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ARTICLE I.

THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL IN ITS THEOLOGICAL

RELATIONS.

The articles which we published in this Review for October ,

1878, and January , 1879, on the subject of the Freedom of the

Will in its Theological Relations, have encountered some criti

cism . Part of it is of so grave a character that weare under the

necessity of replying. It is alleged that we are inculcating a

“ new theology," and thatwe are out of harmony with Calvin and

the Calvinistic standards. We are sorry to be considered by any

of our brethren as innovators in theology, for we profess to be

genuine Calvinists and sincere adherents to the doctrines of the

Westminster Confession ; but we cannot say that we altogether

regret the charge against us to the contrary, since it gives us the

opportunity of still more fully vindicating the proposition with

which we started — that the theory of Philosophical Necessity , as

claimed by Edwards and the Determinist School to be one of

universal and invariable application to all cases of moral agency,

is out of accord with the Calvinistic system . We propose, in

these remarks, in connexion with notices of the special difficulties

which have been urged against our views, to show that we have

taught the old theology — that we have maintained precisely the

doctrines held by Calvin , and made symbolic in the Confessions
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particular point in a system as is made of this, and when this is

shown to be without foundation in reason or Scripture, we are

entitled to argue that the whole system , of which this is so pro

minent a feature, and in which this feature is magnified into such

importance by its advocates, is open to grave suspicions. Instead

of being so palpably true that those are to be looked upon with

pity or contempt who do not believe it, the system itself must be

of exceedingly doubtful truth , one of the prominent and essential

features ofwhich can only be maintained by adopting principles

of interpretation which have been shown to be utterly unsound.

And, if the other points in the system depend upon similar prin

ciples of prophetic exegesis and biblical interpretation, then we

are entitled to argue concerning it, “ Falsum in uno, falsum in

omnibus.” EDWARD MARTIN .

ARTICLE V .

THE SABBATH OF THE STATE .

Circular of the “ National Liberal League.” 1878. 12mo., pp .

44. D . M . BENNETT, N . Y .

Third Annual Congress of the National Liberal League. Cin

cinnati, 1879. Pp. 115, 12mo. D . M . BENNETT, N . Y .

This infidel association has been for three years vexing the

public horizon as an evil portent. The publications noted above

are its authoritative exponents. The moral and religious com

plexion of the society may be seen in these facts : That Col.

Robert Ingersoll, of Illinois, is the manifest coryphæus of the

whole crew ; that D . M . Bennett, the chosen publisher of these

and all their other documents, is at this time in prison, under a

conviction of the not too scrupulous courts of the United States ,

for violating their statutes against sending blasphemies and ob

scenities through the United States mails ; that the most impious

and blatant atheists in the country are members ; that the foulest

impieties seem always to have been most applauded in their
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“ congresses” ; and that their first professed object is to drive the

Bible and the Sabbath out of the land.

Another instructive feature of this agitation is, that the survi

vors of the original anti-slavery society, of Garrison and that

ilk , now reappear in this atheistic movement, like uneasy corpses

airing their unsavory persons from the grave. These, like Parker

Pillsbury, and the President, Elizur Wright, expressly connect

the present movement with the past, and claim for it the same

success by the same means — thus verifying the truth that the

abolition movement was and is essentially infidel and disorganis

ing. This “ League" scarcely disguises its communism and its

assault on property. Its arguments are the very sameby which

the original abolitionists assaulted the constitution and laws

which protected the property of the South. Thus again is illus

trated the fact that abolitionism is virtual agrarianism . The new

progeny of the old heresy will, in due time, convince the anti

slavery plutocracy of New England and Britain of their folly ,

by showing them that the same arguments which were suited to

overthrow our right to the labor of our lawful bondsmen , are

equally good to destroy their rights to their lands, factories,

mines, ships, warehouses, and incomes.

Another lesson impressively taught by the new movement is

the perilous and destructive nature of the political philosophy

now in the ascendant in this country. The philosophy of this

atheists' league is precisely that briefly described in the lastNumber

of this Review , as underlying the demand for the ecclesiastical

and social equality of women . It seeks authority by perverting

those " glittering generalities," to which the Declaration of Inde

pendence has familiarised the American ear ; that " allmen are by

nature equal, and inalienably entitled to liberty,” etc. ; that " all

just government is founded in the consent of the governed " ; and

that taxation and representation should go together. In our last

Number the distinction wasdrawn between the sense in which these

propositions are true (in which they were held by the found

ers of our Republic), and that in which they are false. There

is a sense in which men are naturally entitled to liberty ; that

is to say, to the privilege of doing, unimpeded by civil law , all
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those things which they have a moral right to do. But in the

sense of these radicals, with whom " liberty ” means absolute in

dependence of will to do whatever they please, no creature of

God is " born free ” ; but all are by nature subject to his sove

reign will, and to the civil, domestic , and ecclesiasticalauthorities

ander which his providence has placed them . There is a sense

in which all rationalmen are equal, which is, that,however differ

ent the specific personal rights assigned by God and the laws to

the superior and inferior ranks in civil society, the inferior has

an ethical title to his smaller circle of privileges, identical with

the title of the superior to his larger privileges. But in the sense

of these radicals, men are not by nature equal, but are made by

God endlessly unequal in their strength ,ability , energy, sex, pro

vidential position , and consequently in their natural rights . All

just government is founded in the consent of the governed , in

this sense : that the commonwealth as a whole has an inalienable

right to choose its own political connections, rulers, and forms of

administration ; that when these are imposed against the will of

the commonwealth in all its orders and forms of expression, this

is conclusive of their injustice. But the radical notion is, that

allegiance originates in a “ social contract” of individuals, so that

it is unjust for a ruler to govern any soul who has not had an op

portunity to vote for him . Whereas the simple fact is, that every

soul is put under civil government by the ordinance of a sovereign

God , without any option of his own. Radicalism holds that no

one can be righteously taxed who does not vote. The founders

of our States only asserted that maxim of the British constitu

tion, that a parliament in London ought not to tax common

wealths in America which were unrepresented in it in any form .

Now , the two facts deserving of solemn attention from every

thinking man, are these. Such is precisely the political philoso

phy which this “ League" lays down as the basis of their whole

structure, and on which they logically rear conclusions, the estab

lishment of which would imply the utter and anarchical over

throw of American institutions; but such is also identically the

philosophy of abolitionism , the philosophy implicitly held by the

editors and politicians and party which have been dominant in
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the country for nineteen years, and which is everywhere ex

pounded as the doctrine of Republicanism . It is the philosophy

of the frantic “ leveller ” Lilburn , whom the enlightened founders

of English liberty in the days of the Commonwealth themselves

put in the pillory and the prison ,while they had his book burned

by the common hangman, which is now everywhere preached

and accepted in this country under the name of liberty. What

can come of such inculcations ? Whither must the people drift

who receive them without question ? This radical league tells us.

From this philosophy they deduce women's suffrage, agrarianism ,

and an atheistic social order.

Another observation will strike the reader of these documents :

that these abolitionists now with onemouth declare the condition

of the Northern hireling laborer as far more oppressive than that

of domestic slaves. Thus, p . 85 , their condition is that of a

" wages' slavery” , under which they are “ poor and down-trodden .”

P . 88 . “ The laboring classes are working under a despotism far

more tyrannical than that of the slaves of the South .” “ The

Republican party was grand enough to unshackle four millions of

negro slaves ; but now it is cruel enough to put these working

classes under chains far more torturing than those borne by the

blacks." P . 99. “ On the one hand, the bonanza or railroad king

of six millions of dollars a year, bribes corrupt politicians to keep

his twenty or thirty thousand white slaves in subjection by the

aid of unjust laws and bayonets ; and on the other, the half

starved wage-slave exists on an average of one hundred and fifty

to three hundrell dollars a year.” If, then, the special friends

of hireling labor and apostles of abolition may be believed , all

the truths uttered by Southern defenders are confirmed : that our

system of labor was more humane than the hireling system sub

stituted for it, and more promotive of the laborer's welfare ; that

domestic slavery was not the only form for subjecting the laborer

to the will of his employer, but only one form among many, and

perhaps the most philanthropic ; and that the overthrow of South

ern institutions would prove to be very far short of the real abo.

lition of bondage.

But, in justice , it should be added, that the laboring classes in
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the United States have doubtless real grievances. Not only is it

inevitable that human nature ,being what it is, greedy and selfish ,

shall view the enormous disproportion of conditions which has

grown up in this country with discontent: it is, in a certain sense ,

just that it should . In an ethical point of view , the disparity is

illegitimate. The gains of the great capitalists are inordinate,

and the luxury and waste of their living mischievous and wicked .

Legislation ought not to be so framed as to make these enormous

accumulations, and this more than regal luxury, easy. Certain

it is , that this condition of extreme inequality is not consistent

with a permanent republican constitution of society. The com

munistic remedywill doubtless prove more fatal than the disease,

especially to the poor, for whom it is pretended to be offered .

But none the less does the fearful truth remain , that the present

organisation of society and business is impossible as a permanency,

and that this vast, festering, suffering proletariat, sinking ever

deeper and deeper into vice, hatred ,and destitution ,and sundered

more and more widely from every domestic tie with the employing

class, by the hireling system , is not going to coexist peaceably

beside this ruthless plutocracy, ever wresting the legislation of

the country to pile up their invidiouswealth higher,and to lavish

it before greedy, starving eyes,more selfishly. The wealthy class

in the North will be wise to read the handwriting on the wall

to moderate their aims, and to use the wealth already acquired

more wisely and humbly. Else the reign of terror will come. It

will not stay, indeed ; for riches and intelligence, though cautious

und in appearance cowardly, while the deadly issue is forming

itself, yet always defend themselves successfully and conquer,

when once it is inexorably joined . But how shall the fever-fit of

communism pass ? By the bayonet hired by riches ? Or by a

Christian , patriotic use of wealth , and a return to honest, equi

table legislation and administration ? History answers: probably

not by the latter way. Then it must be ended by the former ;

and that means also the end of free and equal institutions, not

only for the crushed proletariat, but for the whole society .

The Liberal League, while coquetting with the most outrageous

communists, yet announce their “ general object to be the total
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separation of Church and State .” They ground their movement

in these facts : That the Constitution of the United States for

mally neither names nor recognises any God or religion as its

basis of right, and that it forbids any establishment by theGov

ernment of any religion ; that themost of the State constitutions

are similar in this respect; and that the spirit of American insti

tutionsmakes men of all religions and of no religion perfectly

equal before the law . Hence they demand :

That all Church property shall be taxed like other property.

That education shall be committed to the State's control, shall

be compulsory and universal, and shall be absolutely secularised ;

and every species of religious worship and inculcation excluded

from all state schools, high and low .

That the religious oath shall be utterly banished , and replaced

by a simple affirmation under the penalties of perjury .

That all Sabbath laws shall be absolutely repealed ,and that no

restriction shall exist preventing any act of government or secu

lar pursuit of citizens on the holy day as on any other day. And

the League ostentatiously employs Sunday as the day of its most

noisy meeting

That no government, State or Federal, shall concur in any

religious act whatsoever, recognising any divine government, nor

bave any chaplaincy, nor appropriate anymoney to any pious use.

That the right of free utterance, by speech and publication ,

and through the United States mails, shall be restored to atheists

and blasphemers, under the plea of liberty of speech and the press.

Thatwomen be invested with all the rights of voting and hold

ing office possessed by men .

The League asserts , as its fundamental principle, that natural

morals are a sufficient basis for secular society and guarantee of

public order, prosperity , and righteousness. That is to say, it

proposes to reconstruct society on a merely atheistic basis ; and

claims that the sacred name of religious liberty authorises their

doing so.

It is evident that the issue will be practically joined with this

atheistic party , first upon these two points : the secularisation of

all state schools, and the repeal of all Sunday laws. Our subse

vol. XXXI., No. 1 – 13 .
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quent discussion will be limited , for lack of space, to the Sunday

question. This, however, will raise the main principles as to the

nature of free civil government, upon which the whole movement

turns. The public has been familiar with the infidel argument

against Sunday laws of the state. Its whole force is in the as

sumption that Sunday is solely a Christian institution ,and should

therefore be left, like baptism and church-going, to the con

science and optional preference of those who desire to observe it.

They say that as the state is a purely secular and non -Christian

organism ; and as State and Church are declared independent,

and the Constitutions of the United States and the States forbid

that any citizen shall be prejudiced in any way, in person or

estate, on account of his religion or his non-religion , it is as un

just for the state to prevent any man 's amusements or work on

the Sabbath , when he believes in no Sabbath , as to fine or perse

cute him for his religious opinions.

This audacious argument has aroused a multitude of answers

from the Christian side ; some of which have not been either dis

creet or logical. It is obvious, at a glance, that with the atheist,

the rationalistic Jew , the German infidel, and sometimes even the

European Lutheran ,any pious declamation concerning the rever

ence of our Christian fathers for the Lord's day and its supposed

glories and sanctities count for nothing. If these assailants are

to be silenced , it must be by other arguments than these. Some

have reasoned, that the majority is entitled to rule ; and because

Sabbatarians are in the majority in the United States, they are

entitled to make the minority respect their Sabbath. On this

ground,whenever a state shall show a majority of atheists, it will

be right for that government to abolish the Sabbath . Sometimes

it is argued , that there is no injustice, because the Sabbath laws

lay no restriction on thedoings of the infidel but such as are laid

on all the citizens. If the Protestants who use this sophism lived

in a Popish state, where the laws compelled them to desist from

legitimate labors and amusements on all those “ saints' days"

which we Protestants thoroughly disbelieve and despise , they

would see little solace in the fact that their superstitious Popish

neighbors all were idle on the same days. These Protestants
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would find the intrinsic injustice in this, that the religious super

stitions of others were made a pretext to restrain them , who be

lieved them false and groundless , from acts to which they were

naturally and morally entitled. This is precisely the ground

assumed by our infidels against Sabbath laws of the state. We

hear the argument, again , put thus: although Church and State

are independent, yet the American is a Christian people. The

country was settled by Christians. The great majority are Chris

tians now . Hence it is right that the dissentientor the immigrant

should submit to the Christian features of the society whose hos

pitality he receives. If he does not like them , let him go away.

But unfortunately for this argument, it is the state which enforces

these Sunday laws ; and the state declares itself non - Christian ,

and it invites these dissentients to become citizens, covenanting

with them solemnly that as citizens they shall incur no inequality

or loss of civil right by reason of their religious views. Now , if

a man has a natural and secular right to live without a Sabbath ,

this objection is formidable . Once more : it is argued, Christians

have a civic right to observe the Lord ' s day, if they believe it

their duty ; and hence it is a merely secular duty of the state to

stop all such employments and amusements of the unbelievers as

would disturb the Christian observances. The infidel answers,

that it is at least as much the business of the worshipper to take

his pious assembly out of the way of the worldly one, the military

band,or the clanging factory, as it is the business of the worldling

to take his band or factory out of the way of the pious assembly .

And this the more , because the infidel believes that the Sunday

work and amusement are reasonable and useful, and the worship

foolish and vain .

A more tenable plea is found in the laws of nature, as exem

plified from social experience. It can be experimentally proved

that the bodies ofmen and domestic animals, and the socialaffec

tions, habits, mental health , virtueand domestic welfare ofhuman

beings, call for a hebdomadal rest. Hence, even if we take the

restricted view of the commonwealth which makes it the institute

for realising only secular order and justice, this truth authorises

the state to enforce a Sabbath rest and secure its blessings for
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the dependent classes of human beings and the helpless beasts .

It is a prerogative as proper and righteous as when a state abates

a nuisance liostile to hygiene, or forbids the working of ininor

children and servants beyond a humane number of hours per day.

But this step brings us, in fact, to the threshold of what is the

true argument for Sunday laws by the state .

While the American state is not positively Christian , no state

can rightfully be atheistic . The doctrines of redemption are not

the necessary basis of the validity of a state : witness the fact

that the Bible recognised the validity of the authority of Rome,

a pagan empire ; and that every sound jurist in Christendom

recognises the validity of Mohammedan states. But Theism is

essential as the basis of civil government. Atheism , if preva

lent, would leave civic authority logically baseless. The legiti

mate state exists only by virtue of the will ofGod as Maker and

providential Ruler ; and therefore can ground its authority only

in its recognition of him . But the Sabbath , while in its special

aspect a commemorative institution of redemption to the believer ,

is also , in its prior and general aspect, an ordinance for man, as

a moral creature, instituted for the•race in all times by God, as

Maker and Ruler . The truth which is overlooked by both parties,

and which is vital to our argument, is this : that the Sabbath now

serves two purposes: with the believing part of the race included

in Christ's spiritual kingdom , it is a gospel means of grace ; but

none the less is it to mankind at large what it was first given for,

an essential institute of that natural theism and that personal,

social, and domestic righteousness, on which civil society rests as

its foundations. How fair and consistent this view is, will ap

pear when we show that the Sabbath was ordained for man before

he needed any redemption . This purpose of its original institu

tion remains immutable, through all ages and dispensations.

After man fell, and God in his mercy set up the spiritual king

domn of redemption , the other use of the Sabbath , as a redemp

tive ordinance, was superadded. Hence it will follow , that no

human being has a natural or civic right either to atheism or to

live without a Sabbath . These are simply natural iniquities,

! subversive of social morals as really as incest or murder, though
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not so greatly . Here, then , is the cardinal sophism of the infidel

plea against Sabbath laws, that he has assumed the privilege of

neglecting the Sabbath to be, so long ashe professes no Christian

conscience, his natural right, unjustly restricted by another 's

erroneous conscience, like the natural right to labor and to re

creation ; whereas it will be shown that Sabbath observance is,

for every human being, a moral obligation of natural theism and

social order.

First , then , it is to be shown that theism is essential to the

grounding of the state as a valid authority over men . Here we

come directly into collision with the itpõrov prūdos of the infidel

party : that natural morality and intelligence are the “ basis of

secular government, and the adequate guarantee of public order,

prosperity , and righteousness.” This is expressly denied . It is

asserted, on the contrary, that the fear of God and the sanctions

of his law are the only adequate basis and guarantee .

The first proof advanced is one which carries little weight with

men who glory in despising the lights of history and experience,

but which all sensible inen appraise at a prime value. There

never has been a permanent civilised order in the world , founded

on atheism . The only notable experiment was that made during

the French Revolution , when for a short time, at the darkest

period of the “ Reign of Terror," atheism was in the ascendant.

The result is too well known for comment. It was too bad even

for Robespierre, who found it necessary to cut off his atheistic

comrades' heads. All the thinking men of all ages and schools ,

Pagan and Christian, have usually judged atheistic principles in

consistent with any moral order . All the best ethical writers, of

all ages and schools, have grounded their moral systemsin man's

responsibility to God . So essential is religious belief to any

moral order, that erroneous belief has always been better than

none ; theism , under the form of polytheism , was always a corner

stone of such heathen commonwealths as ever became civilised or

great, like Egypt, Tyre, Rome, Athens ; and in these ,when beliet

declined, the national virtue and greatness went down with it. If

our modern destructives would find actual instances of societies

founded according to their ideal, they must look among the mis

stone of
Egypt,

Tyresrtue and
groetual inst
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erable human herds of the Hottentots or Australians. Expe

rience offers no other verification of their theory.

Secondly. Civil government cannot be safely based without

theism ; because there is no explanation of the origin of the civil

ruler's moral right, or of the moral obligation of allegiance, or

of the right of property , without a God and his ordinance. Let

the jurist begin without a God, with any theory of “ a social

contract,” or any such invention as prevailed from Hobbes to

Rousseau, his logical structure proves an absurd card castle, de

molished by the first touch of reason. There is no way in which

the duty of allegiance and obedience to the civil magistrate can

receive a moral foundation , save from the ordinance of God, the

Maker and Sovereign Proprietor, instituting it. There is no

tenable account of the right of property, except in God's gift of

the earth and its goods to man as his rational tenant. For the

well-informed reader, there is no need of repeating the proof.

He will recall, for instance, Paley's demolition of the theory of

social contract.

Thirdly. A practical argument is found in our experience of

human nature. It is corrupted from its origin . Man is naturaly

a sinner, selfish, unjust, heedless, and passionate. It requires all

possible restraints to prevent his breaking out into such disorders

as are destructive of social well-being. Take away the restraints

of the divine authority, the fear of future penalty , the hope of

reward, and the average man becomes an uncontrollable rebel

against duty. There have been self-controlled virtuous atheists ?

Perhaps. Still the principle holds that “ one swallow does not

make a summer.” The exception does not destroy the rule .

Your average atheist, from the Hottentot up to Tom Paine, is

not noted for morals. The decent atheists are usually men who

are shielded from temptation by a careful rearing , comfortable

wealth , and wholesome surroundings. But the majority of hu

man beings forwhom governments legislate, are exposed to poverty

and strong temptations ; and the general result is, that then moral

principles, unsustained by religious convictions, give way.

Fourthly , and chiefly . The species of atheism which prevails

in our day, involves also materialism . In this it is consistent.



1880.] 103The Sabbath of the State .

The argument which banishes spirit from the human person must

also, if carried out, banish the Infinite Spirit from the universe.

The history of human opinion shows that this is a truemaxim :

Nullus spiritus in microcosmo, nullus Deus in macrocosmo. But

it is simply impossible that materialism can sustain any theory of

real moral obligation , virtue, or merit. The popular and prac

tical argument for this assertion — than which there is none more

conclusive - is, that beasts have no ethics, and can have none ;

and materialism makes man an improved beast. The sound phi- .

losopher reaches the same conclusion in a more analytic way, by

observing that if all of man is material, then no motives in man

can be generically different from animal instinct. Rational free

agency is impossible , becauseman acts only from animal impulse ;

and there is consequently no room for a true moral responsibility .

The history of opinion proves the same fact ; for Materialists ,

when they attempt to write ethics, always resolve themoralmotive

into selfishness, desire of applause, or some lower appetency .

If there is no God , then of course there can be no responsibility

higher than the social; for there is no one to whom responsibility

can bind . There can be no imperative standard of duty or obli

gation asserting any moral supremacy over the individual will ;

because the only other intelligent will is that of the fellow

creature, which is no higher than, and just as fallible as, the will

to be regulated by it. Of course there can be no future responsi

bility ; and , every moral restraint arising from it is broken .

There can be no sacredness about the human person or life ; but

the murder of a man would be as the killing of a beast. It is

indisputable that the Apostle expresses the legitimate ethics of

atheism : “ Let us eat and drink , for to -morrow we die .” Is not

this precisely the philosophy of Elizur Wright, the President of

the League? P . 83 :

The perfection of human nature is when the spiritual in man has the

profoundest reverence for the physical; worships it in fact with every

offering that can contribute to its highest health and the perfect develop

ment, in their due time and order, of all its marvellous faculties and

functions. Every such act of worship reacts on the conscious mind it .

self, and fills it to overflowing with good will. This is virtue; this is the

highest happiness. There is no charity which does not begin athome.
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Charity is like gravity, which acts inversely as the square of the distance.

Who wrongs his own body will wrong everything and everybody else.

It has been said by Christian moralists that even the atheist,

if he would make a correct analysis of the facts of consciousness ,

would be led to recognise the moral distinctions and obligation.

This may be admitted conditionally . If it could be that the

atheist should go analyse the functions of conscience as to recog.

nise these truths: that the simple judgments of right and wrong

are primary and necessary intuitions; that they are rational; that

they are immutable; that the judgment of obligation attending

this intuition is no mere modification of association , or of self

love, or ofthe love of applause , or of sympathetic harmony ; but

is itself an integral part of the necessary truth - then indeed

he might be both atheist and recogniser of morality . But it is

certain that no consistent atheist will ever make this correct

analysis of the moral consciousness ; there is an inevitable reason

in his theory why he will not. Obligation implies an obligator.

Who ; where is be ? The shortest and simplest examination

shows that it cannot be merely the fellow -creature, nor civil gov

ernment. Let a inan deny that there is a God , and he finds no

obligator. Then , it is logically impossible be should construe

obligation aright. It is unavoidable that in his blind analysis he

shall pervert this intuition of obligation, which points essentially

to a God , into some imagined modification of some lower feeling.

And let it be repeated : the consistent atheist is always a mate.

rialist. If man is only material, then this other feeling which is

transmuted to siipulate what the atheist calls judgment of obli

gation , be it what it may, cannot be anything higher than an

animal sensibility. Thus the very possibility of moral, rational

obligation is gone . Atheism cannot be moral, save by an utter

inconsistency. Our writers, when asserting that even the atheist

would find a basis for morals if he would analyse consciousness

correctly , supposed that they were thereby paying an honorable

tribute to the valile of thesemural intuitions. Their motive was

good ;buttheir words were none the less misleading ; they gave

us but an imaginary, hypothetical dictum , whose condition is im

possible to be realised.
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Much of the unbelief of our age is pantheistic. The same

charge must be made against the pantheism which now prevails :

that it is virtual atheism , and cannot have a consistentmorality .

One reason is, that it denies a personal God . Butman's com

mon sense always views obligation as binding to a personal will.

To say that there is no personal God is practically to say that

there is no obligator. And secondly , if pantheism is true, then

it is idle to talk of any standard of right and wrong controlling

any human will from evil, for that evil will is God's will. The

divine will, being identified with all other wills, embraces and

sanctions all the evil, as truly as the good. In this form also,

atheism cannot be moral.

Thus the prime error of these infidels is refuted which asserts

that " natural morality ," unsustained by either natural or re

vealed religion , is adequate for the purposes of society. This is

positively false, as is proved by experience and reason. But the

state is a moral institute. Its law professes to be a rule of moral

right. Its legitimate ends are to protect the well-being of so

ciety, by upholding moral right between men . Hence the state

cannot be atheistic, and exist safely . It must seek its founda

tion in theism , with its doctrines of responsiblity to God , and di

vine rewards and punishments . It must derive its warrants from

God ; or else it retains no valid power over the conscience.

It follows from this truth, that he who assails the being and

moral government of God thereby attacks the very existence of

the state. He should no more have the privilege of doing his

atheistic work , than of attacking the family , which is the secular

or earthly foundation of civil society. Both state and federal gov

ernments claim the right to ordain monogamy as the only whole

some condition of the family institute, and to uphold it by pun

ishing bigamy with pains and penalties. In doing this, the gov

vernment rightly scorns the pretext of the Mormon, that poly

gamy is one of his religious tenets, and that, therefore, his reli

gious liberty is infringed if he is restrained by corporeal penal

ties from practising it. The state has an equal right to restrain

the public propagation of atheism and the blasphemy of Almighty

God. Of course, we all recognise the inviolability of the rights

VOL. XXXI., NO. 1 – 14 .
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of conscience , and the irrelevancy ofcorporeal pains as an agency

to propagate truth in the love of it. But while assigning the

widest possible scope to liberty of thought, and removing the

limit of it to the outermost place consistent with beneficial exist

ence of society , we can say no less than this : that the right of

the state to exist must imply its right to preserve the essential

conditions of its own existence ; and that, to this the narrower

claims of individuals must, so far, give place. For instance :

private creditors of a commonwealth have a right to be paid the

just amounts of the debts due them . Few personal rights can be

plainer. But if circumstances arise , as foreign invasion or do

mestic insurrection , in which the whole possible revenues of the

state are necessary to maintain its own organic existence, then

the jurist says that the rightof the private creditor to payment

must lie in abeyance. Because, if the state betrays its own

existence, for want of those revenues, the creditor loses his right

forever by the annihilation of the very personality of his debtor.

In like manner, if the propagation of atheism destroys the foun

dation of the state 's existence , this pretended right to freedom of

thought in teaching atheism is superseded by the state 's right to

exist. She has the civil right, as a secular institute, to suppress

this personal license . Hence it appears: so far from the federal

government's being guilty of any oppression, in refusing to permit

her mails to be used to carry blasphemous or atheistic docuinents,

or attacks upon the purity of domestic life, this is the minimum

of duty she owes to herself and her constituents. The only de

batable question is, whether she ought not to do more. But,

they cry , the government may, under pretext of this duty, carry

her intrusions farther, and invade the proper liberty of thought

of the citizens. If she does so , she will go wrong; and that will

be the proper time to protest. If just and necessary powers are

to be with held because they may be abused , then no power what.

ever could be conferred on the state .

It has thus been shown that the maintenance of theism is the

essential foundation of civil government. The constitution of

the United States was, therefore , wrong, in that it omitted all

reference to Almighty God as the source of its powers; and that
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of the late Confederate States was right in doing so . The reader

is now at a point of view whence he can understand the concern

of the commonwealth with Sunday laws. The observation de

serves to be repeated : that the Sabbath was first given to man,

before he needed any redemption, by God as his natural Creator

and Ruler. As such , it is an institution of God 's natural do

minion over mankind , an institution of natural theism and social

morals. In this aspect the Sabbath belongs to the race, under

all ages and dispensations, and is as obligatory on Pagan and Mos

lem as on Jews and Christians. Man fell ; and God was pleased

to institute, in the hand of his Son our Messiah , a spiritual king

dom of redemption , for the justification and sanctification of be

lievers ; a kingdom independent, under the new dispensation , of

civil governments ; and he was pleased also to employ the Lord 's

day, in this spiritualkingdom , as an ordinance of grace and re

demption to saints . This latter application has in no sense su

perseded the primeval one. This is the truth which the assail

ants of Sunday laws, and even the Lutheran theology, overlooks.

The whole plausibility of their argument comes from this omission .

If, then , it can be repaired by the establishment of our thesis,

their sophism is exploded.

This error has, unfortunately, borrowed no little strength

from the mistake made by the early Reformers , and especially

the Lutheran, concerning the Lord's day. They taught (see

Augsburg Confession) that the Sabbath had never been anything

more than a Jewish , positive, and typical command ; whence it

passed away, of course, at the vanishing of the old dispensation,

like all other Jewish shadows. The Lord's day therefore, if ob

served under the new dispensation, can have no other basis of

authority than the ecclesiastical recommending a seemly holy day,

and the secular law ordering a wholesome police regulation. It is

easy to foresee how infidels, attacking thedivine authority of the

day, would avail themselves of this theological error. In fact, a

mass meeting of infidel anti-Sabbatarians in one of the great

American cities, exhibited the monstrous alliance of a Lutheran

minister of the gospel joining his false exegesis with their license

to overthrow God 's day. Now the proof of our thesis corrects
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this theological error as well as the infidel argument. By prov

ing that the Sabbath command was ante -Levitical, was moral,

was universal, and was perpetual, we effectually dispose of the

false position , that it was abrogated with the shadows of the old

dispensation . This REVIEW (Oct. 1857) contained an exhaustive

discussion of this phase of the question . Referring our readers

to that Number we shall now touch the heads of the argument as

briefly as our object permits. And our thesis as to the original

institution of the Sabbath will be established by three proofs :

ancient tradition, sacred history , and the physiologic and psy

chologic testimony of man 's nature itself.

The oldest of the traditionary testimonies is that latest discov

ered by Assyrian research. The cuneiform writings, along with

their history of the flood, distinctly testify that primeval men ob

served the seventh day as sacred timeand by divine appoint

ment. The oldest of the Greek poetic theologians is Hesiod .

He is quoted as saying ( Dierum , line 6th ) : “ The first, the

fourth also , and the seventh is a sacred day." And again : “ The

seventh day once more, the splendid dawn of the sun .” And

Homer : " The seventh day then arrived , the sacred day.” Again :

“ The seventh was sacred.” “ The seventh dawn was at hand ,

and with this all the series is completed." Thus also writes Cal

limachus the poet : “ It was now the Sabbath day, and with this

all was accomplished .” Again : " Yea, the seventh is the parent

day.” Again : " The seventh day is first, and the seventh day

is the complement.” The elegies of Solon , the Athenian legis

lator, also proclaimed the seventh day as more sacred than the

rest. Josephus against Apion ( II. 40 ), says : “ There is not any

city of the Grecians, nor any of the Barbarians, nor any nation

whatsoever, whither our custom of resting on the seventh day

hath not come.” Allowing for the exaggeration of the contro

versialist, we still find evidence here of a widely spread usage.

It must have been rather the remaining effect of primeval cus

tom and law than recent imitation of the despised Jews. Philo ,

the learned Jew , nearly contemporary with the Christian era , calls

the Sabbath éoprý návonuoc. To such testimonies as these should ,

in justice, be added the numerous proofs of the observance of
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stated holy days, such as the new moons, among the most ancient

pågans. These , though not in all cases coincident with the Old

Testament-Sabbath , still confirm its original authority in two

ways : they are evidently inaccurate imitations of it lingering

among the growing twilight of polytheism : they are practical

admissions of the truth that, in order to continue such a creature

asman religious, he must have a stated religious day.

Let it be understood that we, of course, do not advance this

traditionary proof as sufficient, by itself, to establish the divine

authority of the Sabbath. But it raises a strong probability .

Taken with the proof that follows, it shows that God, in creating

man, appointed him a sacred day. The appointment was for a

long time observed as a world -wide institution. The separation

of apostate parts of the race from the Church in the lineage of

the “ sons of God," did not by anymeans terminate their observ

ance of the day. But the decline in the proper observance of

the day evidently hastened the spread of idolatry . And when

the observance of the sacred day was totally lost in any tribe,

then monotheism and the knowledge of the true God were also

lost. The necessity of Sabbath -observance, as the great school

of natural theism , is thus illustrated by the state of the whole

pagan world in this historical fact. Wherever there has been no

weekly sacred day, there has been neither pure monotheism , nor

a single instance of a civic order combining civilisation and con

stitutional liberty. Let the instance be produced. Paganism has

presented us a certain degree of civilisation , with despotism ; or

a certain rude freedom , with savagery, as among our Teuton an

cestors described in Tacitus 'Germania : that is all. Our modern

infidels vainly flatter themselves , that if they can banish the

Sabbath, they will have a reign of rationalatheism . ( They know

very well, thatby banishing the Sabbath they willdestroy Chris

tianity.) But they are utterly mistaken . “ That which hath

been is that which shall be.” Human nature is still human

nature . The condition they will inevitably have, will be, not

rational infidelity enthroned, but rank superstition , fetichism ,

polytheism , pagan hierarchy ; and their Sabbathless society will

prove itself capable, not of republican freedom , but only of the
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species of gigantic despotism which ruled in Egypt and Chaldea,

and which cemented the stones of the pyramids and the banging

gardens of Nebuchadnezzar with the blood of the “ proletariat."

The commonwealth taught by history claims that she has a right

to maintain the Sabbath , because she has the primary right of

self-preservation , and God and his Sabbath are the corner-stones

of her being. She sees that constitutional liberty has only been

made possible for modern ages, as reformed Christianity has given

back to the European races the theism and the holy day which

God gave the race at its beginning.

The civil legislator, in appealing to the Bible as his second wit

ness to this fact, uses the book, not as the gospel of redemption ,

but as the authentic and inspired history ofGod's original constitu

tion of human society. It is not forgotten that it is the trick of

our opponents to set this witness aside with the easy assertion

that the Bible , and especially the Old Testament, is mythical.

This is no place to go into the full argument for its authenticity ,

nor is it necessary. The assaults upon its historical credit we

simply denounce as impertinences . That battle has been long

ago fought and decided. The true history of the race , the real

scholarship , the intelligentvirtue, are with the Bible. These re

newed pretences, that it is discredited by any later researches ,

are shallow and unwarrantable. They are especially unworthy

of respectful treatment at this day, when the marvellous results

of Egyptology and the Assyrian explorations have shed a flood

of confirmatory light on the sacred history, and when the proud

waves of sceptical physical science are retreating from its bul

warks of truth in confessed defeat.

Authentic history is the chief guide of legislation, next to the

eternal principles of right and wrong. The Old Testament is

the most authentic of ancient histories, and it is, for the legis

lator, of most fundamental importance ; because it is the only

bistory in the world that gives the foundation facts of God 's or

ganisation of human society. No commonwealth can be safely

reared , save on these foundations. If it be built on others, it

must fall, because the very laws of nature and Providence are

against it. Now , the sacred history tells us that the Maker
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founded human society on obedience to himself ; and he being

essential righteousness, this was to found it on righteousness.

He raised two buttresses for it in Paradise, the family and the

Sabbath ; and man's lapse from that first state did not supersede,

but only enhance, the necessity of these two supports. The

family was to provide moralnurture for the members of society ;

the Sabbath was to perpetuate that theism and knowledge and

fear of God, which are the essential condition of all social wel

fare as well as future salvation for sinners. Thus, the Sabbath

was originally no Jewish or Levitical ceremony ; but the institu

tion of the race , given to them in their first parents, even before

their need of redemption had emerged. “ The Sabbath wasmade

forman .” Gen.ii. 2 , 3 . God blessed and sanctified theseventh

day, at the end of the very first week . For whom did he sanc

tify it ? Evidently, for Adam and Eve. Gen . iv . 3 (margin ).

The seventh day was evidently observed for religious worship and

oblation by the human family , when we next hear of them as

sinners. Gen . vii. 2, 10 (margin ). God enabled Noah , even in

the awful crisis of the approaching deluge, to complete his en

trance into the ark against the sacred day. Gen . viii. 10, 12.

Noah observes the seventh day's division of time, while still shut

up in the ark . Gen . xvii. 12. The male child mustbe circumcised

one week after its birth ; showing that this division of time by

the sacred day still prevailed in Abraham 's time. Gen . xxix. 27.

The usual length of a wedding- feast in the days of Jacob was a

week , which showsthat the Sabbath was still in use, at least as a

division of time, in Mesopotamia ,after it was becoming idolatrous.

In Gen. 1. 10, we find that a week was the duration of a funeral

mourning in the days of Joseph ; and that for the Egyptians, as

well as the Hebrews, Exod. xii. 15 teaches us that before the

Sabbath commandment had been given on Sinai, a week was the

length proper for a solemn religious festival. In Exod . xvi. 25,

still before the giving of the Decalogue, two supernatural excep

tions weekly were made to the regular ordering of themanna ,

to insure Israel's keeping the Sabbath . It fell on six days regu

larly ; but none fell on the seventh. That which was kept over

for a day, uniformly putrefied ; but that which was kept over

from the sixth for the food of the seventh , did not putrefy.
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So, when we come to the Mosaic legislation proper — Exod. xx .

8 – 11 — the command to sanctify the Sabbath begins : “ Remem

ber the Sabbath day,” showing that it was no new institute, but

an old one, only requiringmore faithfulobservance. So, while the

ritual commands have often a reason assigned for them from some

particular event in the Hebrews' own history , as the Passover,

from the sparing of their first-born in Egypt, the reason assigned

for the Sabbath is as universal as the race of man . But the

conclusive evidence is, that foreigners and pagans being among

the Hebrews, were required also to observe the day. Indeed, it

was made the Hebrew magistrate's duty to enforce the observance

of it on the strangers that were within his gates.” See also

Nehem . xiii. 16 and 21. This is most significant, because foreign

ers were not only not required to observe the ritual ceremonies

peculiar to the Hebrew religion , but were forbidden . No pagan

could participate in the paschal feast until he had become a Jew .

Thus God teaches his Church to teach the world that the Sab

bath is not only obligatory on believers, as members of the king

dom of redemption , but also on men simply as subjects of the

kingdom of nature. This evidence of sacred history is crowned

by the fact that when the coming and sacrifice of Christ had

superseded all the merely ceremonial reasons for the observance

of the Sabbath as a type, still the apostolic Christians did not

cease to sanctify the holy day. It was, indeed , moved forward

to the first day, the commemoration of the resurrection and Pen

tecost ; but the whole moral obligation of the Sabbath was, by

inspired precedent, transferred to the Lord's day.” And the

authority of the last of the apostles, John (Rev. i. 10), conse

crated this as the sacred day of the Redeemer of the world .

Now , a cavil may be attempted from this change, thus : the

Sabbatarians have conceded that the spiritual kingdom of re

demption and the secular commonwealth are independent. Then

this cardinal event in redemption should have no effect in changing

the usage of the state. The latter, if it retains any Sabbath ,

ought to cleave to the seventh day. Indeed, since the Christian

Church believes that the completion of Christ's sacrifice has su

perseded the typical reasons for the seventh day , the correct con
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clusion would be that the state also should cease to regard the

seventh without taking up the first. This is the answer : that

typical reasons for sanctifying the seventh , even during the typical

period of the Church 's history, were only a part of the reasons.

Hence, though these were satisfied, the others remained, andmen

in all ages still have the same reasons to keep God's original

Sabbath which the man in paradise had, and which the men be

fore Abraham and Moses had. Hence, all that could be fairly

inferred would be this : that while the Church moved over its

observance to the first day, the state should retain its original

day. But why should this discrepancy be kept up ? Why em

barrass the obligatory observance of all Christian citizens, by

making that first day secular which their Redeemer compels them

to make sacred ? Church and state are independent, but they

are not hostile . The state. the organ of earthly righteousness,

need not be so jealous of the Church , the organ of spiritual sal

vation , as to refuse to act with her in this onenon -essentialpoint,

when that God, who is both Creator and Ruler, and also " the

God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ," honored his risen

Son by transferring the original Sabbath to his resurrection -day.

The third proof of our proposition is that presented by man's

body and spirit themselves. The experimental science of physi

ology has evinced that man's body and nerves were created by

their Maker a seven-day clock. To secure their best endurance

and working, they must be “ wound up” weekly by the Sabbath

rest. Yea , God has written the same law on the constitution of

the very brutes which he has given to man for servants. The

wayfarer who rests one day in seven, progresses farther than he

who presses on seven days. Thearmy which rests on the Lord's

day marches farther, in the long run, than the one which moves

seven days in the week . The team which does its task on the

Sunday is worn and broken down, while that which is permitted

to keep the Sabbath -rest continues fresh and healthy. The body

of the human being who observes the rest is, other things being

equal,more healthy , efficient, and long- lived, than that of the

Sabbath -breaker . The same rules hold of the health of the

spirit. Let the tension of worldly care and business , of study, or

VOL. XXXI., No . 1415 .
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of executive tasks, be continued through the seventh day as well

as all the six , and the poise of the faculties is lost, the spirit be

comes feverish , the emotions are exasperated, the soul wears itself

out by its own friction . For the intelligent and candid reader

these facts need only be intimated . Heknows that they are too

numerous and authentic to be disputed. It is thus seen thathe

who “made the Sabbath for man," made man for the Sabbath .

The creature and the institution are fitted to each other . This

is a perfect proof that our thesis is correct in asserting the Sab

bath rest to be an institution coeval with the race, and designed

for the whole race , under all dispensations.

But when we come to the moral argument, we find it yetmore

conclusive. Let the reader again be reminded that we claim it,

not as it might be constructed on the higher ground of man 's

redemption and sanctification , but only from the position of man

the rational, moralmember of the secular but moral institute , the

commonwealth . Letus resume the points established : that civil

government is moral, and founded in moral obligation ; that the

only basis of morals and obligation is Theism , the knowledge and

fear of the true God of creation and providence, of his will as the

prime rule of right, and of his righteous rewards and punish

ments ; that a holy day reserved to him is the only sufficient

means to preserve among men , especially as fallen , that know )

edge and fear. The last point might be powerfully argued from

experience alone. Where has there ever been a people who, after

wholly deserting the Sabbath , have retained (not to say Chris

tianity, but even ) a healthy Monotheism ? History tells of none.

Islam is Monotheistic , and hence the Moslems have ever been

more effective, civilised, and triumphant than the Polytheists near

them ; but this is because Islam has a quasi Sabbath, its holy

Friday recurring weekly ,and devoted to the worship of God and

the study of the Koran . Again do we remind our destructive

“ progressives” that there is no safe guide for legislation , outside

the law of righteousness, save experience. The experience of all

ages is against them . Man's nature remains the same. “ Like

causes produce like effects.” Hence, when they demand that we

shall discard the sure light of experience and plunge into their
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perilous novelties, they are guilty of an impertinence whose arro

gancy can only be equalled by its injustice.

But the least modicum of practical wisdom shows us that our

proposition cannot but be true. Man is a finite creature and a

creature of habits. Hence he never does anything effectually ,

save as he has stated times for doing it. Life is full of homely

instances of this rule. Savages eat such food as chance brings

thein at irregular times. But it is presumed that no people ever

dined well who did not have a regular dinner hour. Courts of

justice must have their court-days. Merchants must have their

hours of exchange. Banks must have their “ discount days."

So, if there is to be any instrumentality to keep alive the knowl.

edge of God, it must have its stated season allotted to it, or it

will be forgotten . Thus it comes about, that, when the Sabbath

is lost, true religion is lost. There is also a vital connection be

tween the family , that other bulwark of society, and the Sabbath .

A day of rest from secular pursuits is necessary to enable the

parental and domestic influences to come into effectual play.

While the working -day world flows on, it absorbs parents and

children in its stream , and indeed , usually separates them by

their avocations, so that they are almost strangers to each other .

In every civilised community , the majority of the people must be

toilers. But the wealthy and self-indulgent are in most cases

equally absorbed by the equally exacting demands of pleasure.

To bring parents and children together , this turinoil of work and

amusement must be bidden to cease. A sacred leisure must be

provided and protected from the temptations of gain and pleasure,

in order that parents and children may be truly reunited around

the hearth , the true altar of well-ordered society . There the

sacred influences of parental love may play effectually, and the

virtues of a moral and pious home be diffused. No where is there

a better andmore truthful statementof this connection than in the

- Cotter's Saturday Night” of Burns. Without a Sunday , there

would have been no such Saturday night, with its blessed human

ising and restraining influences.

To sum up, then : it is admitted that every man ought to enjoy
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the fullest liberty of thought compatible with the ends of govern

ment, and that the secular state ought to be separate from , and

independent of, the Church , pursuing as its proper object the

protection of the earthly rights of the people. If the Christian

Sabbath were nothing but an ordinance of the spiritual kingdom

and means of redemption , then the state should leave its enforce

ment, as it properly does that of the Christian worship and sac

raments, to the persuasions of the Church . But while the day is

this, it is also another thing : the necessary support of that natu

ral Theism , domestic virtue, and popular morality , which are the

foundations of the state . The state is from God , exists by his

ordinance, holds its powers by delegation from him , and has no

other basis for the righteousness it seeks to enforce between man

and man than his will. On the basis of atheism , there can be

no stable structure either of ethics or government. Hence the

state 's right to exist includes her right to protect these essential

conditions of her existence, and to enforce that outward observ

ance of the Sabbath rest , which alone makes the inculcation of

God 's fear and of public and private virtue practicable, through

those distinct, but friendly , coöperative agencies which God has

ordained to keep men in bis fear, the family and the Church.

Every true statesman knows that unless the suitable conditions

of public and private morality exist in the people, no state

craft, no constitution -making, can create or preserve a prosperous

free commonwealth. In this sense , the statesman alone cannot

make a state. Divine providence must contribute its essential

coöperation , through those other institutes which are as truly or

dained of God as original and as independent as the state itself :

the family and the Church . Wise statesmen have learned from

experience that the state's tinkering with these , in the way of

persecutions of heresies, state endowments, and such like expe

dients, only cripples their ability for good. Butthis is no reason

why the state should rashly overlook or deny the vital value of

their training-work to its ends ; or should so wield its secular

power as to deprive them of the suitable means and opportuni

ties for doing their all-important functions. On the contrary ,
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the state is bound so to enforce outward rest and quiet, and the

cessation of secular labors and public amusements, as to honor

God's natural ordinance, and to give the allied institutes, the

family and the Church, their proper opportunity for doing their

work on the people. R L . DABNEY.

ARTICLE VI.

THE DIACONATE .*

II. Secondly , we proceed to consider the scope of the deacon's

functions. Under this head we design to treat the question of

diaconal functions as terminating on, 1. The care of the poor ;

2. Themanagement of ecclesiastical stipends, goods, and property ;

3 . Collections for congregational purposes, and for the temporal

support of the benevolent enterprises and the institutions of the

Church ; and 4 . The service of the Lord's table.

First. The subject of the care of the poor is distributable into

three parts : the care of the poor of the Church ; the care of

Christian strangers ; and the care of the poor of the world.

1. We will briefly consider the relation of the deacon to the

poor of the Church. It is usual to regard it as the chief function

of the deacon to care for the poor — that is to say, as his chief

specific function . Generically considered , his office is concerned

about all the temporal interests with which the Church has to do,

as we hope to show under another head . Asdonations are spon

taneously made, and legacies left, to the Church, he is the re

ceiver; as money is to be raised for various purposes, he is the

collector; as fundsand property are to be kept and administered ,

he is the treasurer and manager; and as relief is to be extended

to the poor, and stipends paid to church-officers and agents,he is

the distributor. While , therefore, distribution is his principal

* This is the second part of a Report submitted to the Synod of South

Carolina. It is published in the Review at the request of that body. The

first partmay be found in the January number of the Review for 1879.
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