteen years old.

¢“No. 1131. March 12, 1856, Thinks he has made some
progress since he was here {)efore,—at least in knowledge. Has
maintained his habits of prayer, and reading the Bible. Believes
God will hear his prayers. Is fully determined to adhere to the
cause of Christ always. Feels that it would be very bad if he
should join the Church, and then turn. Must repent of sin, and
ask forgiveness for Christ’s sake. Will never give up his hope,
or love Christ less, whether admitted to the church or not. Hi
prevailing intention is to give up his will to God.

¢ Admitted May 4, 1856.”

That is a most moving record. Gentlemen, I hold
that this is an examination that no church need feel
ashamed of; and the results of it are of the same
character. o

The Christian ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s
Supper you do not approach closely unless you come
into the Church. In close contact with illumined
souls there is a power which will come to you nowhere
outside of God’s house. Why is it that there is such
strange influence exerted upon itself by a great assem-
bly all of one mind ? Go to the little gatherings where
some men of the class that neglect God’s house spend
their Sundays,—fire-engine rooms and the secret clubs
for drinking,—and all the sentiment runs one way
there. Such men are like eels in pools of the muddy
sort, and often come to think that their pool is the
whole ocean. You are easily transfused with the spirit
of any company that moves all one way. Put your-
selves into the crystalline springs and streams. Some-
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where in the Church you will find crystalline waters.
There is a church inside the Church, Move in that ;
live enswathed in that. Let that be the transfusing
bath of your inmost life ; and very soon you will find
in the power of that interfusion of soul with soul that
‘assuredly God is yet in His holy temple.

Yes; but there are hypocrites in the Church. I
know it, Let Tennyson describe one :—

 With all his conscience and one eye askew,
So false, he partly took himself for true ;
‘Whose pious talk, when most his heart was dry,
Made wet the crafty crow’s-foot round his eye ;
‘Who never naming God except for gain,
So never took that useful name in vain ;
Made Him his cat’s-paw and the Cross his tool,
And Christ the bait to trap his dupe and fool ;
Nor deeds of gift, but gifts of grace, he forged,
And, snake-like, slimed his victim ere he gorged ;
And oft at Bible-meetings, o’er the rest
Arising, did his holy, oily best.”

Tennyson’s Sea- Dreams.

The black angels look through pillars of blue fire of
that sort. Do you want the Church better? Unite
with it, and turn out such men; or, rather, unite with
it, and keep such men from getting in.

Perhaps some of our churches are too ambitious
to be large in numbers, Let us be reasonably shy
of that church ambition which cares more for quan-
tity than quality. Our evangelist has said that he
once in Chicago was ambitious to have a big church.
He obtained one. Then he became ambitious to get a
small one. A recognition of the necessity of spiritual
church-membership is the crowning glory of the
churches of America of all denominations; and it is
almost a distinctively American idea.

Think of the host in the air behind me, as I invite
you to become members of God’s house! Here is a
visible audience which might be enlarged to fill the
city, or the nation, or the continent, or the world ; but
even then the audience before me would be as a ripple
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compared with the sea, in contrast with this audience
in the air behind me—all the sainted of our New-Eng-
land shore, all who have gone hence from foreign lands,
and are now in the Unseen Holy! The Church is one
on earth and in heaven. Think of the martyrs of the
Reformation, those who, on the Continent of Europe,
prepared the way for this modern rising of the sun,
and of all those who in the eighteen Christian cen-
turies have laboured, and into whose -labours we have
entered. The goodly company of the martyrs and
apostles and prophets is before you. With all that
company I urge you to join hands, when I ask you to
pass your brief career in this world in organized,
aggressive companionship with those who have a zeal
for good works.

THE LECTURE.

New-England scepticism of the last fifty years is the
upheaved, foaming, temporary crest of two interfused
waves, slowly rising from the historic deep, movin,
toward each other, meeting with loud shock, an
throwing themselves aloft—one American, and one
German. Theodore Parker and much else floated in
Boston at the summit of this glittering, uncertain
crest, when each wave was at its height, and when in
New-England each increased the height of the other.
In Germany the watery swell of rationalism is going
down. (See Dorner, Schwartz, Kahnis, Christlieb,
Hagenbach, Tholuck, and other writers on the decline
of rationalism in the German universities. On that
topic see an article in the Bibliotheca Sacra for Octo-
ber, 1875.) In New England the vexed billow which
upheaved Theodore Parker is going down also. Both
waves have already broken into foam, passed their
climax, and are slowly sinking now into the thought-
ful, abiding level of the sea.

Under what compulsion of winds and tides did
these waves rise? Answer me that question, or do
not attempt to explain to me Boston and New-Eng-

N :
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land, Make some fairly adequate response to that
inquiry, or do not try to tell me how Theodore Parker’s
errors, and those of the school of thought he repre-
sents, arose. In order to understand the sources of his
mistakes, it is necessary for me to cast what I hope
will not be & wholly useless glance over the causes of
New-England scepticism at large. Long enough has
this city had the name, long enough has Harvard
University yonder had the reputation, it does not now
deserve, of leading erratic thought in regard to the
hiihest of all possible themes, very curious past is
behind us.

When Timothy Dwight, soldier, poet, and theologian,
magnum atgque venerabile momen, began his presi-
dency at Yale College in 1795, the students there were
accustomed to name each other after the French
atheists. Jefferson, suspected of French principles in
both religion and politics, was soon to become the
chief magistrate of the nation. The enthusiasm for
Lafayette and for Gallican liberty had inclined the
heart of our whole people toward France. The atro-
ciously shallow and unclean, but brilliant and audaci-
ous Parisian infidelity of the period looked attractive,
even to the most talented and scholarly undergraduates.
“That was the day,” Lyman Beecher writes in his
“ Autobiography” (vol. i. p. 438), “when boys that
dressed flax in the barn read Tom Paine, and believed
him. The college church was almost extinct. Most
of the students were sceptical, and rowdies were

lenty, Wines and liquors were kept in many rooms.
fntempera.nce, Profa.nity, gambling, and licentiousness
were common,” Lyman Beecher was in Yale College,
as & student in his third year, when Timothy Dwight
came there as president; and now these two men lie
not far from each other in the unspeakably precious
dust of the New Haven cemetery, at rest until the
heavens are no more, At.the first communion season
after President Dwight's installation, only a single
student from the whole membership of the college
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remained to participate in the service of the eucharist.
In all the history of the American Church there has
hardly been an hour of greater disaster. The senior
class brought before the president a list of questions for
discussion, one of them on the inspiration of the Serip-
tures (DwiGHT'S Theology, Memoir, vol. i. See also
SpArK's Life of Dwight), He chose that theme for a
written debate, asked the young men to be as thorough
as possible on the infidel side, treated them courteously,
answered them fairly, delivered for six months from
the college pulpit massive courses of thought against
infidelity ; and from that day it ran into hiding-holes
in Yale College.

If Harvard University had had a President Dwight,
I say not what might have been its subsequent history
and that of portions of Cambridge and Boston; but
it would have been different. Among the eloquent
memorials of the fathers, Mr. Emerson, in the Old
South church, lately told us that Providence has
granted to Boston thus far the guidance of the intel-
lectual destiny of this continent. Boston is a sea-
blown city of amusingly self-blown trumpets. It is
safe to affirm, that, in the geography of American
culture, Boston is as yet, in the opinion of many, and
especially in her own, the highest summit. But
Harvard University is Boston’s summit. Religious
diseases, originated chiefly by contagion from France
in her revolutionary period, and by many years of
war on our own soil, filled the veins of Harvard, as
well as those of Yale, at the opening of our national
life. At the close of the last century, Harvard, as well
as Yale, was in a vicious state, induced chiefly by the
very same causes which had produced demoralization
at Yale. Under the elms yonder, as well as under
those at New Haven, sceptical students called each
other in honour by infidel names—Voltaire, Rousseau,
D’Alembert. In that Parisian period, unreportable
vices were as common at Harvard as at Yale. We
have just had a pleasant book written, describing
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student life in Harvard as it unrolls itself at present,
and as many of you and as I remember it; but a
volume describing life there ninety years ago, and as
frankly written as this new description, we should not
care to have generally circulated. In several works of
historic fiction the average undergraduate of that time
is represented as a low character. You know what
pictures the world received from Hogarth ; but some
of the scenes he has put on immortal canvas to illus-
trate “ The Rake’s Progress ” might be matched out of
the fairly representative life of Yale and Harvard in
that French period. The average undergraduate of the
last years of the last century, at both Yale and Har-
vard, was far less of a gentleman, and immensely less
of a Christian, than he is to-day. Why, at Harvard at
this moment a great body of the students are members
of churches, and, other things being equal, are not
thought the less of on that account. ho?d in my hand
here elaborate statistics as to recent classes in Harvard
University. Take one of the very last, and in it there
were, of men about to graduate, of Unitarians, 39 ;
Episcopalians, 35; Con%iegationalists, 23; Baptists,
11; Presbyterians, 6; Liberals, 4; Methodists, 2;
Roman Catholics, 2. According to that table, there is
really more reason for- calling Harvard an orthodox
college than a heterodox. The college is not denomina-
tional in any sense. It would not like to be called
Unitarian, or Congregational, or Episcopal. . Among
the students there are well organized and vigorous
religious societies, and the conditions of admission to
them are more severe than to most churches. I find
reason, therefore, for contrasting the present with the
past of Harvard favourably. But this change has
come about within the last fifty years. At Yale, in
my class, we had more than two-thirds on entrance,
members of Christian Churcheés. I know that we hear
of scandalous things in these large companies of stu-
dents at Yale and at Harvard. You cannot bring
together a thousand young men, without finding a few
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among them of the shallow and riotous sort ; but they
do not give the tone to the whole college. Perhaps
they do to a few secret societies—breathing-holes of
frivolity, and often of what is far worse. The mass of
students are honourable men, and come from honour-
able families, although at the present day it can be
said that a few are what the most were in the last
twenty years of the last century, at Yale and Harvard.
Certain it is that these diseases of a greatly tempted
time existed in Cambridge with as much intensity as
they did at New Haven. Certain it is that at Harvard
there was no President Dwight to drive them out, as
there was at Yale. The atmosphere of Harvard as
well as of Yale at the opening of our national life was
heavily infected with Parisian infidelity, but no ade-
quate corrective was applied at Harvard ; and although
the evil results are now largely outgrown, they have
been very noteworthy to those who have minutel
studied how the sick forehead of a certain kind of cul-
ture in Boston, laid in the palm of God to rest, has
tossed there with doubt, as in Channing’s and Parker’s
case, whether the hand was ever pierced for human
sins; and now lately with doubt, as with some of the
Free-Religionists, whether there be any personal hand
at all or not.

Boston is asked to give an account of herself. She
had excellent fathers ; but she has of late had the name
of being the apologist for much looseness of thought.
‘We are willing to give an account of ourselves. e
have had a trial such as no other Commonwealth on
this continent ever had. 'We have had a State Church.
How did this arise ? Yale and Harvard were founded
by men of Christian zeal ; and how did it come about,
that, in so short a time, these institutions lapsed into a
condition that gave joy to the shallow infidel clubs of
Paris ? All Frenchmen were not like Lafayette. These
results arose from adequate causes, which ought not to
be forgotten. If you wish to understand Boston
doctrinal unrest, you must go back first to the period
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when Paris ruled us. You must recall the time when
Lafayette and Jefferson had our hearts, and were not a
little in awe or admiration of that very brittle sceptre,
—Parisian thought about religion, a style of intellectual
allegiance that no man is proud of now. The infidelity
which flourished in 1795 in Yale and Harvard among
young men, no scholar to-day cares to answer for : it is
an unclean and degraded thing. We have grown far
beyond all that. How did we sink s6 low as to follow
that pillar of ashes and blood which rose on the Seine,
and led the nations not altogether celestially for a
while—a little electricity in it, no doubt ; some white-
fire mingled with the blue in the whirlwind; but
Saharas of dust also, and hosts of hissing, flying scraps
of white-hot volcanic stone ?

Our fathers did not believe that a man might be a
minister, although unconverted; but when George
Whitefield was in this city, it was necessary for him to
insist that & man should not be a minister unless con-
verted. (See WHITEFIELD'S New England Journal,
passim.) On Boston Common, with twenty thousand
people in his audience, George Whitefield defended the
proposition that a man does not become a saint in his
sleep ; that conversion is an ascertainable change, or
will show itself by its effects ; and that if the results
which will naturally follow from such a state of life
are not visible, their absence is proof that a man should
not be a member of God’s house. Why did he need to
oppose in New England, ideas which did not cross the
Atlantic in the Mayflower? How did New England
wander so far away from Plymouth Rock, and find
herself in this low marsh, where many of the State
churches of Europe are struggling to-day ? Why, she
fell into that marsh by having herself a State Church.
The marshes of the State churches of Europe,—you
understand them very well. We had the oozy acres of
a State Church to walk over in Massachusetts for more
than fifty years; and the smutch is not off our feet yet
that we received in those bogs.
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In 1631 the General Court of Massachusetts Bay
an order that “for time to come none shall be
admitted to the freedom of the body politic but church-
members.” What is the effect of making a rule that
. nobody can vote unless he is a church-member? Why,
everybody will want to be a church-member, and there
will be large churches, and you will admit men into
the church whom it will be very hard to get out. Now,
it was a public law of this Commonwealth, passed early,
with all due form, that only church-members could
vote. That was eleven years after the landmg on
Plymouth Rock. Remember, however, that the Puri-
tans of Massachusetts Bay, rather than the Pilgrims of
Plymouth Bay, are responsible for the secularization
of the holiest portion of New-England life. Where did
that law come from ? It was a thrifty scion from the
far-spreading European bough. Our fathers had seen
children baptized and confirmed in State churches;
and it was thought, that, in some sense, all baptized
persons were members of the church. That was and is
the predominating opinion of Europe. This idea the
Puritans of England—who were not separatists, as the
Pilgrims were—did not leave behind them when they
crossed the sea. So we had here in my denomination
—the most aristocratic on this continent, if you please,
and the most split, and, in some particulars, the most
harmful—a State Church.

The Puritans who landed in Boston brought to
America the theory that every child should be made,
as far a8 possible, a member of the church; and, there-
fore, it was a part of their anxiety in founding a new
civilization to have all children baptized. Those of our
fathers who were not separatists had State Church
ideas concerning the baptism of children. The secu-
larization of Orthodoxy in New England arose primarily
from the desire of the Puritans to secure the religious
culture of the whole population. The law of 1631 was
passed with the best of intentions, but it had the most
mischievous effects.



200 ORTHODOXY.

What happened next? In 1635 we turned Roger
Williams away from the Massachusetts Colony, chiefly
for political reasons, as the highest authority on this
vexed theme, the learned editor of “ The Boston Con-
gregationalist,” says and proves, in spite of the dissent
of Rhode Island and of Brown 8niversity. (See
DEXTER, Rev. Dr. H. M, As to Roger Williams, p.-79.)
The reasons why Roger Williams was sent away were
no doubt fundamentally political: nevertheless, one
source of irritation with him was that he objected to
the baptizing of infants. Why did he do that? Among
many other reasons, because he saw that to regard all
baptized persons as, in an important sense, members of
the chureh, led to the secularization of church-member-
ship. I remember where I am speaking ; I know what
prejudices I am crossing: but I know that in this
assembly, assuredly, nobody will have objection to my
advocacy, even at a little expense of consistency with my
own supposed principles, of the necessity of a spiritual
church-membership. If I say that a certain denomina-
tion, represented by that man who was driven from
" Massachusetts to Rhode Island, has, in spite of all we
hear of criticism about one of its beliefs, been of fore-
most service in bringing into the world, among all
Protestant denominations, an adequate idea of the
importance of a spiritual church-membership, I know
that no generous heart or searching intellect will object;
to that statement.

In 1653 no less a man than Henry Dunster, president
of Harvard University, announced himself as an op-
ponent to the doctrine that infants should be baptized.
He refused to allow an infant of his own family to be
baptized, and delivered several sermons against the
baptism of infants. Baptist authorities assert that
Henry Dunster became a Baptist. (See an address
delivered in Philadelphia, before the American Baptist
Historical Society at its eleventh anniversary, by Rev.
Daniel C. Eddy. Philadelphia: Historical Society
Press, 1864.) But he continued to be president of
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Harvard University. His pastor, the Rev. Jonathan
Mitchell, in 1657, on account of collisions of debate of
the kindest sort between himself and this revered man,
who had been his teacher, caused a synod to be called,
in which action was taken of which we feel the mischief

et. Questions raised as to the baptism of children
ia.d “come to some figure first in the colony of Con-
necticut.” (MATHER'S Magnalia, vol. ii. p. 238. Hart-
ford ed.). A comparison of all the authorities, however,
shows that both Mitchell of Cambridge and Stone of
Hartford were leading forces among the influences
which brought together the Massachusetts council of
1657. (See M‘KENZIE, Rev. Dr. A, History of the
Shepard Chwrch, Cambridge.) This Jonathan Mitchell
would have been quite a figure in that sky of culture
which some think too soft, too transcendental, for any-
thing in the stern days of our fathers to have risen
into. The recent structure of the Shepard Church in
Cambridge stands yonder under the Washington Elm,
—it is my fortune to be a member of it,— Mr.
MKenzie’s; and of that church, successor to Shepard,
this Jonathan Mitchell was pastor. Cotton Mather
says of him,— '

¢ His Sermons . . . were admirably Well-Studied. . . . He
ordinarily meddled with no Point, but what he managed with
such an extraordinary Invention, Curious Disposition, and Copi-
ous Application, as if he would leave no material Thing to
said o%}};t, by any that should come after him. And when he
came to Utter what he had Prepared, his Utterance had such a
becoming 7Tuneableness, and Vivacity, to set it off, as was indeed
Inimitable. . . . Tho’ he were all along in his Preaching, as a very
lovely Song of one that hath a ﬁ»leasant Voice, yet us he drew near
to the Close of his Exercises, his Comely Fervency would rise to a
marvellous Measure. of Energy; He would speak with such a
Transcendent Majesty and Lwvveliness, that the People (more
Thunderstruck than they that heard Cicero’s Oration for Ligarius)
would often Skake under his Dispensations, as if they had Heard
the Sound of the Trumpets from the Burning Mountain, and yet
they would Mourn to think, that they were going presently to be
dismissed from such an Heaven upon Earth.” (See SIBLEY, JOHN
La~apon, librarian of Harvard University, Lives of Harvard
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Graduates, pp. 148-150.) Richard Baxter said that “if there
could be convened a Council of the whole Christian World, that
man would be worthy to be the moderator of it.”

Now that man came very near opposing himself to
infant baptism. On the twenty-fourth day of Decem-
ber, 1653, with arguments elaborately prepared, he
went to the study of Henry Dunster to convince the
president of Harvard University that opposition to
infant baptism was wrong ; but Jonathan Mitchell came
away almost converted to Henry Dunster’s views. He
found, that, in his secret thoughts, it was injected into
his mind now and then, that infant baptism had certain
mischievous tendencies in the State. But these sug-
gestions came oftenest on Saturday, when he was very
busy writing his address for the next day; and he
thought, therefore, that they were from the evil spirits.
It could not be good angels that sent these suggestions;
for no good spirit would interrupt the writing of a
sermon. Besides, although “these thoughts were
darted in with some impression, and left a strange con-
fusion and sickliness on his spirits,” they were “in-
jected, hurrying suggestions, rather than deliberate
thoughts.” On these grounds chiefly, Jonathan
Mitchell, in the days of Salem witcheraft, concluded
that all arguments against infant baptism must be
put aside. The question was settled in his own mind;
but the importance of these interruptions turned out
to be really considerable to New England to this hour.
He insisted on debating the matter in public over and
over ; and his influence, says Cotton Mather, was some-
thing of which the centre was at Cambridge, and the
circumference outside New England.

Largely by the effort of this eloquent man, Mitchell,
there was brought together at Boston, in 1657, by
invitation of the General Court, an assembly of the
principal ministers of Massachusetts; and by that
body of grave men it was ordained that the half-
way covenant be adopted. By that covenant those
parents who were baptized in infancy were, if living
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respectable lives, allowed to have their children bap-
tized. Church-members became eligible to civil offices.
(Se: MaTHER'S Magnalia, vol. ii. pp. 238-270. Hart-
ford ed.

Not.ic)e how the political strain was on Massachusetts
all the way through. That decision gave great umbrage
to the churches. President Chauncy of Harvard opposed
it; and in 1662 another synod was called, and it
was affirmed again that the half-way covenant should
be the rule of the land. That changed one or two
thousand things.

It is an inadequate account of the origin of secu-
larization of New-England orthodoxy, to attribute the
half-way covenant exclusively to religious causes. If
we look beneath the surface of this deterioration in its
middle stages, we shall find political causes at work.
Palfrey well says (History of New England, vol. ii. p.
492) that “the degree of irritation that prevailed”
concerning the half-way covenant “is scarcely to be
explained by a consideration of only the ostensible
grounds of dispute. ‘From the fire of the altar,’ says
Mather (Magnalia, Book iii. 117) ¢there issued thun-

- derings and lightnings and earthquakes.” The truth
is, that political regards brought their explosive fuel to
the flame.”

The fashion had been set that only church-members
could be eligible to public office. I know that in 1688,
on the accession of William and Mary, the law that
required church-membership as a condition to citizen-
ship was repealed ; but you cannot raise a great wave
like this, and stop it by changing rulers in England.
We had had it from 1631 to 1688. It was the rule that
only church-members should be eligible to office, and
partly, as a result of that, we had had a half-way
covenant. Long after 1688, that rule of fashion and
the half-way covenant kept on in spite of the changes
of laws under William and Mary.

It is, therefore, not surprising that in 1704 we find
men like Stoddurd of Northampton maintaining that
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unregenerate persons might come to the Lord’s Supper.
Whitefield wrote in 1740, “ Mr. Stoddard is much to be
blamed for endeavouring to prove that unconverted
men might be admitted into the ministry.”

To close this astounding story of the secularization
of New-England Congregationalism, we find at last
Jonathan Edwards and %Vhiheﬁeld making objection
seriously to the prolonged abuses of the church-mem-
bership. When Jonathan Edwards at Northampton,
finding out that some moral evils greatly needing crit-
icism were appearing in the younger lives he was set
to guide, taught that unconverted persons should not
be members of God’s house, opposed his predecessor’s
evil plea that church ordinances are or may be saving,
and insisted that a man should experience the new
birth before coming to the communion service, his
hearers rose, and drove him into the wilderness for
ascetic heresy. I know where in Massachusetts I can
put my hand on little irregular scraps of brown paper,
stitched together as note-books, and closely covered all
over with Jonathan Edwards’s handwriting. Why did
he use such coarse material in his studies? Why was
he within sight of starvation ? Because he had opposed
the secularization of the Church. Why did that man
need to. accept from Scotland funds with which to
maintain his family ? Because he insisted upon a
spiritual church-membership. Why did his wife and
daughters make fans, and sell them to buy bread?
Because he opposed the spirit of the half-way covenant.
Because he defended with vigour, as Whitefield did, the
idea that a man should not be a minister unless con-
verted, nor a church-member unless converted, and so
set himself against the whole trend of this huge, turbid,
hungry, haughty wave of secularization that had been
rising ever since 1631. Of course he was abandoned
by the fashionable. Of course his life was in some
‘sense a martyrdom. His note-books were made from
the refuse of brown paper left from the fans. There is
nothing Massachusetts so little likes to be fanned with
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as those fans Jonathan Edwards’s wife and daughters
made, and sold for bread. Yes, you starved him; but
Scotland fed him, thank God! When Edwards was
dismissed, it was proposed that there be a council of
ten pastors; and he of course claimed the right of
choosing five; but he was obliged to go beyond the
broad bounds of old Hampshire County in order to find
five who agreed with him. He went to Mount Holyoke,
a marked spot then, apparently, as it is now, in the
spiritual history of New England, and obtained Wood-
bridge of South Hadley as one of the council, because
Woodbridge agreed with him in opposition to this
secularization of the church.

Political pressure and social arrogance led to the
half-way covenant. That led to an unconverted
church-membership. That allowed the existence of
an unconverted ministry. That ministry filled the
land with the hue and cry against Whitefield and
Edwards. '

I hold in my hand a copy of a record made as late as
1728 on the official books of a church in Westfield ; and
it is a specimen of the records you may find all over
Eastern Massachusetts. I go up and down from the
Merrimack to the Connecticut as a flying scout, and
every now and then I chance to meet a talkative docu-
ment like this :—

“ At a church-meeting holden in Westfield, Feb. 25, 1728,
Voted, that those who enter full communion may have liberty to

ive an account of a work of saving conversion, or not. It shall

regarded by the ckurch as a matter of indifference.”

Gentlemen, out of the fashion of the English State
Churech, the eare of our fathers for their children, and
the political pressure which preceded the accession of
William and Mary, came the half-way covenant. Out
of the half-way covenant came the secularization of
the church-membership of the Congregational body
in New England. Out of our connection with the
State came marshes of stagnant church-life here,
similar to the marshes of much of State Church life
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in Europe to-day. There is hardly a breeze that
sweeps over Boston that does not come from those
marshes, not yet dry, and that never had any salt in
them to keep them sweet. You know that I am speak-
ing here more frankly than I could have spoken fifty
years ago; for it has not been the fashion, in my por-
tion of New England, denominationally to admit the
evil of this half-way covenant as fully as I have now
done, until within twenty-five or thirty years; but these
are the facts.

A law by which only church-members could vote
was in operation in Massachusetts from 1631 to 1688,
in form, and much longer in spirit.

The political and social pressure arising from that
law led to the adoption of the half-way covenant, by
which persons not professing to have entered on a new
life at all were allowed to enter the Church.

Out of that pressure arose Stoddard’s evil plea, that
unconverted persons should be brought to the com-
munion service.

Out of all these causes came an unconverted church-
membership.

Out of that came gradually an unconverted ministry.

Out of that came a broad departure from many
points of the lofty and scientifically severe ideals of
Plymouth Rock.

Out of that departure arose, in experience, a wide
and deep secularization of the more fashionable of the
churches of Eastern Massachusetts.

Out of this secularization of the churches of East-
ern Massachusetts came their chief weakness in their
resistance to the irreligious influences arising from
the French war and the Revolution, and to the acces-
sion of the French infidelity at the moment when
Lafayette and French liberty had bent the national
soul toward France.

What does JosePh Tracy say in his “ History of the
Great Awakening”? I open that most cautious book
on the whole topic ; and Iread, “ Every Congregational
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Church in New England, probably, has either adopted
Edwards’s and Whitefield’s doctrine concerning church-
membership, or become Unitarian.” (See pp. 411-413,
418))

Americans have all sorts of sense, except historic
sense. We have had a State Church; we have had a
secularized church-membership in one of our denomina-
tions, the ruling one ; and little by little that seculariza-
tion so lowered our standards, that it is not amazing at
all, and it is a thing we ought to have expected, that
out of the combination of causes included in the older
Arminjanism, the half-way covenant, the disturbances
of the French war and the Revolution, French infidel-
ity, the popular misconceptions of scholarly Orthodox
doctrine, and some crude and rash statements in
Orthodoxy itself, came Unitarianism.

Out of Unitarianism, and the brilliancy of its early
literary and secular successes, came Harvard University
in its largely unevangelical attitude,—an attitude now
greatly changed.

Out of Harvard University, in its unevangelical
attitude, came the occasionally sceptical or doctrinally
indifferent literary circles of Eastern Massachusetts.

Out of the sceptical literary circles of Eastern
Massachusetts came one part of the influences that seta
portion, though only a portion, of the Boston fashions
of thought,

Here we are face to face with an age when anti-
slavery was taken up by your eloquent Parker, and the
Church lagged behind. This was its own fault. Time
has criticized that slowness on the part of Orthodoxy
to follow Providence, that tardiness which left between
the Church and God a chasm which is filled up, in
%'reat part, with the corpses of my own generation.

ou will allow me, as a member of a decimated genera-
tion, to be frank concerning the slowness of Orthodoxy
to follow God, until he whom we dare not name plainly
became abolitionist. Parker followed him, and ob-
tained a following. This is the outcome of a single
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historical glance; but if I could have gone into detail,
if I could have shown you how link has followed link,
you would be amazed to find Boston to-day not
wreathed round and round with misconceptions of the
highest truth; and that religion here, which has
allowed itself to be corrupted so much in the past, is
to-day so little corrupted. Omitting fractions, the
statistics show, that, in 1816, there was one unevan-
gelical church in Boston to every three thousand of
the population. Now there is only one to every six
thousand. In 1816 there was only one evangelical
church in Boston to every four thousand inhabitants.
Now there is one to every two thousand. In the
experience of half a century, a period long enough to
constitute a very fair test of the tendencies of thought,
and exhibiting the results of no mere temporary swirl
of opinion, evangelical churches in Boston have risen
from the proportion of one to four thousand to that of
one to two thousand, and the unevangelical of all kinds
have fallen off from the proportion of one to three
thousand to that of one to six thousand. Very signifi-
cant on the dial of Boston, with this past behind us, is
the declining shadow of that philosophy, which, in a
dim morning of religious experience, sees Olympus and
Parnassus, and mistakes them for Sinai and Calvary.
Orthodoxy has not always followed God ; but only
so far as it follows Him will it ultimately have any
following. Deum sequi, to follow God, was Seneca’s
supreme rule for political action. Our painful task
suminarizes its eager councils by writing these Roman
words over all doors of church and school, social life,
literature, and reform. '
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X.

THEODORE PARKER'S MERIT AS AN
ANTISLAVERY REFORMER.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS,

ILL it not be well for the fertile lands on the
Danube to escape from under the light of the
Crescent? In four hundred years, beneath that
eculiar radiance, have they grown fatter, or leaner ?
here are the great fruits of Turkish finance, politics,
literature, law, philosophy, religion, and social life? It
was well for Servia, it was advantageous for Egypt,
it was fortunate for Greece, to break or loosen the
Turkish yoke. Our stern world, up to this miraculous
hour, is governed by the law of the ‘survival of the
fittest. There are renowned Mussulman proverbs,
which assert that the Turkish hoof always leaves
behind it barrenness. These ancient sayings are not
contradicted by the Turkish bankruptcy of to-day.
Which ought we to fear the more for the Danube,—
the tread of the blighting Turkish hoof, or that of the
relentless icy paw of the Russian bear? Each of these
feet deserves a tether. ‘On which side ought American
sympathies to lie in the Eastern war? British
sympathies are divided; but American sympathies
ought to be cooler at this distance than the British can
be. Nevertheless, since American missionaries, whom
Lord Shaftesbury calls the most remarkable men in the
o
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East, have planted the Cross on the Bosphorus, we
have an interest, as Christian citizens of the world, in
the question whether Russia, or Turkey, or the Great
Powers of Europe, shall rule these fair borders of the
Black Sea.

What has polygamy done for Turkish society? I
looked once five days through Constantinople, to find
among polygamists, a single fresh face over forty years
of age, and looked in vain. The unreportable vices of
the East not infrequently have to be guarded against
in Roberts College. The son of an English physician
who followed Lord Byron to Greece, and who became
one of the foremost medical advisers of the court at
Constantinople, told me that his father would never
let him go to the public baths alone. You would
drive me out at that door if I were to tell you what
more he said. Which is the worse,—Russian ab-
solutism, or Mohammedan polygamy and its attendant
vices? What Carlyle calls the unspeakable Turk is
not seen in Constantinople as well as he can be in the
interior of Turkey or Syria.

I remember how like a Corliss Engine Russian ab-
solutism is, and what Russia did in 1846 in driving all
missionaries from her borders. I know, also, that 1846
is not 1876 ; and that, even if Russia should have right
of way through the Bosphorus, it is not altogether
certain that our missions are to be put down there.
One of the leading statesmen who helped to settle the
treaty of peace after the Crimean war, told one of the
most honoured merchants of this city, in the gallery of
the House of Commons, that, in the conference preced-
ing the making of that treaty, Russia explicitly and
uniformly, and with great detail, promised to give all
the guaranties that the Christian powers of the West
should desire, if only she could have the right of way
through the Bosphorus. We have exaggerated, I fear,
the danger to missionaries, in case Russia should drive
the Turks out of Europe. Right of way throu h the
Bosphorus is not possession of Constantinople. Entire
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control of that city, Russia will not obtain as easily as
she burned Moscow.

It is affirmed that Turkey is now making reforms
which she cannot carry through, without violating the
Koran. The subtlest thing said in favour of sympathy
with Turkey is, “Let fs?am be allowed to commit
suicide. Let Turkey stand, that Islam may fall.” Her
reforms in the past have been chiefly on paper. Her
promises of reform are worth nothing among bankers
or statesmen. But what if she be driven back to her
deserts ? What if she lose Constantinople, as she has
practically lost Cairo ? Will this not be a more effec-
tive lessening of the powers and prestige of Mohamme-
danism in the world than could come from her reforms,
which may never come ? But, even if Turkey could
glorify herself on the Danube politically and industri-
ally, would she not aid Mohammedanism far more by
her commercial importance and political weight than
she will injure it by violating a few tenets of her creed
in her political changes ?

It is my purpose, however, to insist simply on the
fact of experience, that it has been well for some por-
tion of the glowing East to escape from under the
Turkish yoke; and that, therefore, if we are to be
guided by the light of experience, we must hope that
Providence means to limit more and more the power
of Mohammedanism, and, indeed, so to limit it, that by
and by it shall itself see its own natural tendencies to
decay, and in its deserts and its wildernesses be healed
of its sickness by a rebound from its own leprosies.
God grant that this may be the result of driving Islam
back to her fastnesses !

What has happened in Greece since she was liberated
from Turkey %

Forty years ago, not a book could be bought at
Athens. To-day one in eighteen of the whole popula-
tion of Greece is in school. Fifty years of independ-
ence, and the Hellenic spirit has doubled the popu-
lation of Greece, increased her .revenues five hundred
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er cent, extended telegraphic communication over the
Eingdom, enlarged the fleet from four hundred and
forty to five thousand vessels, opened eight ports,
founded eleven new cities, restored forty ruined towns,
changed Athens from a hamlet of hovels to a city of
_sixty thousand inhabitants, and planted there a royal
palace, a legislative chamber, six type-foundries, forty
printing-establishments, twenty newspapers,an astrono-
mical observatory, and a university with fifty professors
and twelve hundred students. %ing Otho’s German
court, when he came from Nauplia to Athens, in 1835,
lived at first in a shed that kept out neither the rain
nor the north wind. On Constitution Place in Athens,
in 1843, the Hellenic spirit, without violence, and by
the display of force for but a few hours, substituted for
personal power in Greece a constitutional government
as free as that of England. George Finlay, the his-
torian of the Greek Revolution, and who fought in it,
- affirms, that even before that event, degraded as the
people were politically, a larger proportion could read
and write than among any other Christian race in
Europe. Undoubtedly long bondage, acting on the
native adroitness of the race, taught the Greeks disin-
genuousness. Tho old blood produced an Alcibiades
as well as a Socrates, a Cleon as well as a Phocion.
There was in it, as in American veins to-day, a tendency
to social, commercial, and political sharp-dealing. But,
after fifty years of independence, the Hellenic spirit
devotes a larger percentage of public revenue to
purposes of instruction than France, Italy, England,
Germany, or even the United States. Modern Greece,
fifty years ago a slave and a beggar, to-day, by the
confession of the most merciless statisticians, its
enemies, stands at the head of the list of self-educated
nations.

Railways, as even the less sanguine at Athens now
hope, must, at no very distant period, cut the Isthmus
of Corinth, and the green, fat Beeotian Plain. They
will bring the Western Patras and the Northern Larissa
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into communication with Athens. Possibly the
Pireeus, or Cape Sunium, and not Brindisi, may one
day become the point of departure from Europe, of
mails to the East from London, Berlin, and St. Peters-
burg. Greece desires to connect a Larissa railway with
a Turkish railway, soon to pierce the iron gates of the
Danube.

If there is to be a reconstruction of the Turkish
territory, shall not Greece recover her Macedonian
provinces ? Ten thousand people assembled lately in
the Pnyx at Athens, before the Bema of Demosthenes,
to consider that question. (See GLADSTONE, “The .
Hellenic Factor in the Eastern Question,” Contemporary
Review, December, 1876.)

William Pitt said, in 1792, that the true doctrine of
the balance of power in the east of Europe was, that
the influence of Russia should not be allowed to increase,
nor that of Turkey to decline. Wellington called the
confirmation of Greek independence by the victory of
Navarino an untoward event. Daniel Webster and
Henry Clay, however, whose deaths were as sincerely
mourned in Greece as in America, hailed that battle
as the triumph of a sister-people in a struggle which
the United gtabes were the first among nations to
encourage officially.

George Canning hoped, and Athens has not ceased to
dream, that a regenerated Greece might, from Athens
and Constantinople, regenerate all the mow subject
Greek races on both shores of the Zgean. Of the fif-
teen million of the population of ]furopean Turkey,
less than four millions are Ottomans. The rest—
Slavonians, Greeks, Wallachians, Albanians—profess
the Greek religion, or speak the Greek dialect.
Demosthenes, Mﬁltiades, Themistocles, it may be pre-
sumed, would adopt the Hellenic idea, were they now
in Greece. But, as a late American ambassador at
Athens affirms, these men are remembered by the
modern Greek as if they were yesterday on the Acro-
polis. In polyglot Turkey there are peoples, but no
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people. To-day it is calculated, that, counting by
individuals, the Greeks in European Turkey are to the
Turks as six to one; but, estimating them by their
wealth, they are as thirty to one. In view of these
facts, and with the clash of Russian arms on the
Danube, shall we not renew our enthusiasm for
Greece ?

THE LECTURE.

In the first century of its existence our nation has
twice been washed in blood; and to-day we draw
- nigh to that anniversary on which, through an extent
of territory broader than Ceesar ever ruled over, you will
decorate uncounted graves, a great proportion of which
are filled by men of my generation. Look on the
marbles, which, before this month closes, you will
cover with spring flowers, and you will find that a very
large part of those who laid down their lives in the
civil war were men between twenty-five and thirty-
five years of age. My generation in America is and
always will be a remnant. Such of us as are left must
be excused if we remember that it is not long, at the
longest, from now to the roll-call after the battle; and
that very soon we shall see those who have already
laid down their lives that the dolorous and accursed
ages might a little change their course. Assembled at
the very tombstones we are about to decorate, will you’
not allow me to say, that, if the Church had done its
whole duty in the fifty years preceding the time in
which our land was bathed in blood, my generation
might not have been a fragment? for that moral
apathy in the North which allowed the South to hope
for a divided North would not have existed; and, had
the South not had that hope, who knows that she
would have dared to have assailed the Union in arms ?
Had every pulpit in the land done what a few pulpits
did,—and what all would have done, had they not lost
* the Master’s whip of small cords, twice knotted up in
the temple of old, but almost forgotten in a luxurious
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age,—there might have been no need at last for
Almighty Providence to seize the North by the nape
of the neck, and throw it across a chasm filled with
corpses to the firm land of justice.

It was Almighty God who abolished slavery, The
Church to-day, at the edge of these martyrs’ graves,
must beware of two things,—pride in what God has
accomplished, and a tendency to self-excuse for not
having used her Master’'s whip of small cords. That
whip will be needed yet in America. It must not go
out of fashion on this continent. There is a long,
crowded, seething future before us in this land. Hav-
ing twice been washed in blood against our anticipation,
is 1t fit for us, now that we are at peace again, and now
that the subtle sorcery of luxury has come to us once
more out of the death of our martyrs, to forget them,
and to forget God, and make unfashionable even yet
our Lord’s example of purging the temple ? Why, you
could excuse me better for being too severe to-day than
for being an apologist for public immorality. We want
as our leader not some sog. person brought up in king’s
EIa.laces, and afraid of the shaking of a reed. We want

im who twice, with indignation upon which men
dared not look, purged the temple, saying,—as He said
lately to America, in accents with which the awe-struck
air ought to be made permanently alive, and as He will
have occasion to say again and again before another
thousand years shall have wheeled and burned above
our good and evil,—* Take these things hence!” On
the side of that Eternal Power not ourselves, which
makes for righteousness, America was not a unit ; and
therefore she fell for a while beneath those high and
flaming chariot-wheels which move evermore in univer-
sal history whithersoever Justice wills. There is a
prospect that America may not be a unit in time to
come in loving what that Power loves, and in hating
what it hates ; and therefore there is reason for remem-
bering our past, and sowing in the fat, ploughed field
of our bitter days, and in all the great and yet smoking
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furrows of our chastisement, abundant seed of con-
science. This is a good time to speak a solemn word,
that may take root, and bring forth fruit in politics, in
trade and in every man'’s secret moral sense.

What could the Church have done against slavery
that it did not do ?

1. It could have made slave-holding a bar to church-
membership.

One great denomination did that,—great in quality,
not in quantity—the Quakers. It was their good-for-
tune to have established a right precedent as to slave
before the Cave of Zolus was opened, and the winds of
all division began to blow upon us from unoccupied
territory coveted by the slave-power.

Eli Whitney, in 1794, invented the cotton-gin.
The British fleet, in 1803, hovered off the mouth of
the Mississippi, and Napoleon Bonaparte sold to us
Louisiaha. With that purchase the Cave of Zolus,
who imprisons tempests within his bellowing moun-
tains, was opened. When the winds had blown out
of it until 1t was substantially vacant, unexpectedly
in the depths of the cave opened another Aolus Cave,
—Texas. After the winds blowing out of that had
tossed our whole ocean into yeasting, yellow foam,
suddenly, in the rear of that Aolus Cave, opened
another,—California and the Mexican war. Then
came a yet more huge enlargement of the cave, in the
repeal of the. Missouri Compromise, and the Kansas
and Nebraska struggle. We saw the gleaming of the
western sea through the last opening of the cavern.
God be thanked that the bowels of the mountains were
exhausted at last, and that we had no more unoccupied
territory! To this fully opened colossal prison-house
of winds we found no door that could be bolted, except
one made of corpses. We had to block it up at last,
the whole mouth of our unmeasured Zolus Cavern, by
the dead bodies of the North and South. It is blocked
to this day by that immovable and costly mound.

Now, before this Aolus Cave was opened, before
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the cotton-gin had lifted the value of a slave-hand to a
thousand dollars, and of a black infant at birth to one
hundred dollars, we find the Quaker sect putting itself
right by assuming that a man cannot be a church-
member of the genuine kind, if he owns slaves.
George Fox visited the Barbadoes in 1671, and there-
after bore earnest testimony against slavery. In 1776
the Philadelphia meeting of Quakers took a decisive
step by directing—this was their language—* that the
owners of slaves who refuse to execute the proper
instruments for giving them their freedom be disowned,”
that is, disfellowshipped in the Church. In 1783 it
was officially ascertained that no slaves were owned by
Quakers inside the domain of the Philadelphia Assem-
bly. But the New-York and Rhode-Island and Vir-
ginia Yearly Meetings of the Friends attained slowly
the same results. In 1800, before we purchased Louis-
iania, slavery and Quakerism were fully divided.
What cut them asunder ? Simply the righteous rule
of a spiritual church-membership,—the rule to which
we have been drifting, I hope, more and more in
America, in all our sad experience since 1631.
Wordsworth, in spite of the intensity of his early
sympathy with republicanism, was accustomed to say
that America never can have a class pure enough and
weighty enough to keep up a high standard of man-
ners and morals; for %ere we iave no aristocracy.
Stuart Mill thought it our great fault that we have no
leisured and propertied class. God forbid that we
should have a law of primogeniture, giving all the
lands in a family to the eldest-born! God forbid that
we should have an aristocracy built on hereditary
descent merely, or on artificial rather than a natural
rank! But unless there is in this land a spiritual
church-membership, or an aristocracy appointed of
Almighty God, who knows but that Wordsworth was
right in saying that our standard of morals and man-
ners may become of the earth, earthy, and lead to the
Pit ¢ “Men never so much need to be theocratic,”
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said De Tocqueville, “as when they are the most
democratic.” I hold that it is more important to
maintain a spiritual church-membership than to main-
tain the written constitution. The unwritten consti-
tution of America is more important than its written ;
and the first article in the unwritten ought to be one
that makes a distinction between a true church and its
opposite. What is the average type of a counterfeit
church? A hammock, attached on one side to the
Cross, and, on the other, held and swung to and fro by
the fore fingers of Mammon, its freight of nominal
Christians elegantly moaning meanwhile over the evils
of the times, and not at ease, unless fanned by elo-
quence and music, and sprinkled by social adulations
into perfumed, unheroic slumber.

There is a distinction between a church and a
Sunday club,—the distinction which Whitefield and
Edwards drew on the mind of New England, and
which the remissness of many churches, and the faith-
fulness of others, in our civil war, ought to engrave
yet deeper on the slowly solidifying rock of American
social custom. Let that distinction stand as the first
article of your unwritten constitution, if you would
make sure that a day will not come when an average
population of two hundred to the square mile may
take your written constitution, and chop it in pieces in
the name of greed and fraud, and of great cities. You
do not in any case anticipate that? Your trouble is
that you are Anglo-Saxon, and always think there
is no danger, until you are burned to the bone. We
said there was no danger in the war-cloud of slavery ;
but really it amounted to more than a shower.

The Quaker sect put itself right by honouring the
first article of the unwritten American Constitution.
They executed it. They made a distinction between
church-membership that held slaves, and church-mem-
bership that did not. If you ask me what the Church
at large could have done, I affirm that it could, little
by little, have done everywhere what it did in several
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places. Toward the close of the last century, England,
under distinctively Christian leadership, determined
unalterably her position as to slavery. It was the
supreme misfortune of America, that she did not keep
step with Wilberforce and Clarkson and the father of
Macaulay. When the Quakers established their sug-
gestive precedent, we might have done the same, had
not many of our fathers been asleep. Why they were
" off their guard, you will understand by a glance at
what the demoralizations of war and of French infi-
delity were doing for us in 1795. The cotton-gin
came when we were weak from Parisian poison. The
Zolus Cave of coveted territory was opened when we
were feeble from a long course of unfortunate ex-
periences, beginning in 1631. But, even after tempta-
tion grew fierce, who, with the history of subsequent
American heroism before him, can say that we could
not have taken up our cross, instead of trampling upon
it? We could have stood on the proposition that
church-membership is inconsistent with man-stealing ;
and, indeed, there is where the Presbyterian Assembly
stood in 1793.

2. We could have acted on the fixed plan, not of
adapting Christianity to slavery, but of adapting
slavery to Christianity.

Say that the rule adopted by the Friends was too
radical a measure ; say that we could not have strained
up the North to this point: one hardly knows what
prolonged, multiplex, conscientious discussion can do
in a free nation. My feeling is, that the Quaker ideal
was not too high for most of us to have reached by
effort in 1800. It is farther back to 1850 than it is to
1800 in the history of slavery. Even in the era of
compromises, we could at least have settled on the
principle, that, when Christianity comes into collision
with wrong, evil, and not Christianity, is to com-
promise. There will be a time in America when the
expedients of our fathers in regard to slavery will not
look well. It will not be remembered with pleasure
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that the Presbyterian General Assembly, although in
1794 it denounced slave-holding as man-stealing,
erased that denunciation in the General Assembly of
1816. I know that Methodist discipline could with
great difficulty be reconciled with slavery, and that it
was never made clear to any Methodist scholar that
bishops could be permitted to hold slaves. Macaulay
said that John Wesley's genius for government was
not inferior to that of Richelieu. But, in spite of the
excellence of the Methodist organization, slavery pro-
duced the secession of the Methodist Church South,—a
%reat evil, and yet an honour to the North. But the

hurch South was part of the Church; and when I
speak of the delinquency of the Church, of course I
have an outlook extending to the Gulf. I am not here
to-day to blame the Northern Church exclusively. The
Southern Church was a part of God’s house; and its
action before and during the war has helped to make
sceptics. It a cruel and terrible thing to force edu-
cated young men to raise the question, whether the
manliness inside of the Church is of a purer quality
than that outside. There are forms of scepticism
concerning the First and Second Epistles of Clement,
and the letter by Diognetus to the Pamphylians. I
do not care greatly about this kind of mental unrest.
But when the question arises, whether manliness is to
be found inside or outside of God’s house, remember
that the first duty of the Church is to be despised by
no man! And if we so acted, that many a young man,
full of that enthusiasm which afterwards led him to
the front at Gettysburg and Richmond, did not know
by any light on our countenances whether we were
more manly than our critics or not; if we so acted
that some were sickened, and turned aside,—it was
because we compromised.

It was my fortune but a few days ago to hear the
poet Whittier say, in that sea-blown city of Newbury-
%c,)rt yonder, where the roof yet stands under which

William Lloyd Garrison was born, that Mr. Garrison
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himself, in his earlier career, was a friend of ministers,
and, indeed, might have been called, perhaps, a Cal-
vinist of the strict type. He believed too much in
ministers; he made them idols; and when his sympa-
thies were penetratingly enlisted in one of the greatest
of modern reforms, and he found that many ministers
were not on his side, the instant and surprised recoil
was of that intense sort which comes when we fall into
anger with those we love. Again and again a similar
amazement was the source of the vigour and the
breadth of the recoil from accredited ghristianity in
many of the anti-slavery men. Henry C. Wright was
a Congregational minister. There were subsidiary
men; and some of them, I think, were deformers as
well as reformers,—Parker Pillsbury, and S. S. Foster,
and others. Within the circle of 100 miles’ radius
from Boston you can find hundreds of influential
citizens, and at least a score of divided or weakened
churches, whose difficulties with the ministers began,
as Garrison’s did, by the operation of that principle
which Coleridge describes in his “ Christabel : "—

“ Alas! they had been friends in youth ;
But whispering tongues can s)oison truth,
And constancy lives in realms above ;
And life is thorny, and youth is vain ;
And to be wroth with one we love
Doth work like madness on the brain.”

3. In the South the Church could have refused
to justify, and in the North to apologize for, slavery.

4. In the South it could have refused to uphold
secession and the attempt to found an empire on
human chattelhood.

5. In the North, by discussion and united action, it
could have prevented that moral and political apathy
which encouraged the South to hope for a divided
North in the event of war.

6. It could have taken away power from deformers
by putting itself on the side of reformers.

- So much, my friends, must we not and do we not all
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admit, when we say that the Northern Church, as well
as the Southern Church, or the American Church at
large, did not do its whole duty in the conflict with
slavery ?

Are there any excuses for the crime of the North ?
I will make none for that of the South; and I am
not at ease in mentioning any for the North. These
are no excuses ; they are hardly explanations:

1. Daniel Webster was the archbishop of the
Northern Church.

2. Among anti-slavery men deformers were sadly
mingled with reformers. About 1839 Mr. Garrison,
for a considerable period, united anti-Church and
anti-Sabbath with his anti-slavery discussions. Some
of the more radical abolitionists were avowedly seces-
sionists; but it was political abolition which tri-
umphed. .

3. Political abolition the North had no right to
apply to slavery in the States, except as an ex-
treme measure. Almost unanimously the Northern
Church resisted the extension of slavery into the
Territories.

4. A conflict of political and commercial interests
and duties-on the one hand, with religious interests
and duties on the other, strained the voluntary
system of the American churches across its weakest

art.
P Evil, exceedingly, my friends, is that day in any
nation when political and religious interests run in
opposite channels, These opposing currents make the
whirlpool that impales faith on the tusks of the sea.
When Chevalier Bunsen lay dying, he said, “ God be
thanked that Italy is free. Now .thirty millions of
people can believe that God governs the world.” The
average German peasant, twenty years ago, regarded
his minister as merely an agent of the Government,
and spoke contemptuously of police Christianity, be-
cause the State CEurch in the fatherland was, until
within a few years, very frequently an ally of absolut-
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ism. In the United States, while the compromise
measures were under debate, political ideas ran in one
direction, and religious duties in another. The im-
mense interests of commerce often held the pulpit, as
well as the press, in bondage. The payment of
Southern debts—have you ever heard that theme dis-
cussed in whispers ? Webster had his eyes constantly
on Wall Street. Wendell Phillips would stand here in
Boston, with his eyes on the conscience of the nation,
a very different barometer ; and he would say, “ There
is a storm singing already in all the winds. We shall
escape from slavery only by civil war” Webster
would reply, looking at the citations in Wall Street,
“There has not yet been any large fluctuation in
prices. Gentlemen are not serious when they talk of
secession. Let us repress agitation, and tide through
the. crisis without war.” Both the moral and the
financial barometer must be kept in view by any eyes
that would read the signs of modern times. In the
rising price of slave-property we had a thermometer of
threatening aspect, on which the North cast a too care-
less gaze. A hundred dollars for a black infant, ten
dollars a pound for a black boy, a thousand or fifteen
hundred dollars for a good field hand—and still this
thermometer and the wailing breeze rose, and the winds
out of the Aolus Cave resounded more and more
loudly ; the murky threat of coming war hung above
all business and bosoms; and yet so were we filled
with Anglo-Saxon pride, so little foresight did we have,
that Wall Street was hardly troubled up to the very
hour when we could no longer doubt that there was to
be a deluge of blood.

Webster hoped we should pass through the crisis
without civil war, and could hardly have made more
gigantic efforts to have averted the contest, had he
foreseen what was to come, as probably he did, far
better than some have thought. I know with what
silence I should sit in this assembly, were any one of
five hundred scholars here the speaker; I should be
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quiet in this presence. But it is my good or ill-fortune
here to be responsible to nobody, as no one is to me;
and therefore {:et me say, that my personal feeling is,
that Webster, from first to last, was honest, and that he
ventured much, because he had great foresight. I
believe that man anticipated, with a fulness we can
but poorly understand from any of his public expres-
sions, the terrors of our civil war. Judge Nesmyth, on
the Merrimack yonder, at Franklin, who conversed
over and over with Webster in his last years, on his
Speech of March 7, and who is often quoted in Curtis’s
Life of Webster, as final authority, said to me the other
day, “ Once at Elms Farm I was returning home in the
sunset with Webster ; and he turned upon me suddenly,
and, in his deepest supernatural voice, said, ‘ You may
regard me as extravagant; but I have had some ex-
perience with both ﬁthem and Southern men. I
probably shall not live to see the Potomac run red
with blood ; but I think you will.” That was within
six months of the time when, on the shore of the sea
at Marshfield yonder, that man went hence. No
doubt he was ambitious; but he was too great a man
to be supremely ambitious. In secret, as well as in
public, he prayed, that, when his eyes should be turned
to behold for the last time the sun in heaven, they
might not see him shining on the broken and dis-
honoured fragments of a once glorious Union—on
States dissevered, discordant, belligerent. He foresaw
what this land would look like, drenched in Gettys-
burgs and Richmonds. But he was taken hence before
he had time to right himself in the public estimation.
No doubt he went to extremes. He was a statesman.
He probably had not a sufficiently active perception of
the moral issues in the whole discussion of his time.
Who was it that wrote to Andover to ask Moses Stuart
to publish a pamphlet to befog the conscience of the
North ? Daniel Webster. (See STUART, Conscience
and the Constitution, p. 18.) Did Moses Stuart do
this? He did it so far as to defend vigorously the
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Speech of March 7. He wrote some other things,
however, which we hope will counteract the ill-effect
of this pamphlet. To whom else did Webster afford
an opportunity to befog the conscience of the North ?
To that other professor, who to-day is perhaps the first
theologian visible in America when scholars in Europe
look toward us from the other side of the Atlantic.
Did he agree to do what Webster asked ? He refused
with foresight. Professor Park had opportunity to do
what Moses Stuart did, and at that time was ready to
defy the Archbishop of the Northern Church. That
fact never has been made public until this hour ; but it
lies here before me in writing,not from any professor, but
from a man whose authority is equal on that point to
any professor’s. (Letter from Rev. Dr. C. CusHING of
Boston.) Professor Edwards at Andover had oppor-
tunity to do what Moses Stuart did, and refused.

But how did Boston stand in that hour? . Why, in
Music Hall yonder was the tallest anti-slavery pulpit
this side of Brooklyn. What made that pulpit tall—

anti-Christianity, or anti-slavery ? Let Charles Sum-

ner answer. Here is a short, strategic correspondence,
which throws light upon the inmost history of Boston.
In 1854 Theodore Parker was arrested for resisting the
Fugitive-slave Law, and came near being thrown into
jail, as did Wendell Phillips. Charles Sumner wrote
to' Mr. Parker, Dec. 12, 1854; “ Upon the whole, I
1égard your indictment as a call to a new parish, with
B. R. Curtis and B. F. Hallet as Deacons, and a pulpit
higher than the Strasburg steeple.” Theodore Parker
replied, Dec. 15: “In 1845 my friends passed a resolu-
tion that Theodore Parker should have a chance to be
heard in Boston. The two brothers-in-law, Benjamin
C. and Benjamin H., now second the resolution—a
chance to be heard!” (WEiss, Life of Parker, vol. ii. p.
144.) ' ’
You say I have not given Theodore Parker all the
credit he deserves as a religious reformer? You think
I have underrated him as a philosopher? If you
P
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please, I give you his own estimate.of himself. “Last

ear,” he wrote in 1851, “I laid out much; but how
ittle of it I did! The wicked Fugitive-slave Law
came, and hindered all my work. It may be so agai
Suppose I could have given all the attention to theo%ogy
that I have been forced to pay to politics and slavery,
how much I might have done! I was meant for a
philosopher ; but the times call for a stump orator.”
(WErss, Life of Parker, vol. ii. p. 115).

‘What made that pulpit busy,—anti-slavery, or anti-
Christianity ? In the year 1851 a publishing firm to
whom - Theodore Parker had offered two volumes of
speeches asked him if they would contain any discus-
sions relating to slavery. He replied, “ By all means:
they are the principal things. I wish to go down to
‘posterity, as far as I shall go at all, with the anti-
slavery sermons and speeches in my right hand.”
(Ibid,, p. 115.) Boston sends Theodore Parker to

sterity with his anti-slavery speeches in his right

and, and no hurricane of criticism shall ever blow
them out of his manly grasp: but in his left hand anti-
.Christianity was clutched loosely; and already the
winds have torn these leaves away, and the hand is
qearly empty, and will yet be emptier.

This biography says that Mr. Parker thought, in the
-early stage of his discussions of religious science, that
he could complete in ten years a projected book on
that theme. Compared with average German work in
the same field, the outlines of this volume (Ibid., pp.
49-67) are entary and eareless, and are ll)]lainly
what Parker called them, only a ® provisional scheme.”
Did he ever fill up these outlines? Mr. Weiss admits
that he was too pre-occupied to do so. * Time,” says
this candid biographer, “ diminished rapidly; and all
literary and scientific purswits were rudely thrusé
aside by the domination of slavery in the thoughts and
affairs of the nation” (Ibid., p. 67). It needs to be
frequently stated, that Theodore Parker’s Absolute
Religion was a system of thought which he arranged
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before he came to Boston. It was a West Roxbury
creed. Boston need not be so proud of it. It was
not built here. If it had been, no doubt it would have
lasted.

What was happening when Theodore Parker came
to Boston, and in the twelve years he passed here ?
Why, he reached this city in 1846 ; and what year
was that ? The year after Texas had been acquired,
dnd the winds were howling for the Mexican war. We
remember these great events so poorly, that it is neces-
sary to call your attention to the fact, that, in 1845,
Henry Clay was defeated; and his competitor, Llr.
Polk—whose name I had almost forgotten: I have it
written here, but I could not see it well, it is so small
—began to defend Texas against Mexico. In 1846
came the Mexican war. How could a man think of
anything but public affairs? In 1846 Fremont captured
California. In 1848 the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
gave New Mexico and California to the Umited States.
In 1850 came the compromise measures, including the
law for the rendition of fugitive slaves. In 1852 Mrs.
Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin appears in March ; and the
Duchess of Sutherland in November sends to the
women of America an address signed by 576,000
English women. In 1854 Anthony Burns is kidnapped
in Boston. In 1855 election riots are occurring in
Kansas. In 18356, on the second of May, Charles
Sumner is smitten down in the Senate of the nation
for speaking against slavery. In 1856 Fremont is
nominated, and Buchanan elected. In 1857 we are
listening to the Dred Scott decision. In 1858 John
Brown is plotting the deed which brought him to the
scaffold in Virginia.

During all these years the grandson of that soldier
who captured the first British gun at Lexington stood
in a pulpit which antislavery, rather than anti-Christi-
anity, had made higher than the Strasburg steeple.
Who agreed with him ? Except a few harsh expres-
sions, almost everybody that had conscience, so far as his



228 ORTHODOXY.

antislavery opinions were concerned. Did every one
who agreed with Theodore Parker in his antislavery
career agree with him in his anti-Christian discussions ?
Here is an answer in a letter to Mr. Parker from him
who afterwards was our great chief justice,—Salmon
P. Chase. “Shall I not say to you frankly how much
I regret, that, on the great question of the Divine origin
of the Bible and the Divine nature of Christ, your
views are so little in harmony with the views of
almost all who labour with you in the great cause of
human enfranchisement and progress; and that I could
not help wishing, that, in this sermon on the Nebraska
Question, your distinctive o;/i‘nions had not been
brought forward?” (WEIss, Life of Parker, vol. ii. p.
517.) This is very interesting and unimpeacha.bﬁa
historic testimony.

What made this antislavery pulpit high? The low-
ness of other pulpits. Why were not other pulpits
high in Boston? Some of them faced the South. Let
me not be unjust to any man; but I suppose the un-
distorted truth to be, that Orthodoxy lacked anti-
slavery leaders. Its ranks and files, at least so far as
the ministry was concerned, were substantially right
in their feeling towards slavery. Do you doubt that ?
I have been at great pains to examine facts and con-
temporary evidence; and I find it incontrovertible,
though I cannot here go into detail, that, in the year
1837, nearly one-half of the evangelical ministers in
Massachusetts were members of anti-slavery societies.
Of the Orthodox Congregational ministry of Massa-
chusetts, more than one-third were members of anti-
slavery societies in 1837. It was true in this year
that only one in eight of the unevangelical ministers in
Massachusetts were in such societies. Such was the
elaborate calculation made and published at the time
by Amos A. Phelps, whom, as the foremost Christian
abolitionist of that vexed day, Massachusetts does well
to honour. (See PHELPS, Rev. A. A, The True History
of the Late Dwvision in the Antislavery Societies. Com-
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pare the careful statistics given by Dr. Cushing in the
Congregational Quarterly, October, 1876, pp. 550, 554.)
I do not forget that the crowned martyrs Lovejoy and
Torrey, the latter of whom was buried from this Temple,
were Congregational ministers. Under Nathaniel
Colver the Baptist, whose church met in this hall,
slaveholding was made a bar to church-membership.
But during the latter part of that period, when, in the
pulpits of Eastern Massachusetts, Channing and Parker,
and one or two other very able men, represented pro-
minently the anti-slavery thought of the time, there
was here no evangelical antislavery pulpit of equal
prominence. :

Nevertheless, T do not admit, that, even with Daniel
Webster and Moses Stuart for our archbishops, the
mass of the Orthodox ministry went astray further than
others; for in 1837 nearly one-half of them were
members of anti-slavery societies.

What, then, was the trouble? Simply the weak
spot in our voluntary system. You cannot feed a man,
unless he is popular with the people to whom he
preaches. Families must be supported. Opportunity
of usefulness must not be thrown away. Many lost
their places. “I began between 1830 and 1840,” says
the poet Whittier, “ the business of interviewing. I
went to minister after minister, and was disappointed
in case after case; but the general feeling,” he affirms,
“was right. It was only a regard for families, and a
desire not to produce schism in the Church, that held
back many a good man.” That sound heart in Ames-
bury yonder, in sight of the sea, that soul which often
led us in our dark days as a pillar of Hebrew fire, that
entranced poet and reformer, never broke with the
Church, because he was in a part of it that had adopted
God’s rule of excluding from church-membership those
who held slaves. His testimony to-day is other than
sour. It has in it no sub-acidity in any sense. He
says calmly, “ The trouble was usually, that men feared
they would lose their places. Who brought that fear
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upon public teachers ? I am a layman ; and my feeling
1s, that laymen had some responsibility in this matter.”
Our reluctance to allow free discussion arose from com-
mercial causes. More than one merchant here in
Boston may have heard something about Southern
debts that might never be paid, and of churches which
laymen would surely rend asunder, if slavery were
discussed from the pulpit too much. As to slavery,
what prevented the Kzll education of the average public
heart? The average public heart itself. Some ministers
here may have looked from their pulpits, and remem-
bered what merchants were in the congregation, and
been silent against their choice. It is possible that
industrial, commercial, and social considerations were
so powerfully discussed among our laymen as to gag
the pulpit not a little. Were we one in three in anti-
slavery societies? The pulpit behind the times!
Where were the pews ? :

But, gentlemen, I believe that even that archbishop
of the North, had he lived as long as Everett did,
would have taken as easily as Everett took a nmew:
Wsition as to slavery and the Union. Had Daniel

ebster lived to hear the first gun fired against Fort
Sumter, and its echoes rolling across belligerent com-
monwealths, and reverberated from the Alleghanies to
the Rocky Mountains, he would have stamped his foot
down in behalf of the Constitution with an emphasis
that would have shaken both those ridges; and to
have called forth millions of armed men in defence
of the Union there would have been needed no other
drum-beat. .
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XI.

THE SOURCES OF THEODORE PARKER'S
ERRORS.

PRELUDE ON CURRENT EVENTS.

G_O back to the time when Sir Henry Vane was
governor of the Massachusetts Colony, in 1636,
and you will find that friend of John Milton advo-
cating at once both toleration and aggressiveness in
religion. If his foresight could have been turned into
fact, or if his ideas had been transmufed into custom,
we might have had at that date just what Berlin saw
not long ago, on the ds where Voltaire and
Frederick the Great eried out, “Ecrasez l'infame!”
On those historical terraces of San Souci an Evangeli-
ral ATliance came together from the Indus, the Rhine,
the Tiber, the Hudson, and the Missisgippi. So, too,
we saw yonder, at the mouth of the Hudson, in 1873,
a similar Alliance, gathered from the five zones, and
filled with one enthusiasm. Who knows but that soon.
at Geneva, or at Rome, a like gathering will occur,
representing the ideas of religious union and activity
which were current in Boston, so far forth as its
governor had influence, in 1636 ? The increasing
concentration of the strength of the religious bodies
of the world is a large, fair sign of hope for civiliza-
tion. The gréat mass of evangelical scholarship and
life is an unbroken chain extending from the Ural
Mountains to our sunset seas, and from our Western
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shores, through the Pacific Islands, and many a gem
of the ocean redeemed to Christianity, far on to the
new light that is dawning on Japan and China and
India.

When I was on the t pyramid, I looked toward
the valley of the Nileigr:.:d psaw many square brown
fields of ripe wheat, many square green fields of grow-
ing wheat, many square black fields of ploughed land,
many square white fields of blossoming pomegranates.
But all the fenceless and hedgeless fields were a part of
Egypt; the division between them went no - deeper
down than a furrow ; underneath that, this rich soil
was & unit. And so, when I look across the world from
any commanding height of scholarship, I find that all
these evangelical sects differ from each other only by
the depth of a furrow. They are one Egypt, only
different squares. .

Undoubtedly, however, there is a distinction between
the green fat river-bottom of the Nile and the rustling
sand of Sahara that lies at its side. It is unsafe to
overlook that distinction. Between belief and unbelief,
between that style of thought which does, and that
which does not, assert man’s need of a physician not
human, of a regeneration not arising ‘wholly from his
own sweet and crooked will, there must be a distinction
made in philosophy, and so there must be in practice.
But in Egypt I found that all the distinction that I
needed to notice was that between the bed of the Nile
and the drifts of Sabara. I will not say where Sahara
ends, nor where the Nile valley begins. It is often a
puzzling problem to draw that line with justice. Now
and then the valley encroaches on the desert ; and now
and then the desert on the valley. It is a ragged zig-
zag which separates green Egypt from brown Sahara,
be%ief from unbelief. Nevertheless, you do not doubt
that there is a’distinction between Sahara and the
river-bottom. All men of honesty and candour. are
glad to have that distinction pointed out. He whom
we dare not name undertakes to point it out, and he




SOURCES OF THEODORE PARKER’S ERRORS. 233

does so.only by the fruitlessness on the one side, and
the fat harvest on the other. Let the map traced by
his finger be ours. Lessing taught that the most useful
religion will ultimately be considered the best.

I have been tracing the history of New England,
and showing how many causes for fifty, an hundred,
or two hundred years, have made it important for us
to insist on the distinction between the river-bottom
and the desert, and to draw the line with an engineer’s

recision. Is there not a danger, that our experience
in this protracted period has fixed our thoughts too
closely upon mere maps of Egypt ; that is, upon merely
doctrinal, rather than upon practical Orthodoxy ?

It does not plough the Nile plain to map the line
never so accurately between it and Sahara. Sand
drifting in here, and the green running out there
upon the sand ! Who will make Egypt more fruitful
by bending forever over the map, and finding just
where the sand lies to-day, and where it will not lie
to-morrow ; and where the green has conquered the
sand this hour, and may, in the next, be covered with
the drifting brown powder of Sahara? You know
that there is this distinction, and that God will take
care of it by putting fruit on the one side, and sand on
the other. There are locusts in Egypt; and on the
fat lands the locusts fall, rather than on Sahara. Your
fields are to be judged by their fruits. They are one:
there is no distinction between these fat squares. They
are all one soil ; but we must adopt Lessing’s test as
to our merit,—fruitfulness, and nothing short of that.
We are to attend to the locusts. We are to attend to
the smoking furrows of opportunity. We are to attend
to the great tides of inundation. We believe in evan-
gelical principles. We believe in Orthodoxy. But
religion is more than a map. We are proud of the
record of scholarship in the last fifty years, conquering
unbelief in Germany, and having to-day more than a
promise of conquering all unbelief around the whole
globe. But we must plough, sow, and reap Egypt, as
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well as map it. Our test must be Lessing’s. Ulti-
mately, as he said in “ Nathan the Wise,” aﬁ religious
societies and principles will be judged by their fruits.
By and by, if the world can tell which denomination of
religious believers can do the most, if it can ascertain
which sets of ideas match best the deepest instincts of
the human heart, and the wants of life and death, the
world will know what to believe. :

Let us fasten our attention on the inundations of the
Nile plain. There do come great opportunities. There
do come times when the loss of opportunity is dis-
loyalty to that Providence which yet brings forth a
finger on the wall, and yet points out the way, almost
miraculously at times, to our poor human sight. The
rain does not fall every day ; the snow does not descend
every hour in the winter. There are times of special
refreshing from the Almighty Power, not ourselves;
which makes for righteousness.

Where are we, my friends, that we think of remit-
ting effort, when two thousand persons came forward
lately to unite with the churches on a single Sabbath
in this city and its vicinity ? Where are those who
have lately united with the churches, if our effort is to
stop ? They ought not to have entered the Church if
they are to be idle; and, if they are not to be idle,
this movement will not pause. Thousands of new
souls, aflame with the first love of Him who is the
fulness of all excellence, are coming before our com~
munities ; and they, too, will be judged by Lessing’s
rule. They, too, will be dissected by the scalpel and
the microscope of their fruitfulness. If those who
claim to have entered upon a new life are not fruitful,
they have not yet found the new life; for whatever
has life has growth. If there be life and growth in
all these scions, shall we not have other clusters here
of peace, good-will to men, absence of all narrow
scepticism, and a fulness of devout, thoughtful, aggres-
sive, religious activity ¢ Shall we not have a revival
in business following a revival in religion ?
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Milton was not prodigal of his praises ; but, of a
governor of Massachusetts, he wrote . —

“Vane, young in years, but in sage counsels old,
i Than whom a better senator ne’er held
The helm of Rome, when gowns, not arms, repelled
The fierce Epirot and the African bold, ’
Both spiritual power and civil thou hast learned :
Therefore on thy firm hand Religion leans
In peace, and reckons thee her eldest son.” -
Sonnet zviv

" Charles II. is a great power in history yet. There
are successors of him in many a circle of thought, and
in many a drifting, sleepy, haughty portion of society.
Charles I took Harry Vane to the scaffold, and chopped
off his head. On whose side are we,—that of Harry
Vane, or that of Charles II.? I am looking on the
whole trend of the current of our history since Henry
Vane was here, and on the trend of English history,
and on the trend of scholarship throughout the world.
We know what brilliant letters there were to uphold
Charles II. We know how Cromwell, when he dissolved
the Long Parliament, said, “ God preserve me from Sir
Harry Vane.” *“Why should we fear death ?” asked
Vane, the day before his execution. “I find it rather
shrinks from me than I from it.” “The Lord will be a
better father to you,” he said to his children, as he
stooped to embrace them. “ Be not you troubled ; for
I am going home to my Father. Suffer anything from
men, rather than sin against God. Ten thousand
deaths, rather than defile the chastity of conscience !”
From the windows and tops of houses, the people
poured out prayers and sobs for him as he passed by
to the scaffold; and they shouted aloud, “God go
with you!” ¢ Blessed be God,” he exclaimed as Ee
bared his neck for the axe, “I have kept a conscience
void .of offence to this day, and have not deserted the
righteous cause for which I suffer!” That cause was
civil and religious liberty. It hasimmeasurable interests
yet at stake in the world. Let us take up the great
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enterprise of our fathers, which is now the hope of the
whole planet,—the story of religion fransmuted into
politics, and not only that, but into literature and
science. America is but half republican until she
Christianizes not only politics and the schools, but
literature and trade, greed and fraud, and even those
twin Saharas,—an unscientific Liberalism and a dead
Orthodoxy. America will not meet the wishes of its
early martyrs until it is brought so close to God’s bosom,
that the beating of His pulses may be the marching
song of all our ages. 4

THE LECTURE.

There are great changes occurring in New England
in the direction of increased individualism in the
sentiments of men of moderate education. But the
mass of New-Englanders are persons of moderate edu-
cation. The heafthful audacity of democracy in giving
every man a right to act wholly for himself in politics
induces the feeling that one man is as good as another
at the bar of philosophy, as well as before the courts.
We are all equal in the high matters decided by suffrage :
why should not all be equal in the high matters decided
by scholarship ? Man’s rights are inalienable, are they
not ? And do not his rights extend to his intellectual
as well as to his political interests? A gulf-current of
democracy and individualism is beneath these latest
ages ; and it is from its tepid breast that many of the
vapours arise which temporarily obscure the popular
philosophic and religious sky.

A very subtly correct picture of America, and, in
some sense, of the middle classes of the England and
Scotland of to-day, Alexis de Tocqueville drew in these
incisive sentences :—

¢ Individualism is of democratic origin, and threatens to spread
in the same ratio as equality of condition. Aristocracy es a
chain of all the members of the community, from the peasant to
the king : democracy breaks that chain, and severs every link of
it. As social conditions become more equal, the number of per-
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sons increases, who, although they are neither rich nor powerful
enough to exercise any great influence over their fellows, have,
nevertheless, acquired or retained sufficient education and fortune
to satisfy their own wants. They owe nothing to any man ; they
expect nothing from any man ; they acquire the habit of con-
sidering themselves as standing alone. Democracy makes every
man forget his ancestors, hides his descendants, and separates his. -
contemporaries from him : it throws him back forever upon him-
self. Individualism is a feeling which disposes each member of
the community to sever himself from the mass of his fellows, and
to draw apart with his family and his friends ; so that, after he
has thus formed a little circle of his own, he willingly leaves.
society at large to itself.” (DE TocQueviLLe, Democracy in
Ameriea, vol. il. book ii. chap. 2.)

We have in New England the most intense democracy
on the globe; and, even in our highly cultured circles,
a tendency exists to an exaggerated and unscientific
individualism. Our Emerson himself is not so much
pantheistic as he is individualistic, uttering, now ex-
cellent Christian truth, and now matter of a pantheistic.
look. Everywhere he is true to individualism, not
everywhere to pantheism. This tendency of democracy
will not be a permanent one ; but it will appear more
and more in the democratic ages, and in the popular
quarters of our civilization—until when ? Until the
day when popular education shall have been elevated
high enough to know that man’s intellectual rights,
while belonging to all individuals, are, perhaps, best.
defended by a few who have time to attend to the
strategy of fortification. In England the political
rights of the many have been best defended by the few.
But America has learned, that, on the whole, it is best
to let all men defend their own political rights. Never-
theless, even here, a few have done the most in that.
field. We must finally come, in the intellectual range-
of our lives, to the same rule that we adopt in the:
E:litical field and in the practical parts; all men shall

free to discuss; all men shall be free to decide ; but.
as, in the political field and in the practical arts, we do
pay attention to the few who can examine matters.
thoroughly, and have had long experience, so in the in-
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tellectual field we will pay attention to a’'few, after
deciding that they are leaders worthy of the name.
Lift the standard of the mass of men high enough
to cause them to choose the right kind of leadership
in things intellectual and moral, as they now often do
in things political and mechanical, and I will show you
a public sentiment which will be a Vesuvian lava-front,
to tear away and to burn up, once and forever, all that
is evil in our civilization. We must elevate public
opinion until the masses of men are ripe enough to
discern and follow merit. You say I am making a
plea for some party. I am making a plea only for
scholarship. I am making a.]])lea. only against religious
quacks. ]i am making a plea only against haughty
sciolism. A little knowledge is a dangerous thing ; and
our heads are in newspapers and ledgers. The better
specimens of our omnipresent newspapers are not as
well patronized as the poorer. This will not always
be so. When we shall have learned the difference.
between the better and the best, and refuse to be
guided by third-rate authorities in the press, on the
platform, or even in the pulpit, we may lift public
sentiment at. last to an overawing power which will
give America her right position, and justify her demo-
cracy ; and, until we do lift popular opinion thus high
by popular education, we shall never justify ourselves
before the bar of the nations, nor before the providence
of Almighty God.
. Theogore Parker appeared in New England at a time
when we were all in the sophomore year. Large parts
of New England are in their sophomore year and do
not know the fact. Much of the rest of the country
has not yet come to college. There never was on. the
globe as large a community of men as now exists in
New England, all thinking for themselves, and pushed
to a height of haughty sciolism by the law of indi-
vidualism inhering in democracy. The sophomoric.
disease is mental unrest mingled with omniscience,
We have not. begun to learn the evils of such a state.
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of things. We hardly know that it exists. If I were
not a flying-scout and outlook committee—this is all
I am—for my learned brethren here, going up and
down, and conversing with some wise men, I doubt
whether I should feel, as I now do, that what threatens
us, perhaps, more than any thing else, is precisely
what De Tocqueville pointed out in this pervasive in-
dividualism. Under democracy men think as they
please. Wemay go to church or not ; and, if we choose,
we may found a church. Every man can stand alone,
and so may, within certain very general bounds, walk
as he will. Small circles of individualists know little
of each other, and they need know little. Almost
their only communication with each other’s ideas and
sympathies, it may be, is through poor newspapers,
&)‘ublished weekly, and very weakly it oftentimes is.
hus we find more and more individualism growing
up; for it is yet the law, that to him that hath of
American individualism shall be given more and more
abundantly. :
. This mood of the sophomore year dawned on New
England at about the time when that great wave of
secularization, beginning in 1631, and on the first
ripples of which Harry Vane looked with no little
concern, had risen to its haughty, turbulent height.
‘About that same time, too, there struck us another
wave, narrow, and now largely decadent,—the ration-
alism of Germany. The two seething seas, in collision,
shot aloft above this reef of New England individualism.
‘The reef is there, although the two waves have gone
down. There will be more foam over that reef yet.
How did Theodore Parker fall into his errors of
speculation ? o
1. He was in his course of education at a time when
a now outgrown and discredited school of rationalism—
‘that of De Wette, Strauss, and Baur—was possessed
of great power in Germany.
2. His real teachers were De Wette, whom he trans-
lated, and Baur, whom he echoed. .
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3. His place of education was among Unitarians,
themselves much divided by the results of their charac-
teristic negations.

4. The system of thought which afterwards became
his absolute religion, he formed while he was yet in
the Divinity School, and insufficiently equipped for
independent metaphysical speculation.

5. When he was yet a young man his theological
opinions were vehemently attacked publicly; he was
forced to defend them vehemently; and thus his early
crudities became his creed.

6. Absorbed in political and social discussions after
his advent to Boston, his distinctively theological and
metaphysical scholarship was comparatively little ad-
vanced after that period.

7. His nature was impetuously inde{)endent by birth,
and became more so by the struggles of his public
life.

8. He was deficient in the insight of reverence.

9. He was deficient in ssthetic perception.

10. Sympathy came to him in his antislavery efforts
onlydstoo sf:wly from the supporters of established
creeds.

11. He rarely came into contact with the best repre-
sentatives of Orthodox scholarship.

12. In a hundred points he misapprehended the
nature of Orthodox teaching. He did not adequately
distinguish from each other the supernatural and the
unnatural, inspiration and illumination, inspiration and
dictation, chastisement and punishment, total deprav-
ity .and total corruption, disarrangedness of soul and
?naltirangeability, certainty and necessity, belief and
aith.

13. His philosophical system was so loose, that
he admitted into the list of self-evident truths or
intuitions the Divine Existence and the fact of immor- -
tality, and made no distinction between intuition and
instinct.

14. He died while his philosophical and theological
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systems were, by his own confession, crude, fragmen-
tary, and provisional.

15. His scheme of thought underrates the signifi-
cance of the fact of sin to such a degree as to deny
several of the intuitions of conscience, and so by not
attending to the whole list of self-evident truths, but
only to a part of them, violates the fundamental
principle of the scientific method.

When Theodore Parker was in the Divinity School
at Cambridge, he one day made reference to “Old
Paul.”—“Why,” said Henry Ware, one of the noblest and
acutest'men who ever taught in that institution, “ you
must be more reverent.”— Well,” said Parker, “ here-
after I will refer to the gentleman from Tarsus.” All
through this life, this capacity to be rough and ready
was with him, and was a great popu%a.r power at
times ; and yet it indicated a certain lack of insight;
and that deficiency his different biographers recog-
nize. :

There was in him a noble perception of the glory of
everything that had conscience behind it. Theodore
Parker seems to me to have had in his nature a majestic
chord out of the old Pilgrim harp. The iron strand
of the Puritan lyre which Milton and Cromwell, and
Hampden and Vane, first struck, lifted up its stern,
inspired sound in our civil war in the John Brown
Marching Song. That Presbyterian captain! Parker
wrote about him from Rome, that he would die “like a
saint,” and that “from Stephen who was stoned at
Jerusalem, to Mary Dyer who was hung on the
great tree on Boston Common, there have been few
gpirits more pure and devoted than this martyr”
(WEiss, vol. ii. p. 178). The thrum of that chord we
heard side by side with the John Brown marching choral,
and we found no dissonance in the tones. That one
note in him we glorify, and desire to have it heard long
and far. While the Presbyterian captain stands there
in history on the Virginia scaffold against the winter

Q
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sky, let Theodore Parker’s approval of him, and co-
partnership with him, be remembered.

But this man lacked the deeper insights of @sthetic
perception, perhaps, as much as any one who has ever
written as copiously as he in Boston. This lack, too, is
recognized well by his biographers; but it is only Mr.
Frothingham who has been candid enough to admit
that it unfitted him, in some particulars, for biblical
criticism. When Theodore Parker was in Rome, in
1859, he wrote, “ I take more interest in a cattle-show
than in a picture-show.” He then goes on to say, “I
love beauty.” But he had no sympathy with those
who lamented the absence of art in America. “There
is not & saw-mill in Rome.” That was his principal
trouble with the Eternal City. He did not care to read
a second time the best poem ever written by Mrs.
Browning, Shakspeare’s daughter. Now, in some
passages of the Scriptures, he found neither a cattle-
show nor a saw-mill; and Mr. Frothingham says,
“This absence from his mind of the one artistic
quality accounts for the something like crudeness that
mars occasionally his treatment of the poetical side
of ancient religions [Christianity among them, of
course], their creeds and their documents. And
this even helps to explain certain inaccuracies which
sprang from a defect in sesthetic perception oftener than
from infidelity to literal facts ” (FROTHINGHAM, Life of
Parker, pp: 576-578). Dr. Bartol, whose literary per-
ceptions are certainly very sensitive, and often singu-
larly revelatory of truth, wrote years ago of Theodore
Parker, “ Right or wrong, I could not recognize in him
genius poetic” (FROTHINGHAM, Life of Parker, p. 579).
Mr. Emerson stood up at the commemorative services
held for Theodore Parker, and said, “ We can hardly
ascribe to his mind the poetic element. I found some
harshness in his treatment both of Greek and Hebrew
antiquity, and sympathized with the pain of many
good people in his auditory, whilst I acquitted him, of
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course, of any wish to be flippant” (Ibid.,, p. 549).
In Parker you meet sinewy English often, and phrases
that are like drum-beats; but very frequently the
ruggedness and haste degenerate into roughness and
uncouthness. You can rarely read ten pages of his
writings consecutively, without feeling that there is a
lack of grace; that smoothness is absent ; and that, on
the whole, Lowell was right when he said about this
man, that he had—

‘“ Sophroniscus’s son’s head o’er the features of Rabelais.”
Fables for Critics.

Even in Theodore Parker’s best analytical passages,
there is often something of that combination—forceful
thought, but badly angular expression. On the topic
of slavery we find rough, harsh words, which appear to
be, at times, the result of the lack of sesthetic percep-
tion, rather than of moral. What fearful doctrine is
this, for instance —A man held against his will as a
slave has a natural right to kill every one who seeks to
prevent his enjoyment of liberty. It is the natural
duty of the slave to develop this natural right in a
practical manner, and actually kill all who seek to
prevent his enjoyment of liberty. The freeman has a
natural right to help the slaves recover that liberty,
and, in that enterprise, to do for them all that they
bhave a right to do for themselves” (“Letter from
Rome,” Nov. 24, 1859. WEiss, Life, vol. ii. p. 170).
He was a stern iconoclast indeed ; and sometimes in his
propositions, when great principles were to be brought
into the foreground in the analytical method, he. cut
such a rough wound, that it is hardly wonderful that
his sword was hacked by opposition from his own
camp, although drawn in a righteous cause. When he
attacks Orthodoxy, his weakness is in his extravagance.
Here he finds God eminently malignant. His standard
accusations cannot be read over a tombstone of any
believer, without seeming weak and wicked. In his
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best book, that on “Theism,” he is so full of this
irritated, fretted mood, that the only reply needed to
his thinking is to point out the fact that it is not
thinking, but fretting. On account of his lack of
westhetic perception, he hardly knew how ungraceful
all fretting is in a philosopher. Nevertheless, on
several sides of his nature, this iconoclast was a copy
of his gentle mother, but the father in him pre-
dominated.

It is to be remembered, however, that Theodore
Parker’s chief difficulty, after all, came from his being
brought into New England at a time when a culminat-
ing, secularized historic wave seized him, with all his
native independence, and of course lifted him to the
height of the negations which then were popular.
What was happening in Boston when Theodore Parker
was in Cambridge as a student? Who were the great
men in public life here? What had just come to pass
in New England? Why, in 1834, we had the haughty
mood of a local movement which regarded itself as
embracing the world, because it embraced Beacon Hill
and Bunker Hill. I beg everybody’s pardon; but it is
simply historic accuracy, to notice that some victories
have ceased to be victories, for any large extent of
territory out of sight of the dome of the State House.
Nevertheless, that dome was the centre of much, and
more than much, and in Parker’s time was recognized
as such. It had just been crowned as the centre of New
England culture; and the drift of Unitarianism and
Universalism was against not a little that deserved to
be criticised in popular Orthodoxy, although against
very little in scholarly discussions. \

Scholarly Orthodoxy has not changed greatly in the
last fifty years. Partisan critics perhaps, think that I
am not candid concerning Orthodoxy, simply because
they forget the distinction between popular and
scholarly Orthodoxy. I am not here to defend all
the loose phrases that have been used in the pulpits of
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Eastern Massachusetts in the last hundred years. Itis
no part of my policy to stand up here for anything that
is not, properly speaking, a portion of scholarly New
England theology. The question whether I defend
historical Orthodoxy, or accredited Orthodoxy, is a very
minor matter compared with the inquiry whether I
defend truth. What do I care what historical Ortho-
doxy is, or what accredited Orthodoxy is? We desire
to know what the truth is. The latter question is here
always put in the foreground. But I defy most
indignantly, in the name of these scholars, who have by
their presence done more than a thousand times to
carry any thought uttered here out on the wings of
print than anything I have done,—I defy indignantly
all who would assert that I am not in harmony with
accredited Orthodoxy in New England. An authority,
than which there is no higher in this city in my
denomination, has lately published these words: “ The
Congregationalists have seven seminaries in this
country. When Mr. Cook is charged with deranging
Orthodoxy, if it is meant that his teachings are
essentially different from those of the Congregational
theological seminaries of the land, the charge only
shows the ignorance of the one who makes it”
(CusHING, Rev. Dr. C. of Boston, editor of “Con-
i;egational Quarterly,” Letter in “Boston Globe,”

ay 16).

Where is there a man that can show dissonance on
any point of importance between what has been
taught here and what is to-day called accredited
Orthodoxy, and was implicitly if not explicitly ac-
credited Orthodoxy, #fty, eighty, or a hundred years
ago? Various changes of phraseology have been
made ; but remember, if you will, that in religious
science, as in every other, we need a new vocabulary
every hundred years. Distinguish vocabularies from
ideas, and you will find that the rock on which New
England has stood since Henry Vane’s time crops
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out yet, here in Boston; and that the emphases of
scholarship are given now to substantially the same
eternal truths which brought our fathers to this iron
shore.

Besides the billows beating on us in their long roll
from 1631, political influences were disaffecting some
with Orthodoxy in 1834. Channing and Garrison
were leading thought here on antislavery topics
when Theodore Parker was yonder in Cambridge as
a student, sensitively absorbing such influences as his
day could send him. Horace Mann was just begin-
ning his great work for the education of the people.
Pierpoint, single handed, was fig hting the battle
against intemperance in the street and for righteous-
ness in the pulpit. “The brilliant genius of Emer-
son, rising in the winter nights,” as Parker himself
says, “ hung over Boston, drawing the eyes of ingen-
uous youth and the masses of the people to look up
to that great new star, a beauty and a mystery, which
charmed for the moment, while it gave also perennial
inspiration as it led them forward along new paths
and towards new hopes” (WEIss, Life of Parker, vol.
ii. pp. 458, 459). Spurzheim in 1832, and Combe in
1838, gave lectures here; and we had phrenology on
the brain. Brook Farms were in the air—and almost
nowhere else! The writings of Wordsworth and
Carlyle and Coleridge and Cousin were new. The
German language began to be learned in Boston.

In 1835 what was happening in Germany ? Strauss
had just risen above the horizon,—a star that shook
down terror on many scholarly cu'cles but which we
have seen at last obscured before its setting. The
last, and the most important work of Strauss (see
Bibliotheca Sacra, 1874), was disowned by average
German radicalism, as full of positions that cannot be
defended. Did Theodore Parker lean on Strauss?
Yes and no. He criticised Strauss. There were many
things in that writer which Parker himself could not



SOURCES OF THEODORE PARKER’S ERRORS. 247

adopt when he began his career. But open here
Parker’s last account of himself; and he says,
“Young Mr. Strauss, in whom genius for criticism,
was united with extraordinary learning, and rare
facility of philosophic speech, wrote his ‘Life of
Jesus, where he rigidly scrutinized the genuineness
of the Gospels and the authenticity of their contents,
and with scientific calmness brought every statement
to his steady scales, weighing it, not always justly, as
I think, but impartially always, with philosophical
coolness and deliberation” (WEiss, Life, vol. ii. p.
459). Strauss taught Parker to undervalue the his-
torical evidences of Christianity, and delivered him
to the now discredited school of De Wette and Baur,
of whom he was a follower, even after Germany
ceased to give them any commanding following.
Every scholar knows, that; “ as a sect in biblical eriti-
cism, the Tiibingen school has perished, and that its
history has been written in more than one tongue”
(THAYER, Professor J. HENRY, Oriticiem confirm-
atory of the Gospels, Boston Lectures, pp. 363, 364,
371). But, from about 1835 to 1845, that school had
great influence; and Theodore Parker mistook it for
the Gulf Current of scholarship, and committed him-
self to it most enthusiastically and most unfortun-
ately.

T}}'xe sadly tortured and divided fatherland—Ger-
many is our fatherland, as England is our mother-
land—had been under the heel of Napoleonic wars.
Scratch the Old World in the centre of Europe once,
and you find the wars of the first Napoleon ; twice,
and you find the Thirty-years’ war; thrice, and you
find the middle ages. Napoleon said, “Scratch a
Russian, and youw find beneath the surface a Tartar.”
Scratch Central Germany in its peasant-life three
times, and you come upon the age that preceded
Charlemagne. Although writing for a sceptical sheet
(“The Commonwealth,” May 26), an observer dis-
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tinctly affirmed in Leipzig, lately, that “rationalism
makes far less show "—that was the phrase—now in
the universities than it did fifty or eighty years ago.
That is what Dorner will tell you, and Tholuck and
Kahnis, and Schwarz and Christlieb, and all the
scholars on both sides in Germany. Little by little
Germany has been shaking off Parisian influences.
Rationalism speaks to painfully empty benches in the
universities, while evangelical lecture-rooms at Leip-
zig, Halle, and Berlin, are comparatively crowded.
Nevertheless, what I affirm now is what I have
affirmed everywhere (see Bibliotheca Sacra, October,
1875, p. 766),—that many of the less religiously
and intellectually cultivated parts of the German
population, feel yet the inherited influence of the
rationalism outgrown by German specialists in religious
science. The average German yonder on the Elbe or
Oder when he leaves his fatherland is what he is when
he lands here. The decline of rationalism, however,
among theological experts in Germany, is a fact as sig-
nificant as it is indisputable. You will be told trium-
phantly that the number of theological students is less
now in Germany than it was fifty or eighty years ago.
That is true. Is this a good sign, or a bad one? You
may easily be confused on this point, unless you cast a
sharp glance on Germany. What is Germany doing at
this moment ? She is swinging away from the State
Church to the voluntary system in ecclesiastical
affairs. What is the result of that? Why, Germany
has no abundance of material fit to make deacons of
now; and Luther said, in language which I have
lying before me, that there was no material in
Germany fit to make deacons of in his day. Why was
there not? Because Germany had, no voluntary
church system, and had never educated the mass of
her citizens to activity in church affairs. She is
doing this slowly now. But suﬁerb supporters of
churches are not made in an hour. Deacons are
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poor institutions, you say ; but the ability to produce
good deacons is a high test of civilization. By the
way, some say that I was brought up a narrow Baptist,
because my father—whom God bless!—is a Baptist
and open communionist. He united with the church
when he was forty years of age, and I when I was
fourteen. Who put on the shell? If you please, I
was brought up, if any thing, a Universalist, but of
the serious type, I hope. Some good seed, I trust,
was sown; and if any good fruit has been produced,
it has been the result of the fact that I was let alone,
and came into my present position by the natural
law of development and of the survival of the
fittest.

Of course the stagnant marshes,of German State
Church life will not be drained in a day. The number
of theological students has temporarily diminished ;
but the number of evangelical students of theology in
Germany has relatively increased. Little by little,
men who teach religious truth are being put under the
conditions of a voluntary system, and obliged to obtain
their support largely from the people. But even with
rationalism among the peasants, even with rationalism

in the middle class, the average rule is, that the mini- -

sters who are best paid in Germany are those who
preach an undiluted Christianity. The churches are
changing from the State Church system to a more free
system. They are not accustomed to collect funds.
They know almost nothing, by experience, of our
voluntary plan. For a while, ministers of the poorer
classes will starve in Germany ; and you must not be
surprised if the number of students in theology
diminishes. That is no proof that Germany is going
over to scepticism. It is important to notice that
Germany is in a period of transition in church affairs,
and, of course, must walk staggeringly or weakly for a
while, until she walks erect in the voluntary system.
Ministers may be fewer for a time, because some of
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them may more easily than under the State Church
become poor.

But this state of things is not likely to be permanent.
Heidelberg is the only decidedly rationalistic university
among the twenty renowned universities of Germany.
It has almost no theological students. Scholarship in
support of rationalism is not easily found in the theo-
logical faculties. Germany follows her universities
much more closely than we do ours. Let Harvard and
Yale take what position they please, will not the
mechanic on the Merrimack think what he pleases ?
What are Harvard and Yale to him ? But your skilled
operative knows here, and he knows a great deal better
in Germany, that the specialist who has honestly won
his rank is the authority to which he ought to listen,
after a fair weighing of evidence for himself ; and, now
that the specialists in religious science in the univer-
sities have changed posture in Germany, we shall
ultimately find all German thought changing posture.

That cgmge will affect this shore also. Where the
old wave of German rationalism, smiting on the strand
of individualism in American democracy, lifted up
Parker and much else, we shall have an intuitional and
physiological and biblical philosophy smiting the shore
here, as well as in Germany. Parker looked far less
deeply than Dorner and Miiller have done into the
axioms of the nature of things. Ultimately, when
popular education has been lifted high enough, it is to
be hoped, that, in the name of self-evident truth, we
shall forget many negations, and take the great
organizing religious propositions scientifically estab-
li;%ed concerning the natural laws of conscience, into
that inestimably precious body of scholarship, which

after age has considered sound; and so we shall
found our philosophy and our religion on those reefs of
axiomatic self-evident truths, which say to all attacking
surges, ““ Aha, thus far and no farther.”

As we use axioms in mathematical science and in
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physical, so we must employ axioms in religious science.
The axioms of religious science are no more in danger
of going out of date than those of mathematical science.
It is axiomatic theology which this Lectureship has
taught. It is a theology of axioms, it is a religious
science based on the nature of things, it is self-evident
truth, upon which I have endeavoured to plant my
small fortune. It is in the name of self-evident truth
that I for one, on this reef of American individualism,
and this stormy coast of Boston, sleep well. But I do
not always sleep. The moon is in the sky ; and it
heralds the coming sun. In the starry concave of
axioms, the conscience, which has in it deep presenti-
ments of the necessity, not only of a new birth, but of
the Atonement, and which never yet has been ade-
quately investigated by evangelical, and never outlined
—1I had almost said—Dby merely rationalistic thought,
is the moon in the firmament of reason. When I gaze
upon the orb of scientific, ethical knowledge, which in
our age is no longer a crescent, I remember, not infre-
quently, that the eagles in the tropics, so bright is the
moon at the full, sometimes in the midnight ruffle their
pinions, and make ready to move aloft, as they do
occasionally from Ztna’s and Vesuvius’ top, thinking
that the day has come! Self-evident truths, axioms—
they will not go out of date in theology. We must
teach all men to believe in religious axioms, as we have
taught some to believe in mathematical. We must
gaze on the stars and the moon, if we do not wait

for the sun, or a knowledge of man’s whole nature, .

to rise. But he who waiteth for the sun will not be
disappointed.

The Koran says, that when Abraham set out on his
travels, he was insufficiently acquainted with religious
truth. He saw the star of evening, and said to his
followers, “ This is my God.” But the star went down,
and Abraham exclaimed, “I care not for any gods
which set.” He waited until the constellations appeared,
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and then said, “ These are my Gods.” But the galaxies
were carried beneath the west ; and he cried aloud, “I
care not for gods which set.” When the moon uprose,
he said, “ This is my God.” But the moon, too, went
down. When the sun uprose, he saluted it as divine;
but the wheeling sky carried the king of day behind
the flaming pines of the west. And Abraham in the
holy twilight, turning his face toward the assenting
azure, said to his people, “I give myself to Him who
was, and is, and is to come, Father of the stars and
moon and sun, and who never sets, because He is the
Eternal Noon.” :

ROBERT MACLEHOSE, PRINTER, GLASGOW.
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a class of girls in the elements of Domestic Economy in a Female School of
Industry. . . . . The form of a Catechism has been adopted as being the most
con to the as well as to the pupil, and with a special
view, also, to aﬂ'orcr facnlmes to ladies interested in Female Schools of Industry, and
who, although mexpenenced in the conductmg of a class, may still be able, with
such a help, to a great of useful mformanon in the various de-
partments of household management

GRACIE AND GRANT;
A HIGHLAND STORY.

With 8 Full-Page lllustrations, Cloth Gilt, price 2s. 6d.
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Boston Monday Lectures, 3 Vols., Crown 8vo, Price 3s. 6d. each.
BIOLOGY, TRANSCENDENTALISM, AND ORTHODOXY,

With Preludes on Current Events.

By JOSEPH COOK.

From the Scotsman.

For forty years he prepared for his public ministry by a severe course
of self-culture, both here and in Europe; and he is now reaping brilliant
successes every week as the result of all that sowing. . . . Joseph Cook
is the Chalmers of America, in some respects. He is at once a theologian
and a man of science. . . . He is no tyroin science, but is fully abreast
of all modern results and worthy speculations touching the great questions
of the age. . . . He is equally at home in discussing the science of
Huxley and Darwin, the transcendentalism of Germany and New England,
and the Theosophy of Theodore Parker and Emerson.

From the Nottingham Journal.

‘We know, indeed, no work which, in such a popular style, grapples with the
fallacies of the scientists, or more thoroughly exposes their pretensions. Mr.
Cook meets Huxley and Tyndal on their own ground, and shows with irresis-
tible force the hollowness of the system of negation which they put forward.

From the Daily Review.

‘We welcome a Scottish edition of a book which every intelligent person, and
every yo man especially, should possess. To an Edinburgh man the
Prelude on Boston and Edinburgh is worth the price of the neat volume.

From the Moray Weekly News.

The volume, “‘Biology,” is from our Scottish press, and is certainly an
improvement in handiness, and even typography, on the English issue. Nothing
could be desired more worthy of these most excellent and powerful addresses than
the small 8vo now before us. Mr. Melville’s brief preface is discriminating in
its references, and is really a helpful introduction of Mr. Cook to those who
have not yet begun to enjoy the rich intellectual feast and invigorating polemic
of this giant of ﬂowledge and master of resources. Natural Science, Philo-
sophy, and Theology seem equally the home of Joseph Cook. Nothing has
appeared in the time of the rising generation of young men to be compared
with these lectures for information, grasp, readableness, and commanding

interest.
From the Perthshire Advertiser.

Like all Cook’s lectures, those contained in this volume show the most full,
accurate, and recent information on the subjects treated. They are charac-
terised by singular acuteness'and incisiveness of thinking, and a firm and far-
reaching logic. They pursue rigorously the scientific method, and go down
everywhere to first principles. But they are almost no less remarkable for
their poetry. Gleams of illustration, touches of pathos or of humour, and fine
practical and popular bursts, play over and diversify them. The Editor’s
preface is worthy of the ability and accomplishments Mr. Melville is known to
Ppossess, and forms a graceful and valuable introduction to the volume,
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Sust Publisked, Cloth Gilt, Gilt Edges, price 2s. 6d.

OUR HOME BEYOND THE TIDE,
AND KINDRED POEMS.

CompiLep By ELLEN E. MILES.

REMARKS OF THE PRESS.

From the Literary World.
Many of the poems in this beautiful little volume we have seldom
seen surpassed for melodious sweetness and devout simplicity.

: From the Glasgow Herald.

The purpose of the Editor is to ‘“ carry sunshine into the sick room,
and soothe many a bereaved mourning heart,” a worthy aim, which is
accomplished by the judicious selection of simple and unconstrained,
but touching and real pieces, and which are fitted to be an unobtrusive
and true ministry to many aching and empty hearts.

From the Dundee Courier and Argus.

The pieces are not the common and well known ones found in many
collections ; but pieces that will be new to most readers, and they are
all very smooth and melodious, and breathe the tenderest sentiments,
and contain the most hopeful promises. ’

From the Daily Review.

This compilation is selected with taste, judgment, and care. The
poems chosen are valuable for their poetic worth and graceful literary
expression. They have also a value far beyond literature, as messages
of Christian cousolation to those who are in weariness and sorrow.

From the Courant.

This seems to be a very good collection of sacred hymns and poems.
The gems, as the compiler not inappropriately designates them, are
gathered from many treasures, and we have no doubt it will prove a
pleasant companion to many. It is very neatly got up, and will become,
if we are not mistaken, a popular favourite.

Frond the Christian News.

This little volume of sacred poetry is of its kind a perfect gem.
Compiled from various sources by a lady, who understands her task,
and who is herself a poetess;, it contains a selection of hymns and sacred

ems, most of which were entire strangers to us before, all of them

ing well calculated to advance the Gospel. Seldom have we seen
such a beautiful collection ; there is not a hymn in the book bat is
expressive of some sweet thought, and for the most part they are clothed
in language which nothing but true poetic genius could have dictated.
From the Dumfries Courier.
There is much that is beautiful and pathetic, in particular some of the
poems on the death of little children are most touchi
From the Bookseller.
For a sick room or a house of mourning, nothing more composing,
" nothing so elevating, could be recommended, than such a little volume
of sacred poetry, which is tuned throughout to minister consolation.
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DAVID BRYCE & SON’S Recent Publications.

Cloth Gilt, Gilt E(;ge.r, price 25. 6d.
OUR HOME BEYOND THE TIDE,

AND KINDRED POEMS.

CoMPILED BY ELLEN E. MILES.
SECOND EDITION.,

The Literary World saj ‘“ Many of the
poems in this beautiful little volume we have
seldom seen su ved for melodious sweetness
and devout simplicity.”

The Glasgow Herald says -** Judicious sel-
ection of simple and unconstrained, but touching
and real pieces, which are fitted to be an unob-
* trusive and true ministry to many aching and
cmpty hearts.”

‘he Dundee Courier and Argus says—
“‘ Pieces that will be new to most readers, are

all very smooth and melodious, and breathe
d i and in the most

the sent
hopeful promises.” A o
he Bally Review says—‘‘ This compilation

is selected with taste, judgment, and care.”

The Courant says—‘‘ It will become, if we
are not mistaken, a popular favourite.”

The Christian News says—* This little vol-
ume of sacred poetry is of its kind a perfect
gem.”

Companion Volume in Preparation.

Sixty Illustrations.

15, 6d.

BOHEMIA: an Artistic Vagary.

SECOND EDITION.

The Irish Times says—*‘ Sketches all of a
humorous description, and many of them indeed
better than we usually find in the pages of

Punch.”
The Bath Herald says—‘‘ Any one who hap-
Em to come across BoAemia will enjoy a good
ugh in turning over its pages.”

e Freeman’s Journal says—*‘ The mas-
tery of the subject is not anywhere in abeyance,
3:3' the wit which is stored away in some of the
boldest touches is provocative of laughter
throughout.”

The Brechin Advertiser says —‘‘ A very
clever series of etchings, which are both amusing
and highl sicturesque. 4

The Middlesborough Gazette says—“A
more amusing and su; ive eighteenpence
worth it would be difficult to find.”

The North British Daily Mall says—Its
cartoonesque is never dull, never vul‘gxr, always
graphic and sparkling. Possibly the highest
comrliment we can pay the sketches is that they
recall the delightful experiences of Brown, Jones,
and Robi on their cont I trip.”

Price 35. 6d. in Cloth, and 7s. 6d. in Leather Binding.

THE QUERIST'S ALBUM:
THIRD EDITION.
A Segea of Q‘:eetions wuhdm tggg Answers to be fillled in,

Amusing an

The Belfast News Letter says—*‘ This is
quite a curious little volume. Each page con-
tains a list of questions which your friend is
expected to answer; and if you have many
friends, and these are disposed to be very com-
municative, you may count upon having a very
unique volume. It 1s very nicely got up.”

The Freeman's Journal says—** 'P;u's isan
excellent drawing-room volume, and will, we are

Autograph Album,
confident, prove a great source of social amuse-
ment to countless circles.”

The Bailie says—‘‘ Enables you to record for
the benefit of friends and acquaintances your in-
most thoughts and feelings on every subject
under the sun. A welcome adjunct to tea
parties, and other dissipations of a similar de-
scription.”

P_riu 6d., rs., and 2s. 6d.

HELEN'S BABIES.

42ND THOUSAND.

The 8Scotsman says— ‘It is a narrative,
brightly and humorously written.”

"Fhe Montrose Standard says — ¢ Helen's
Babies’ is not onlx laughter-provoking, but
laughter-com) llin§.~ L.

e Northern Whig says—* This is an ex-
cellent little book, overflowing with humour,
and without a dull page.”

The Glasgow News says—‘ It should cer-
tainly be read by everyone who understands
children, and is able to appreciate natural and
healthy humour.”

The Irish Times says—* The story through-
out is altogether original. There is no book on
babies like it. Mothers of unmanageable dar-
lings will delight in it.”

ya















