VTN ES

 EL

ENTE of TRUT

VOLUME 1i

ADDRESSES DELIVERED AT

SYNOD’S TRAINING

SCHOOL

JUNE 22Np—JULY 2np, 1915

AT

BELHAVEN COLLEGE

JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI

BX
#,7
M7

E3%
1915

BY EMINENT WORKERS OF THE

PRESBYTERIAN CHURCE

TUGKER PRINTING HOU3SE JACKSOH MIES

WEFORMED THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY LIBRARY
5422 CLINTOM BOULEVARD
JACKSON, MISSISSIPP] S8208




Proem

Truth, containing the addresses

the same title, which contains the addresses delivered
at the School held under the same auspices and at the
same place, June 22nd-July 2nd, 1915. '

In putting in permanent form these addresses,
characterized by the same high merit, superior worth,

and deep spirituality, as were those of the former |
volume, we are actuated by the same motives which |
prompted the issuing of that volume, to-wit, to [
carry the instruction and inspiration to a wider |
circle than can attend the School; to offer to our |

people a pure, wholesome and helpful literature, in
a time when there is coming from the press so much
that is worthless, false, immoral, and injurious.

May the Master use these messages from His
servants for the perfecting of the saints, the clothing
with power and efficiency Christian workers, the

ingathering of the elect, and the consummation of &

His kingdom in glory.
Sincerely yours,

- COMMITTEE OF SYNOD.
: J. B. HUTTON,
G. T. GILLESPIE,
B. C. BELL.

o HE KIND reception given the
first Volume of Elements of |

delivered at Synod's Training |.
"School for Christian Workers at |}
¢ DBelhaven College, June 16th- |
B 26th, 1914, prompts us to bring |
out this second Volume bearing

FORMED THEOLOGICAL' SEMINARY LIBRARY
i3

ooo-oooooo-oooooo Th@j}r b&ﬂd @f
EH@me Missions
g sand Sunday
 School workers
2V ¢ whosé praise
$000000000600068 oo 7 rarard are
meager on earth but shall be
great above, this book is
- affectionately dedicated by
the Synod of Mississippi
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Salutation

T wonder if he remembers—
Our sainted teacher in Heaven—

The class in the old gray school house
Known as the "“Noisy Seven?”

I wonder if he remembers

How restless we used to be,
Or thinks we forgot the lesson

Of Christ and Gethsemane?

I wish I could tell the story
As he used to tell it then;

I'm sure that, with Heaven's Dblessing,
It would reach the hearts of men.,

I often wish I could tell him,

Though we.caused him so much pain
By our-thoughtless, boyish frolic,

His lessons were not in vain.

1'd like to tell him how Willje,
' The merriest of us all,
From the field of Balaclava,
Went home at the Master’s call.

I'd like to tell him how Ronald,

So brimming with mirth and fun, -
Now tells the heathen of India

The tale of the Crucified: One,

I'd like to tell him how Robert,
And Jamie, and George, and Ray,
Are honeored in the Church of God-——
The foremost men of their day,

I'd like, ves, 1'd like to tell him
What his lesson did for me;

And how T am trying to follow
The Christ of Gethsemane.

Perhaps he knows it already,
For Willie has told, maybe,
That we are all coming, coming,
Through Christ of Gethsemane.

How many besides I know not
- Will gather at last in Heaven,
The fruit of that faithful sowing,
But the sheaves are already severn.

—Anonymous,

“He saith unto him, ‘Feed my lambs."—John 21:15.
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S0CIAL DISCONTENT

" CHAPTER L.

SOCIAL DISCONTENT.

A German writer summarises the centuries in this
way: The fifteenth century had for itz task the renais-
.sance of art, the sixteenth the reformation of religion, the
seventeenth the development of seience, and the twentieth
will have for its chief business the reconstruetion of
human Soeiety.

‘‘Sociology’ is thus nominated as the consuming
subject of study for our times. Whether it will engage
the attention of the entire eentury, a being so short-
sighted as man might shrink from prophesying, but it
is undoubtedly occupying the foreground of the opening
years of our century. The press is pouring out volumes
on the subjeet. Pulpits and professors, philosophers and
philanthropists, are discussing it. Social evils are heing
proclaimed, social malidies are being indiecated, social
wrongs are heing pointed out, and a thousand different
forces are at work to create unrest in the whole social
world. ’ e

Critieisms of the existing soclal order are of the
severest kind. Philosophy and secience, religion and
ethies, rhetoric and novels, are belng worked to their

utmost to show how mal-adjusted is the social world in’

which we live. No ingtitution—family, state, church—is
being spared. No relations are so sacred, and no eustoms
so approved, as to find any sanctity in their historical-
ness, or any protection in their vemerableness. None of
the ideals of past ages—esthetie, religious, political,
social—though they have endured through hoary cen-
turies of raeial experience, are left unassailed by the
iconoclastic spirit. The whole crusade is proceeding upon
the supposition that every thing earthly is fundamen-
tally wrong, and chaotically topsy-turvey.

The man who genuninely fears radiealism is alarmed
at the situation. The foreces which are criss-crossing and
underplaying uporn the very foundations of human
society seem fo him to be potential of something like the
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French Revolution, or even that chaos of the prophets
which presages the Millennium. He trembles at the
. upheaval which is impending. He feels that there iz a
- social cataclysm ahead of us. He sees a storm of public
 discontent gathering from every point of the compass,
- He wonders. if even the Christian Religion, the Chureh,
- _the Bible, and Government itself can weather the shoelk.
On the other hand, there are those who look upon
- it as the rectification of a bad state of affairs. They
- rejoice in the erumbpling order, and throw themselves
into it with enthusiasm and sympathy and hope. They
feel that the ‘““new heavens and the new earth’’ are in
birth-pangs. Out of the wreckage they expeet to see
the very Millennium of divine prophecy emerge.

Under the spell and delivium of it all, never were
thera so many people coneerned with the amelioration of
* human ills, the alteration of soeial conditions, and the
*realization of social dreams.- The hour is ripe and the
opportunity is great for the precipitate and emotional
reformer, the self-confident: and dogmatie ecounsellor.
The man who comes forward with a social panacea is
-everywhere’ given a hearing.  Many are talking as if
we could stampede all the evil out of the world by some
swift, radical social upheaval. Social discontent is the
‘dynamic of every ‘‘social movement.’” Ag the chroni-
cally sick are tempted by the patent advertisment, ‘‘Get
well quick;’’ as the money-hungry are tempted by the
commercial schemes which exhort us to ““get rich
guick;’’ so the benevolent are tempted by the call, ‘Do
~good gquick, and bring on the Millennium in a day.”

. The. causes of the present appalling dissatisfaction
;are many, but the most influential ones are three.. The
first is economie, the second is political, the third is-
ecclesiastical. : -
1. The most superfieial observer knows that there
is- a widespread diseontent with economic conditions.
Those who have a meager portion of this world’s goods
‘are displeased at those who are well-to-do and prosperous.
‘And those who have a liberal share of the world’s wealth
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and comforts are not pleased with those who would take
it away from them. Few are willing to blame their

extravagance and thriftlessness, and few are willing to

confess their greed and oppression. The poor and the
rich have always existed in goeiety, and the one class has
been envious and the other irritating. This may be taken
as a ehronic condition of gociety in the earth.

But in these latter days the socialistic campaigner
has arisen in the land, who seeks to shift the blame
of economic contrasts upon those public conditions under
which men have to live. He has little to say about
incompetence and idleness, extravagance and gelf-indulg-
ence, thrift and frugality. He desires .a common seale
of living—what he ealls the demoeritization of Wealj;h;
To get it, he would substitute private ownership with
public ownership. He insists that the earth and the ful-
ness thereof is the common property of all mankind, and
that when one man has more than another, he declares
that he got it either hy legal or illegal robbery. And so
he inflames by declaiming against ‘‘robber barons,’’ ‘‘the
malefactors of wealth,”” ‘‘the piratical rich,”’ ‘‘the
thieving few,’’ ‘‘The privileged class,’’ and resorts to all
the arts of rhetorie to lash the multitude into frenzy. He
is willing for governmental ownership of all utilities
.and the produets of all property and labor. He con-
trasts the home of refinement and luxury, and the hovel
in the back alley. He paints ‘‘the idle rich”’ and their
prodigal wastefulness, and the destitute mother without
the means to fight sickness and the father gtraining unde_r
toil and inadequate wages. ‘He iz willing for any combi-

nation, for any campaign, which will effeetively despoil-

the rich and aggrandize the poor. He gets to the con-
clusion that poverty is the result of vicious eondltmng—
that it is solely the result of the artificial and oppressive
environment which has been created by the immoral
shrewdness of the few. In one way or another he con-
vinces the poor that they are but victims, and exhorts
them to rise up against their oppressors, and adopt meas-
ures .to equalize and communalize all wealth.
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. It is these economic contrasts, explained and indoc-
trinated as they are by the socialistic philosophy of the
hour, that are produecing the agitations and social earth-
quakes of our century. Tt is a condition which ealls for,
not a violent upheaval of all society, but for & wise and
" righteous eecomomy, or scheme of Hving.

Let us suppose all goods communalized. The wit
of man has not been able to invent a scheme by which
_ equalization eould be perpetuated. Stupidity, lazi-
. ness, extravagance, and misfortune cannot sucecessfully
‘compete with shrewdness, diligenee, economy, and for-
- tunateness in the struggle for the things of this world.
If the government be supposed to be in charge to
«‘foreibly keep the balance between all members of moeiety,
a mew sort of officialdom will have to be discovered to
“prevent greed and graft and partiality.

It may be conceded that modern business is not ideal.
Nothing else in this world ig as perfect as it ought fo
be. But so far from being, as it is often deseribed, a
pitiless system of piracy and plunder, it is essentially a
vast. structure of social service, where economic gain, as
a rule, coincides with the laws of thrift and industry.

; secured by frand and
destruction, a hundred have resulted from integrity and
fidelity. At bottom, the supremest business desideratum
g sobriety, moderation, incorruptibility, faithfulness,
ndustry, good judgment, hopefulness -and patience. Tn
other words, the root-cause of the economie contrasts
- which now so much distress the earth, is more the absence

f economic virtues than the operation of a Temorseless
ystem. :

.- The cause of economic distress is easy to see, however
ifficult it may be to correct. In one word, it is the city.
Ungland’s troubles began with the disappearance of the
mall, yeoman farmer, and the conversion of the masses
1to a0 urban population. In our own Republie the Civil
War was at bottom an armed confliet between town and
guniry, between factory and farm: In- the Northern
olonies the ‘‘town’’ was held to be the unit of organi-
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social complaint about ‘‘special privilege’’ and ‘‘preda-
tory wealth.”” The third, the doctrine of internal im-
provements, committing the government to an indefinite
scheme of ‘‘public works’’—leading to appalling appro-
priations. of public money, involving enormous debts for
hamlets and cities and counties and states and United
States, an ever-increasing tax-rate, the withdrawal of
countless multitudes from productive occupations to
publie offices, setting the pace in the maddest extrava-
gance, and foreing up the cost of living until there is
a cry of distress all over the land. A paternal govern-
ment cannot stop half-way. It must aceept the full care
of its ecitizens—their control, their housing, their feed-
ing, their clothing, their education, their health, their
employment, their prosperity, their happiness. To sup-
port the common family the State must logieally eontrol
the common purse, take over all sources of income, and
farm out all employments. -The socialist is forcing the
issue. He is demanding the logical execution of the
programme. His complaint is that everybody is not
fpetting a square deal;’’ that there is more or less of
favoritism in the parental administration. And we all
feel that there is some reason for the complaint, if the
government is in duty bound to run a ‘‘commissary de-
partment,’’ and dispense to all citizens out of a domestic
pantry. ‘

~ The need of the hour is for some statesman to draw
again the distinetion between. magisterial government
and paternal government, and re-teach the world the
difference between a rectoral administration of Jjustice
and law, and a fatherly dispensation of love and benefi-
cence. The head of the one is a ruler; the head of the
other is a father. The subject of the one is a citizen; the
§ubject of the other is a child. The prineiple of the one
is justiee; thé principle of the other is love. The bless-
ings of the one are rewards; the blessings of the other
are giffe. The inflictions of the one are punishments; the
inflictions of the ofher are chastisements. The entitle-
ments of the one are rights; the entitlements of the
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other are privileges. The symbols of the one are the
club and the sword; the symbols of the other are
the roc:l an-fi the keys. The government of the State

- 18 magisterial and rectoral, and the government of the

_ family is parental and disciplinary. The socialist’s dis-
content rises out of the fact that he holds to the paternal-
1stic theory of government, and feels that he does not get
& child’s co-ordinate and co-equal privileges in the civie

- household. ‘

It was primarily the theologian who began to muddy
phe waters. He began preaching the Fatherhood of God
and the brotherhood of man, and generalized that God’s

. administration over the world was paternal, and that all
civil governments ought to be conducted om the same

) ‘thory. Nature, says George A. Gordon, is ‘‘paternal-

_istle,”” and we all know that civil government is of

- nature. _

But this phase of social discontent belongs to the

: statesman and the politician, and not to the theologian
and the preacher. It is for the science of jurisprudence

to rectify any fundamental fallacies which may lie at the

bottom of the civie organization and life. It would seem

- to be the dietate of wisdom for the minister of religion

- 16 put l}imse_lf forward neither as an expert business man
~to straighten out ecomomic affairs nor as a profoﬁnd

. statesman to rectify political affairs. The onlooker is

- sure to feel that the preacher has all that he ean do to

-.clear up the religious confusions which have obsessed
-the publiec mind. ‘

. 3. A third cause of social discontent is religious,
and explicitly demands the attention of the preacher and
the churchman.

It certainly would be an extravagant assertion to

say that all the socially dissatisfied are out of sympathy

.. with the Christian religion, but it is within the truth

~to say that there are large bodies of those who are

happy over their worldly cireumstaneces who are out
of humor with the Christian church,

- Many who call themselves wage-earners and work-

ing-men affect to believe that the church is untrue to
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its own ideals, has allowed itgelf to become the organ of
the rieh, and given the lie to its own professions of
brotherhood. Many who are unemployed, or whose
earthly condition is meager and eramped and unfavour-
able, and who have held the idea that the church was
their friend and patron, have come to look upon it as
callons to the sufferings of the poor and the struggling
and the unfortunate. Many who are chiefly concerned
about their daily bread contemptuously deelare that they
cannot live on the fine phrases of a pulpit rhetorician.
Many whose bodies are smitten with pain and whose
minds are full of distress have concluded that the chureh
and its religion are not at last the eure-all which they
have supposed it was. For one reason or another, there
is an alarming tendency for ‘‘the submerged class’ to
turn away from the church in bitter disappointment.

There is enough of this sort of thing going on in
the land to make the ehureh hold awful and anxious
debate with itself about the situation. Many are the
prescriptions suggested for the eure of this alienation.

(1) Some hold that if we could just convert indi-
viduals—make genuine Christiang of men and women—
all soecial distress would automatically disappear. This
is called Christian Individualism. Such a course would
certainly bring info existenee the virtues of patience and
fortitude, chastity and honesty, charity and generosity,
and many other royal graces of character; and wouid
consequently mitigate many of the evils which now vex
and disturb social life. The objection to it is that piety is
not a source of revenue: it builds no houses, it buys no
clothes, it bakes mo bread, it cures mo disease, it pays
no debts, it furnishes no Iuxuries, it confers no distine-
tions—and it iz the want of these very things that has
embroiled the spirit of so many persons. Men would
profess conversion by scores, if religion could satisly
carnal desire. Preparing a man fo live in heaven, to
walk the golden streets the peer of the tallest arch-
angel of the sky, by no means delivers him from the
hard necessity of living in this world in the interim.
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(2) Others think that the effective way to propitiate
the allena’[:ed masses iz for the ehurch to become more
sympathetic. Coaxing words, cordial handshakes, cheer-
Ing visits, charitable gifts, expressions of solicitude and
Interest, less formality and more heartiness, less ice and
more warmth—these are some of the items in the proposi-
tion to placate by sympathy. Undoubtedly much ean be
done towards improving the popularity of Christ and his
cause by the display of a whole-souled heartiness and
gordlahty, and it is the duty of all diseiples to sustain
Just such an attitude of sympathy and good-will as the
normal spirit of the disciple of a tender-hearted and
Sympathetie Savior. But the labor unions reply, ‘1t is
not sympathy we want. We ask for no charity; neither
the charity which comes out of your heart nor that which
comes out of your pocket. We want our rights—our
co-ordinate and co-equal rights in the social world., If
the church wants our friendship, it can get it, not hy a
dole frong the purse, nor by a few honied words, nor b}r a
gush of its heart, but by conducting sueh a campaign as
will fulfill its promises and give us our rightg in the
earth.”’

(3) Others think that the only effective way to
reach and cure this estrangement of the masses, is not
by t:he_ conversion of individunals, nor yet by a display of
Chrlsjzlan sympathy, but by the conversion of “‘the social
. consclousness.”” To understand, even approximately,

what this means, we must bear in mind that those who
. give this adviece hold that human soeciety -is a .literal
‘‘organism,’’ having a generie, or racial, or communal
life, of which individuals are but special manifestations.
It is a part of this view that there really is no such thing
. as-an individual, but that each individual is related to
the whole race as a particular twig is related to the tree,
or as the particular branch is related to the vine. - As
the sap is common to the frunk and the twig, to the vine
and the branch, so the life of the race iz eommon to
every member of the race. This being the true nature
of society, the desideratum is the regeneration of the com-
mon and generie life, which, when completely sanctified,
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would result in a perfecily blessed society. Hence the
true way to get at all social digcontent gnd pacify efver,y’
_complainant, is by what iz called ‘‘social redemption.
The gospel, aceordingly, ought to be brought to bear
upon the social mind, the social heart, the social eon-
science, with a. view to the conversion of the common
life of mankind. - But, to say the least of it, this is all
too mystical, too abstruse, too vague, to encourage any
common-sensed man to expeet any good results from it.
(4) Others think that the only effective way to get
at the situation and eorrect it, is not by eonverting indi-
viduoals, nor by extending Christian sympathy, nor by
converting the soeial conseiousness, but by converting
the ehurch into an all-around institutional ehureh.. Th.ese
contend that Christianity is a programme for this life,
a scheme for idealizing conditions in this world. They
hold that Christ has promised fraternity, equality, and
blessedness to men in this earth, and that it is the duty
of his church to get to work and realize the drearp and
fulfill this prophecy, It must honestly and seriously
undertake to placate ‘the socially discontented by meet-
ing and satisfying their demands. It must pat into prac-
tice a genuine paternalism, and perfeet a universal human
brotherhood. It must therefore address itself to the
correction of all economie and political disarrangements.
Ti must therefore institute all the agencies and bureaus
and departments necessary to meet human needs, It
must undertake social service, and make itself the very
leader in the social movement. That is at least a part of
its promize and a part of its mission—%o restore sqmal
order to thig world. If this view is correct, the socially
discontented have a right to be angry'that the ehurch
has not championed their canse, and relieved them ‘of all
those economic and political and social inequalities of
which they complain. And, if the chureh undertaking
the task fails, they will be justified in proclaiming the
failure of Christianity. - ) ]
. (5) Finally, there is a fifth party which thinks all
- the foregoing preseriptions are wrong. They hold that
the need of the hour is instruction ; that the socially dis-
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contented have got the wrong idea of the meaning and
aim of Christianity, and are blaming it for what it was
never designed to aceomplish, and for what representa-
tives of the church were never authorized to promise. Let
us put the matter frankly., Is Christianity a social
dynamic? Is the church a social institute? Christ came
into this world to ‘“‘save sinners’’—to adjust man’s rela-
tion to God—to prepare men and women for life in that
theavenly world whick is to suceeed this world. If the
masses of the socially discontented could be convineed
again thaf the church is distinetively a religious insti-
tute, dealing only in virtues, dispensing nothing but the
graces of character, and promising nothing but an easy
conselence in this world and heaven hereafter, then they
would see that their displeasure with the chureh was
based upon a misunderstanding, They would see that it
is not a warehouse to supply food and clothing to the
needy ; that it is not a hospital to dispense health to the
sick; that it is not an employment-bureau to furnish em-
ployment to those without work ; that it is not a theater to
relieve the vietims of ennui; that it is not a court-house
to adjudicate the wronged; that it is not a legislature to
reform constitutions and rectify political evils, that it is
not an organization to equalize soeial standings and democ-
ratize the earth; that it is not in charge of the economie,
political, and social life of the world, and has made no
contract and entered into no engagement with mankind
to utopianize this mundane order of things. Tt is ecclesi-
astical paternalism that has involved the church in the
present social discontent, and eaused it to be pilloried as
faithless to its task and uwntrue to its ideals. Unless the
friends of the chureh can extricate it from this false
position, they may look for a fearful accounting when

- the sense of wrong and outrage has released itself with-

out restraint and self-control. The imperative need of
the hour ig o re-teach the world at large that the church
of Christ is distinetively and exclusively a spiritual

institute.
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The Social Organism
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CHAPTER I1.
THE SOCIAL ORGANISM.

As little obvious as it may appear at the first, it is
nevertheless true, that below every gemeral condition
there ig a phﬂosophy which brought it about, and that
behind every wide-spread movement there is a theory
which propels it,

Underlying the social discontent of our times, and
causative of it, there is a certain philosophy of society,
and propelling the social movement of today there 1is
a certain theory of life.

Wha.t we need most of all is a sound definition of

“‘gociety.”” Too many of us are in the fog.: We are
being rushed along, but we do not see clearly. We are
more or less bewildered. "We have no crystal concep-
tion of our own sociolegy or the sociology of socialism.

We have not stopped to diseriminate sharply and
distinetly between the old doctrine and the new doetrine
of society, and do not realize that we have become en-
tangled in the mew propagands beeause our premises
have been all unconsciously changed. Without notieing
it, we have changed footmg, and now we are uncertain
of the eircumstances in which we find ourselves, and are
alarmed at the direction in which we find ourselves going.
‘What confronts us calls upon us to define those general
principles and laws which are necessary to steady and
direct society in its development.

But men will of course retort as did old Cato in the
Roman Senate “‘Senators, while we debate, Saguntum
perighes.”’ To interrupt gocial reforma,tlon while we
-diseuss social theory, iz to be reactionary, and fo run
away from the task imposed by the present world. We
are impatiently reminded that, as the days of theorizing
in religion have passed and dogmas have been sent to
the graveyard, so the days of theorizing about society
“have been erowded out by the present and immediate
need of swiftly and summarily eorreeting social evils of
every kind.
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The expositor of doctrine is not a run-away from
duty, nor is a theorist a stay-at-home in the time of moral
war. The theorist observes the game of life, and Bees
propogitions and relations, He endeavors to *‘think things
together.”” " The army but accomplishes what some
theorist plans. ‘‘Doers there are in plenty, but where
are the seers? Sympathy, sacrifice, loyalty, compassion,
all these are freely given; but where are the antecedent
qualities of sanity, grasp, and ingight? * * * May not
social enthusiasm mareh with firmer step, if social phil-
osophy has cleared the way?”’ (Peabody, p. 8).

‘What is ‘‘society,”’ so glibly uttered by every tongue?
‘What is the ‘‘soeial questions,’’” so flatly pronounced by
preacher and publicist? What is the ‘“social sin’’ and
the ‘‘social evil,’” so glaringly recognized? What is
“‘gocial service,”’ which threatens to seize the Christian
mind as a new gospel? Do you not feel the need of
definition and disecussion?

““Sociology’” is a word which was coined by Auguste
Comte, the founder of the Positive Philesophy, and re-
garded by so many as radically ungound. Then it was

" popularized by Herbert Spencer, the greatest expositor

of the Fvolutionary Philosophy. Practieally all the mod-
ern writers on the subject drink at the fountain of these

~ two philosophers.. We do right to be cautious before

aceepting a4 doetrine and a programme which emanate
from these two sources. They contain the possibilities of
a “‘tangling alliance” for the cause of Christ.

1t is perplexing to define ““society.’”” It is an abstract

. term, and all abstractions, while easy of comprehension,

are difficult of definition for the reason that we must deal
in the conecrete to be clear. For illustration: any man
with good eyes can get a perfectly tangible idea of a
white rose, buf it would not be easy for him to describe
to another the abstract idea of whiteness. In a similar
manner we can readily grasp the idea that man is a
gociable being, but it is more or less confusing to Iay
hold upon the abstract notion of *“soclety.”’

It is for this reason that many of us find our minds
embarrassed in the effort to comprehend much of the
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literature which is being published today on the social
guestion. It iz an attempt to discourse about what phil-
osophy calls a “‘conecept,’” and science: calls a ‘‘generali-
zation,”” and logic calls a ‘‘universal.”” . Abstract terms
are coined for the sake of the economies of speech, but
it is always more.or less bewildering when they are dealt
with as if they were particular and concrete. One may
talk about a ‘“person,’’ and be level to the comprehension
of a child, but when he discourses about ‘‘persomality’’
it will be a wonder if he does not bewilder even himself.
No man can fairly blame himself, therefore, if much that
is being maid about ‘‘socléty’’ confuses him.

Sociology is succinetly defined as the science of
society. Tt undertakes to colleet and organize the facts
and phenomena of human soeiety into a self-consistent
and harmonious system.

But what is ‘‘society?’”’ There are two theories as
to its fundamental nature, and we cannot proeeed intelli-
gently until we have made our choice; and reached our
definition. :

Is ‘‘gociety” abstract or concrete—artificial or

-natural—federal or national—an organization or an
organism? 7

Elisha Mnulford, in his philosophical work on The
Nation, tells us that these two antagonistic conceptions
of society have been at death-grips with each other in
all ages of the world’s history. He says: '

“It eannot be too often repeated that the (Civil)
War was not primarily between freedom and slavery. It
was the war of the nation and the confederacy * * * It is
the confliet of history, the battle of Jud=a with Babylon,
which sweeps through all the eenturies.”” (p. 340).

It is not only true that these two sociclogies have
divided philosophies and hurled organized societies called
states into deadly confliet, but they are also at work in
the commercial and industrial worlds, dividing people
into hostile economic camps. At bottom all the social
unrest, so much spoken of today, is but these two defini-
tions of society econtending with each other for publie
aceeptance.
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Nor is_this all. TElse we might let the matter alone,
~and leave it all to publicists to settle ag outside of the
pale of the Church’s concern. But these two sociologies
‘are contending with each other for the interpretation of
‘Christianity, and for the mastery of the Christian
Church.

If, therefore, it is possible for us to elearly define
our own minds on the subject, and decide for onrselves
between these two rival conceptions, it will help us to
determine our alignment upon many of the urgent mat-
ters of the hour. :

-Is society an ‘‘organization’ or an ‘‘organism?’’
’I‘_hese two words sound very much alike, but they have
- different meanings. An ‘‘organization’’ is. the syste-
matic union of individuals for a common end, and is the
-product of the will and self-determination of its own
units. An “organism,’” on the other hand, is a structure
_Whosg parfs have been assembled by life, .and which
functions by virtue of the immanent vitality that is
within it. For example, a politieal convention is organ-
ized by the will of its members, but a tree is organized
by thg principle of vegetable life. The convention is an
.organization; the tree is an organism. They are analo-
gous, but net identieal.

Spencer defined society as a literal organism, and
sought to interpret and. describe it from that point of
view. This conception was seized upon by the evolu-
tionary philosophy, and it is battling to make it regu-
lative of all social theory, .

But what is an ‘‘organism?’’ It is, suceinetly, the
product of life. It is that colligation of atoms or particles
-or units which has been made by a vital force. An
inorganic hedy is the product of physical or non-vital
:forces—sueh as a ¢rystal or a stone. But an organiec body
1s- composed- of different particles or organs or parts
performing speeial functions that are mutually dependent
and essential to life. Tt is a formation effected by a vital
'foree_such_as--a plant. or an animal. The human hody
is strietly and literally an organism, beecause it is the
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product of life and growth, and not the product of dead,
mechanical forees. S :

Such is the literal nature of an ‘‘organism.’”’ But
we constantly borrow the idea from the biologieal vocabu-
lary, and use it metaphorically to deseribe those forma-
tions which are analogous to true life-products—such as
the Church, or state, or any one of the many organiza-
tions with ‘whieh we are familiar. '

Now, if the current phrase, a social organism, were
used in this loose ‘and analogical sense, there would be
no serions -objection to it. DBut the very purpose of
Comte, and Spencer, and the whole school. of modern
-sociologists, was to deny analogy and to affirm identity—
to interpref sodiety as a literal and true organism—to
représent if as the product of social life as realistically
as the body is the produet of individual life. They mean
that human soeiety is a philosophical res—a unity and
an entity, animated by a prineiple of communal life—the
product of a génuine evolution and growth—a structure
that is the resultant of an immanent vital enérgy.

Society is, therefore, it is held, a true generate .of
nature, and- in no sense the result of voluntary associa-
tion and federated agreement. Tt consequently has unity
and continuity of being, and can mo more be dissolved
than the human body can be disrupted. Hence the New
England theory of the nation, as expounded by Mulford,
and his representation of secession as an attempt to brea,_k
up a divine organism, formed by the national life as 1t
conereted these states into an organie body, knit together
by the mystical processes of growth.

To help us to grasp this prevalent, but more or less
intangible, coneeption of the pature of sociefy, we must

(43

. eall to mind that it is part and parcel of the gemerdl

organic view of the whole world, which is ruling the

modern mind fo a very large extent. We used to think:

of the world as something created by the will of God, but
we are now being taught to think of it as a world which

-has grown into its present form, after the way in which

the oak of Bashan has grown out of the little eell in the
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heart of a tiny acorn. We must apply the ““germ theory”’
to the universe in its entirety, and think of it as a cosmic
.organism which is the product of cosmie life. We must
thmklof ourselves as living in a growing world—one
that is organizing and developing and differentiating
itself by the power of its own proper cosmic vitality.
Then we must think of society ag itself one of the liviﬁg
-prqduets of the cosmie life—after the fashion of a spront
Yhich we sometimes see sent up by a tree, which, by and
by, aequires its own root, and trunk, and foliage, and
fruit. ’
: Again, it may help us to approximate the meaning
of this theory which holds soclety to be a literal organism,
1 we eall to mind the old medimval controversy between
realists and nominalists over abstract terms. That debate
wrestled with the question, whether abstract termy—
such as whiteness—were merely names for mental con-
cepls, or were symbols of concrete and objective reali-
‘ties. Realists held to the contradiction that abstract
‘terms were really conerete. The nominalists held that
abstract terms were those which had all the reality
abstracted from tlem. There are white ‘objects, hut
'.the.re. is'no such concrete thing as whiteness, There are’
individual human beings, but there is no such concrete
thing as humanity. There are members of society, hut
there is no such conerete reality as soeiety. The new

sociology is an effort to revive medimval scholasticism,

‘and apply the exploded doctrine of realism to modern
society,

. When, however, the close question is asked, If soeiety

be not a metaphorical but a literal organism, what sort

of an organism is it? When this question is agked, aud

:expositors are required to be specific and definitive, mod-

erh sociologists break up into several parties, holding

ifferent views, , '

Some of them f¢ll us that it is a true biological

rgamsm. Physiologists tell us that the unit of the

nman body is the cell, and that the whole bodily organ-

m 1s an aggregation of these cells, brought togethar by
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the mystical operation of the vital force. S(_) this sch_ool
of goclalists tell us that.the units of the social organism
are the individuals—the social cells—which are brought
together by the social life to form the social bhody.

As Ramsay MeDonald says: o

““The communal life is as real to him (the socialist)
as the life of an organism built up of many living cells
* % % The being that lives, that persists, that develops,
is ‘Soeiety; the life upon which the individual draws,
that he himself may have life, liberty, and happiness, is
the social life. The likeness between Society and an
organism like the human body is .eompletejn so far as
Society is the total life from which the separate cell,s;
draw their individual life. Man is man only in soeiety.

And Paul Carus says: )

¢Qur life is only a phase in the evolution of a greater
whole.”” (Religion and Science, p. 48).

And Arehibald B. D. Alexander says:

“Properly speaking there is no sueh thing as an
_individual. As biclogically man is only a mgmbex: of a
larger organism, so ethically he can only realize ]nmself

. in ‘a life of brotherhood and serviee.’”” (Christianity and
Bthies, p. 132}, 7 “
Tilé) meta%)hysical socioligists, on the other hand, are
not satisfied with this deseription of society as a biologi-
cal organism. It is entirely too physical and r'n_a'tems_ﬂ
to guit their ideas. And so they tell us that soclety is
a psychological organism. As such, it is conseious, and
moral, and voluntary. Society is literally a social person.

‘Henee they discourse about the soeial mind, the social -

conseiousness, the social sensibility, the social conscience,
the social will, the social life in the metaphysieal sense
of life. Society is thus the generic Man, the common
Man, the social personality. The ““new psychology
treats the human soul as'an ‘‘organism.”’ S

Is there any such person? A sort of mystical com

pound of all the individual persons in human society—a °
kind of generie, communal, social person, distinet from |
individuals, and yet somehow constituted of them? Do ;
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we not first become muddy, and then ridieulous, ag soon
as we go to talking about this social personality as some
real concrete person? -

Long years ago, in the middle of the seventeenth
century, Thomas Hobbes of Malmsbury sketehed this view
of a huge social person, somehow compounded of all
other persons, and named him ‘‘Leviathan,’’ or the per-
sonalized Commonwealth. “‘Leviathan’’ was of more
than gigantic stature, made up of individuals. IMis finger-
nails were persons; his fingers were persons ; his toe-nails
were persons, his feet and legs were persons; hig trunk
was built up of persons; his eyes wére persons; his nose
and ears, his head and neck, were persons; and each hair
‘on his head was a person. He was a composite person—
the commonwealth person—the communal person—the
generic person—the consummate person—the racial
person—the soeial person, Great and multitudinous was
Leviathan! He was the whole human race, horn and
unborn; everybody’s progenitor, and yet everybody’s
child; the universal father, the universal mother, the
universal som, the universal daughter; the man which

And yet evolution, which is always new and original,
Pprogressive and advanced, in its products, has evolved
this seventeenth century Leviathan out of his grave and
set him on a pedestal, and- proclaimed him the creation
of the modern mind! And, lo and behold! Hobbes got
him ont of the Old Testament, where he is a clond-snake

that darkens the heavens, or a mythieal monster of the
vasty deep! C -

I turn now to the old and traditional theory that
society is an association of men and women, held together
by the likeness of their matures, the similarity of their

terests, and the free choices of their wills. Human units
e socialized by sympathy and choiee, and not by the
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opetation of some organic Jaw. There are two essential
conditions of sympathy—commonness of nature, and eom-
monness of experience. Our Lord could sympathize with
us beeause he had our natyre and experience, and for
this ‘reason chose to associate himself with us as our
Savior and sanectifier. Human beings have common
natures and ecommon experiences, and so they associate
themselves together or go asunder according to the free
elections of their own wills, The units of society are
not automatons who drift together by the mechanism
of their own natures. They are free personalities—volun-
tary agenis—who organize themselves by their own free
action. They federate themselves into neighborhoods,
communities, churches, states, and other groupes, accord-
ing to the judgment of their own minds and the listings
of their own hearts. Common blood and kinship, com-
mon interests and ideals, proximity and convenience, and
sundry other reasons influence their wills and ground
‘théir- decisions. But they are always the responsible
members of society, beeause they are free agents.

. Their coming together is not by some mystieal gravi-
tation of their natures, not by some propulsion of some
communal vitality, but by the covenants and contracts
of their own ethieal formation. They bind themselves
together, and create their own gociety. An American can
hecome naturalized in Europe or Asia or Africa, and a
denizen of the Old World may become a citizen of the
New, not as flotsam and jetsam are carried by the tides,
but by the
free decigions of others.
and expatriate him, just
igm, but a federation. Think of a human body,

Society ean outlaw a man, expel
beéause society is not an organ-

society, whether civie, or ecclesiastical, or benevolent,

or of some other kind, can dissolve itself. States do. |

Communities do. Corporations do. Charters create cities.

Constitutions ereate states. Articles of agreement create
associations. - Congregations organize themselves aecord-

ing to the rules of their denomination.

free choice of their wills approved by the

which is |
a true organism, outlawing ome of its members! Any |
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God has authorized men to organize themselves into

states, into churches, i -
es, 1nto co i A
theoeracy. - communities, but there.is no

This was the phil E
was the phllosophy of Jefferson and Ca
o ﬁ%?if?lrllz h;_St(];ile %Oeﬁa_gme of all ages. We have g’?égogﬁlé
ST 1g 0 ings,”” and the “Jivine i
nations,”” and now we are asked i 1vine right _of
of the ‘‘divine right of society,:,o try the new doetrine

God has created man with & soeial nature i
g};ﬁetenmes and impulses which make hum:;t]i)zggsse
de :}t;(;sarﬁi seek the companionship of their fellow-men.
eaﬁses thee %W%n to sheep a gregarious nature, which
Saumen. m to flock toget_her;_and while each individual

P is an ammﬁll orgamsm, 1t would certainly require
a streteh of the Imagination to Hold that the “ﬂoc]g” is
51‘1:111 :ggip;s%mi;igggnW1th Eﬁgeens and partridges; but i3 the

ns or the ““covey’” of partri i

true sense organic? So men have a 'sogial ilg‘ﬁ?e.lﬁlvlfli}g
epables them to assoeiate together ; but is the community:
.elther local, or state-wide, or nation-wide, or raee-wid{’
a h_umap organism? It is clearly an int,erpretation' of,
soclety invented to bring it into harmony with the gen
-eralization that the whole universe is the product of %vo—
: lution and growth. Society cannot be held to be an-
e.xce_ptl(_)n. Tt too must be an organie produet, or the
- continuity of the theory would be broken. ’

If society be held to be a biological oreani

.the laws of heredity demand first attgention. g%%?gin;i ;clhegg
_vatx-on, ancestral history, the physieal eonditions of pro-
-genitors, and all the mystic influences of generation
‘must be dealt with as the most potential factors in the
making of humar} society. Hence eugenics, or the Ia‘wsa
_ifoﬁhgfb:}slt‘}gﬁednig, must command the ca7re and Jm.;;en-
4 e Church an igti igi

o porhe Church raede .the Christian Religion, as they

Next to heredity in the evolutionary program comes
nvironment in ity infinence upon organ}sms. The whole
omplexus of surroundings has to be considered b
'hoever assumes an interest in social developmen{
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Hence the Christian Chureh, to be logical in its proesed-

ings, must direct its energies to the housing and feeding,
the wages and recreations, the msthetic and prosaic com-
‘mon-places of living. It needs to espouse and apply a
scheme of economics. ’

But if the social organism be held to be essentially
psychological, a . spiritual strueture with mind as its
- fundamental formative prineciple, then eduecation iz the
greatest duty imposed by this aspect of the case. Under
such a conception, ideals are held fo be more potent than
either heredity or environment. The greatest benefactor
of the earth would then be the school-teacher.

If, however, society be interpreted as a political
organism, then the great objective of the social worker
would be the State, and the most valned maxr on the earth
would be the politician. If the Church is to be the effeet-
ive agent in the formation of snch a soeiety. then politics

must be its chief concern and the main theater of its
activities. e

We thus see how much of the socialistie campaign-
ing which is on today is really generated by this philo-
sophical eonception of human society as some sort of a
true organism.

CHAPTER 3

Utopianism
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CHAPTER III
UTOPIANISM.

There are a great many varieties of sociologists.
Some look out wpon the world from one point of view,
and some from another point of view. Some are atheists,

-and so think the world must make its own history and
destiny with God always ficured as a zero in the calcula-
tion. Others oceupy materialistic premises, and always
agsume that the world has within itgelf all the resources
necessary to transmute and transform it into the ideal
world of human desire and dream. Some stand upon the-
istic and Christian ground, and expect the world to be
trangfigured and glorified by those influences which
have been revealed as the gospel of Christ.

But whatever their premises, whether non-Christian
or Christian, all socialists think this world ought to be
a heavenly world—a world of supreme blessedness, with-
out a trace of misery in it. '

That it is not such a world, is due to the fact that the
social organism is'illogical, nnnatural, and artifieial. T1f
it is ever to become such a world, it must be by a recon-
struction of human society. All pessimistic eriticisms, on
the one hand, are based upon supposed social derange-
ment, and all optimistie hopefulness, on the other hand,
iz grounded upon some dreamed-of social readjustment.
Consequently the chief task and supreme duty of every
human being iz to address himself to soeial regeneration
and sanetifieation—the naturalistie soecialist in his way,
and the Christian socialist in his way.

But the vision and the dream are always utopian—
that this present earth can be made a relative or an
absolute paradise of unmized blessedness.

In these evolutionary days, when the individual is
the subjeet of econsideration, we are told that the chiefl
end of man is self-realization. That is the word which
expresses the heart of the matter—*‘self-realization.” We
- must think of each individual ag an incomplete person—
one who has desires unsatisfied and potentialities unde-
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- veloped: He is immature and in the proeess of beeomin

his fnll and complete self. He needs to grow intensiveljg}
and extenstvely-—in depth and width and length. Henee
mueh of his dissatisfaction and nisery are due to the
- fact that he has not fully come to himself,

But why has he not attained unto the stature of his
own selfhood? Because he has been trying to perf:':let
himself as an individual. He has beenr selfish and self-
- centered. He has not recognized that he is but an indi-
~vidual organ of the soeial organism-=that his real life is

the communal life, and that he does not exist-apart from
Society, and that he can perfeet himself only as he per-

fects the soeial organism—he can become hegvenly, only

as he makeg the world in which he lives heavenly. Hobbes
gave ,t’o the soeial organism the Proper name of ‘‘Lievia-
than,’” and I shall frequently refer to it under that name.
And s0 man’s chief end and most sacred poliey is to

lorify and develop “*Leviathan,”” or ‘““Humanity,” as
Frederic Harrison elected to style it. ‘ ’

- In the past, the individual has ajmed at self-realiza-
.,tl_on, and fallen short, and is more or less .disappointed

nd urnhappy, and has made his world an evil and un-
The social gospel has come fo teach him
hat he ought to aim at social perfectionisim, and in thig
way find himself by losing himself. When “Leviathan”?
as thus been made perfeet and blessed then he will be
full sharer in the common happiness, because he is a
riaker of the ecommon humanity. Hence the ideal. ig
ot self-realization, but social realization,

The forces of nature, we are told, are adeguate to
erfect the social organism, and the resources of the
arth are sufficient to supply all the wants of the social
ieviathan ;”” but none can be happy until all are happy.

world is intrinsieally a heavenly world: it
& true and proper development, = -
Whlle Hobbes was pleased to call the ideal gocial
rganism ‘‘Leviathan,”” and other goeiologists character-
it as ‘‘Society’’ with one or another deseriptive
djective, Christian socialiste, accustomed to using bibli-
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eal phraseology, call it ‘‘the Kingdom of God,” whieh,
in orie mode or another, is to be set up in this world. But
by whatever name called, the social ideal is this world
transformed and transfigured and glorified, until it real-
izes the most gorgeous deseriptions of the biblical Heaven.

‘What hinders this world from becoming Heaven?
Why is it not an Eden and a Paradise, surpassing ‘all
description? Different types of socialists accentuate dif-
ferent causes—some stressing one thing and some empha.-
sizing another thing. :

Once it was the rule for socialism to attack the family
as the most fundamental ecause of all the ills which infest
the world. They argued that the present offensive social
order was but the natural flowering of the very idea of
the family, and that in atterupting to destroy the family
they were aiming a blow at the very root of all social
maladies. In recent times, however, it is not so violent
against the family, becanse it is not so certain that mar-
riage really is at the bottom of all social woes.

Still there are those who yet think that society’s
way of reproducing the human speeles is fundamentally
vieious, and prolific of a thousand soeial ills. Bernard
Shaw, the popular English playwright, dares to say, in
these evolutionary and revolutionary days, that harlotry
is virtue, and marriage vice. And Karl Pearson, an Eng-
lish lecturer on socialism, says, ““You talk of the sanctity
of marriage—we find therein love sold in the market, and

ever mates two individuals of g species for life

. . The
%roung of the species do not belong to a single pair, but
:? the common herd. Human beings are but evolved
plantg gnd animals, and nature has effected thig greatest

15 1ot s0 popular now even in socialistic ajr-
€8 of the rankest type to inveigh againgt the family as
a4 fund-amentally faise soeial'institution, because sociolo-
gists of a saner and more scientific mind are teaching
that the family is the true typ (

socjal formation. They are telling us that .the whole

we strive for a remedy in the freedom of sex.’’ Again gociety is but another name for o household ofai{}zgﬁldy
he says, ‘T believe the forees and tendencies of the pres- bound together by the most sacred ties of blood and
ent as evidenced in the history of the past are working terest. 3o much Has heen made ‘in these latter days of
strongly against our present relationship of sex, and are ; e universal brotherhood of man—which ig essentially
not unlikely in the near future to sweep it, and as ¥ -a domestic idea—that the  socialistic fanatic feels the
roughly, out of existence as rational knowledge i; sv;reep- eakness of hig erusade against the family.

ing away metaphysies free thought Christian theology, . .

anﬁ soei)artlist' dgcty;-ine’ orthodox. soonomy.”” (Ethic of . It was common at one fime fqr socialism to blame

Free Thought, p. 446). ' _
Those who are still battering away at the family,

clamor for a new eugenics. They argue that ‘marriage is ert this world int h
unnatural, Nature, neither among plants nor animals, g ; o8 eavenly world. The government
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for the express purpose of using force to perpetuate
soeial distinetions, maintain social advantages and.disad-
vantages, and preserve the world as it is. Hence many
soclalists believed that the earth eould never be utopian-
ized until the state had been annihilated. Tts very army
-and navy were the military organs of wrong and
oppression. : ’

But this frenzied madness which made anarchy the
supremest blessing and the highest virtue has been greatly
modified, and reduced in its vehemenee. The aim now is
not so much to overthrow thrones and legislatures as
to ecapture them and use them and socialize them. There
is 80 much political pandering; paternalism hag made
such enormous gtrides; the Department of the Interior
and public improvements has been so widely expanded;
so many public beneficences and charities have .been
undertaken; there is g0 mueh talk about the govern-
mental ownership of public ufilities; so much ‘‘grand-
motherly legislation’” and so many demagogical prom-
iges ;—s0 many doctrines and policies and practices which
have  carried the state so far away from the original

-eonception of it as a huge policeman charged with the

duty of making men behave themselves, that many
socialists cherish the hope that it will eventually become
totally sceialized. - The sanguine followers of Marx and
Engles are exclaiming, ‘It has not yet come, but come it
will, and then the happiness of all will be as the happi-
ness of each—supreme, complete, and lifelong.’’ Hence
gocialism is changing its attitude fowards the state, and
working within it to revelutionize if, instead of against
it to destroy it. | o '

There is a growing tendeney in socialistic eireles to
criticige the Church and the Christian Religion as the
bete noir of the world—as that which more than all else

hinders the progress and the idealization of this earth:
It is pointed out that the Christian ministry is prone to

discredit this world in favour of some supposed world to
come, and to teach men to set their hearts and direct

their efforts towards some future and supersensible con- .
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dition of affairs. TUnder the influence of such preach-
ing, fortified as it is by the sanctions of judgment and
eternity, a spirit of apathy and even hostility towards
his present world is said to be.engendered. The Chuireh,
s alleged, is fundamentally anti-soeial. It is charged,
with great bitterness, that the Church caters to the rich
for the sake of revenue, and to. the aristoeratic for the
sake of distinction, and so makes it a chief coneern to
Pperpetuate the unjust, unkind, and evil order of things
in the earth. 'We are told that it uses every atom of
religious fear and superstition to preveni the much-
needed social revolution. - C ) '

i Many representatives of Christianity feel the sting
of the criticism, and are alarmed at the consequent Jrift
away from the Church of the socially discontented. To
meet it and overthrow it, Maurice and Kingsley invented
what they called ‘‘Christian Socialism,’”’ and sought to
identify the eause of Christ with the socialistic ideal.

hey labored to change the gospel of ‘““other worldli-
hess’ into the gospel of ‘‘this worldliness.”’ There is &
growing tendeney within the Christian ecirele itself to
fo‘llow this leadership. As the state is catering to social-
1sm by a steady development of paternalism, so many
* the leaders of the Church are catering to it by inter-
ting ‘‘the kingdom of God’’ into a worldly kingdom,
and . espousing ‘‘social serviee’’ as the paramount duty
of ‘the diseiples of the Tiord Jesus. Political paternalism
1s. finding -its echo in eeclesiastical paternalism. So the
hurch is being socialized, and converted into an organ
t-changing this present world into a-heavenly world.

All socialists are not agreed in their opposition to
e family and-the state and the church, but they are
nited in théir opposition to the prevalent economics—

he theories and practices of the industrial and com-
ercial world. They insist that all poverty and misery
¢ the direct consequences of the private and personal
ership of property, legalized by the existing order
hings. They can see no way to destroy the inequali-
f wealth and happiness exeept by eommunalizing
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the ownership of capital and production, and then having
all earthly goods and employments distributed by ‘the
soeial commonwealth. Nature’s supplies are sufficient,
they contend, to meet every human need, if those bless-
ings could only be equitably pro-rated, and the world
thus be put upon the highway of becoming the heavenly
world of their dreams and visions. Hence the - one
desideratum upon which all are agreed is a common own-
ership of the earth, and the equal distribution of all its
products. Then the ‘‘earth would blossom as a rose_,”
‘‘the desert and the solitary place be glad,’” and Paradise
wotld be regained. The world would be a wveritable
Eden. There would be no poverty and disease, no temp-
tation to sin and erime, no underfed and overworked
humans, no pride and envy, no pessimistic despair, no
desire unsatisfied and. no want unrelieved. WNature is
sufficiently bountiful, and her larder ig full of every
object of human need, if nature could just be adminis-
tered with fraternity and equality—if an absolfite der-
oeracy could just be established in the world! Earth is
intrinsically heaven, if men would just make it so. But
alas! things are so shaped that 4 few get the blessings

ter such a scheme.
merieal, vigionary,

tering a Millennium.

and the multitude get the curses.

The imperative need is for a Leviathan, a generic
soeial person, who will assert his ownership of the earth
and the fulness thereof, dnd dispense it with equal por-

= tions to all. '

But this fairy dream dissolves like tinted clouds as
soon as we remember that soclety as a whole can be no
‘better than the individual units of which it is composed
Government, without governors, is s sheer abstraction
without the power to perform any funetion whatever.
Leviathan is a pure myth. The social state, like -the
politieal state, is no mechanism 'automa‘qiqally adm%ms{:er
ing the blessings of nature with preeision and justiee. -
Given an absolute communal ownership of the earth and
the fulness thereof, and the distribation of its opportuni
ties:and benefits would have to be in the hands of indi-.
vidual persons, marred by that short-gsightedness and evil
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Jeart that are common to all men. With the whole earth
under governmental ownershi
nities and powers of ‘‘graft’’
ism would be simply appalling
a few men own and eontrol much
what woes might we not expect i
of the entire treasury of the earth!
ore than an archangel with a eabinet o

p and control, the opportu-
and tyranny and favourit-
. If we complain now that
of the earth’s resources,
f ““officials’ had charge
It would require
f angels to admin-

The whole project is utopian, chi-
and impraetieable.

No being less
than the Lord Jesus is capable of setting

up and adminis-

And so the old gospel doctrine seems obvious, that
e can never have a heavenly world until we have
heavenly citizens, and the Lord Jesus returns te this
earth, and takes the throne of its power, and fulfills the
prophecy of a ‘‘new heavens and a new earth wherein
Not Leviathan, but Jesus of
he Christian Hope!

dwells righteousnegs.”
Nazareth, is the goal of t
. Over against the social gospel which is trying to
converf this present world into a bheavenly world, I dare
fo. quote the instruction of the inspired apostle: ““Love
hiot the world, neither the things that are in the world.
If any man love the world, the love of the Father is not
in-him. For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh,
id the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life is not of
he Father, but is of the world. And the world passeth
away, and the lust thereof: but he that doeth the will of
od abideth for ever.”’
A recent advocate of the new socialism, criticising
e utopias of Thomas More, Bacon, Harington and
hers, says quite frankly, ““‘Tuman weakness and frailty
ave been the underlying causes which have shattered
many promising schemes. Idealists assame that by chang-
g conditions you can revolutionize the characters of
n, but this is not so; the improvement of human char-
r is ‘a diffieult process, and improved opportunities
y and at once—if, indeed,
There must be that which
rks on the man within, as well as that which improves

(1 Jno. ii, 15).

not bring it about suddenl
v ‘bring it about at al.
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conditions without, if there is to be a real regeneration
of soeiety; and life develops from within. It is impos-
sible to improve conditions, and provide opportunities
by external activity:; but the klndllng of new ideals, and
encouraging men to live up to them, is another matter.”’

. The same writer says, ‘‘Some preachers look at the
Christianizing of society as if it were a very simple thmg,
which could be carried through in.a rough-and-ready
faghion without any deep and far-reaching changes, if
only men would set about it. It seems to be assumed
that the existing machinery of society would go on, if
doses of Christian sentiment were applied as a lubricating
0il to-redues friction, and Christian altruism were turned
on as the driving foree. But existing society cannot be
modified in this fashion.”” (Cunningham, Chrlstzamty
and Social Questions, pp. 174, 206).

Alexander MacLaren, than whom few have served
the nineteenth century more effectively and acceptably,
says, ‘‘T have been so convinced that I was best serving
all the varied social, economical, and political interests
that are dear to me bV preachmg what I conceived to be
the gospel of Jesus Christ, that I have limited myself to
that work., I am sure, w11:h a growing convietion day
by day, that 50 We Chr:stlan ministers best gerve our
generation.”’ (Pattison, (History of Preaching, p. 344).

. Is.not this judgment of the great Manchester exposi-
tor and preacher a correct one? Cannot the Christian
minister -accomplish -more for every, aspeet: of social life
by working at what is within, with a view to making
individual men and women rlght minded and ‘sound
hearted, than he can by spending his time and strength
in an effort to apply Christianity, on a small seale and

with 8 deficient revenme, through the institutional
Chureh? Can he not perform a-more beneficial service .

by keeping before this unhappy and wicked world. the
solemn sanctions of the world to come, and the promise
of an -indeseribably glorious utopia in that heaven of
the Bible which awaits all the faithful in Christ Jesus,
beyond this scene of struggle and trouble?

CHAPTER 4

Secularisin
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CHAPTER TV.
SECULARISM.

i justi i about this
Socialism justifies its supreme concern
world by a progcess of reasoning. _Its argumentsd musﬁ ti:
plausible to appeal to so many mmds. as they : }:(1). b s
not easy to clear the premises, apd d}sengage ebe D :
vating sophisms by which it fortifies itself at the bar o
ubli inion. _
pubh‘(‘}Ttl)lE public welfare’’—‘the gene‘aral‘ good”.—“’t’he
happiness of the greatest number”.—‘ SO,G’la.]. service’'—
““soeial redemption’’— ‘the soeial ideal’’—are phlrases
that abound in the dizscussion, and a,re“r maﬁe ceenété'ama;y
ive in - i he subject. e hav
regulative 1n treating t ¢ 5o many
i ts, that we are predisposed
physical and temporal wants, t] O i,
ttractive programme which promis eir
22503 rNOW and then we hear some longdmg spirit ghlragg
. _ v
i sely, ‘‘I want my heaven here and now, and
:111%,01;E e\fan:z:r’ to have to wait for it until some time in an
i nite hereafter.”’ _ N
mdeﬁGI:eorge Eliot ridiculed the gosg)el of ”(&tl:)l; i:rloila(i{;-
.’ Holyoake, an English lecturer an
gea?Zner saig “"VV’ e do not say thaltdex}r)ery ma?ho‘:]l%il’l(’fu{g
? ) .
i zclusi 1tion to-this world, beeause tha
B e e fd atism, and exclude the
be to commit the old &in of dogm , & gxelce the
ibility o her world, and of walking by
h B et ich alone we are able to walk.
' light from that by which a o ab  walk
fined to this life, an
But as our knowledge iz con l e e, and festl
j d probability are all tha
mony and conjecture an ; L that can be
i ther life, we think w
get forth with respect to ano d’ T i chate
justi in giving precedence to the duti 8 !
giﬁj]&i?dattafhing primary importance to the morality of
man to man.” (Flint’s Anti-Theism, p. 232).

are after.”’

i i t Ohristianity'
j ts advocates rail and rant a

for “332:%11(5 iilsfutures,” as do its official stq:k-hro]i%r:é

i ith ‘‘drafts on eternity,”’ w
and for deluding many with e et o
raudulency eannot be tested this-side o y :
gﬁt;ti:mzr socialist vigorously worded the pohlcy, gvherel
he said, ““As for us, it is not heaven, but the land, w
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Karl Pearson, an English lecturer,
-about socialism in this strain:
“duet, is concerned

philogsophised
““Man, in Judging of eon-
; he has to

ear of hell, not from hope of

‘a tortured man-god, but solely for the sake of the society
‘of whieh I am g member, and the welfare of which is my

elfare—for the sake of wy fellow-men—T aet morally,
at i i -« . Can a greater gulf be imagined
between current Christianity and the
Socialistic code? Soeialism arises from the recognition

that the sole aim of mankind is happiness in this life.”?
Freethought, p. 318).

. The old historie name which theology and philosophy
had coined for this view before the modern term of
Socialism had been invented “was Secularism—which,
ing translated, is just plain worldliness, Ang many a
sermon has been preached by the Christian pulpit upon
hat text of our Lord in his Sermon on the Mount, “‘Lay
t.up for yourselves treasures upon earth, where moth
and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves break through
: steal: but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven,
here neither moth nor rust
ieves do not hreak through -and stesl: for where your
easure is, there will your heart be also.”’ (Matt.
Jesus was thus clearly against Holyoake, who
ended that this world ought, at least, to have the
recedence’’ over the world to eome.

There are plausible reasons given for the suppeort
this contention. o

1. ““Precedence should be given. to the duties of
life over those which pertain to another life’’ because
iis life being the first in-certainty, ought to have the
it-place in importance.’”” Think much about this world,
d' little about the next ; much about man and little

t God; because this world is “‘a bird in the hand,”’
“the next is ““a bird in the bush,’” and man is now
here present with his physical needs, and God at best
God afar off, o ' :
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ment, and education —by a sound sociology, linked up

It is easy to see how such reasoning affects a mind " 10]
Wwith a sound political economy and a sound industrigl

that dwells only in the present tense—the spirit of the
‘‘wise fool’” who exhorted himself to ‘‘eat, drink, and
be merry, for tomorrow he dies.”” But I do not know 3
of 8 message which this world needs less, seeing that it world that now 18, and leaving the world to come to be
is one on which not only avowed secularists, but mil- . attended to when it does come, if so be it ever does come,
lions of Christians, are acting upon with all their might. Christianity, with ite doetrine of divine provid

But in the grammar of many of us there is an immortal » glves no man either bread or em plo Vl e]’:clce
firture. ‘“‘Sorrow dogging sin, afflictions sorted, anguish ployment—
of all sizes,”’ the swiftness of time, the evanescence of
all’ earthly things, the certainty of death, and the shad-
ows of a judgment impending, admonish us of the absurd-

ity of investing eternity in the things of time and sense. | annot live on psalms and sermons. on prayers and s

There is nothing particularly certain about this life, Lex The man who folds his h;mds and trusts irf ilii;
but sin and sorrow. Nor is the socialist’s reminder vine providence of religion will starve to death. He
particuiarly comforting that, while the individual per- who undertakes to live according to the Ten Command
ishes, society lives on. How does that help a human § ments and the Sermon on the Mount will perish frou;
being who may be on the anvil of pain, or in the vice of he face of this earth.

poverty, to be told that ultimately, when the social
organism hasg fully realized itself, earthly gociety will be
blessed? Proper or improper, he somehow wants a full
share in that happiness. It is irrational to tell a creatare
who feels hig immortality to take care of today, and let
tomorrow look out for itself. The adviee is sound, only
on the supposition that human career and story ends
with the grave. '

Jesus of Nazareth believed in th d ine- ivi
rovidence, and acted Tt g k8 divine

an the foxes and the birds; nio house that he
h could eall
~own, and no place where he counld lay his head ; desti-
! e of every luxury, he was dependent upon charity for
‘p0d .a,nd‘ shelter, and all the necessaries of life. After

© 9. Secularists have a second way of supporting their

contention that men ought to seek first and foremost the ce, he lived in abject poverty and-in the public con.
betterment of their worldly condition. They not only mpt of society; and in three brief years ended his pitiful
argue that, this world being the first in certainty is con- areer on the eross! The chief value of hig examp le to
sequently the first in importance and first in its claims, nman society is the warni P

but they-also reason that natural science is the true provi- this world of the utter d
dence of man. : R .

- If men would have things’ go' well with theém, we are usts leHle_ providence for meat and bread and the
told, that they must give their sapreme attention to.the mforts of life. The story of Jesus is a perfeet demon-
world in which they live ;—they must discover and apply tation of the soclal unsoundness of the Christian doc-
the laws-of natufé;—evil can be warded off and good ean i ‘
be obtained only by féllowing the direstions of a true
seience ;—by attending to laws of heredity, of environ:

he providence of natural seience.in its widest meaning, '
-Not only so; but the Christian Chureh, an institu.
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tion which professedly looks to divine providence for its
support, is a soeial parasite, like a vampire sucking the
blood of the community at large. It produees no Wealt!fl.
It is not even a re-handler of the products of labor. 1t is
a mere consumer—like its Lord, feeding out of the

public larder, and for ever whining and complaining

- . . - e
about the size and the quality of its ration. If all t
race were to adopt the example of Oh_rlst, and follow
the teachings of his Church, and put their dependence in
divine providence, it would, like the Redeemer, extermi-
nate itself in about three years.

Henee a socialistic secularism insists upon a natural
seience instead of a divine providenee, an_d depends upon
organized human effort and enterprise instead. of upm%
prayer and praise in that luxurious and costly house o
charity, called the ‘‘church.” .

This world is now and here present. Man's impera-
tive and immediate need is for daily bread; for shelter
and clothing, and all the things neeessary to make }1v11£11g
comfortable and worth while. T}le gocial gospel is the
gospel of work, in compliance with the laws of natur(i
and in dependence upon the forees of nature. The gospe
of faith and trust: has demonstrated that 1t leads to
poverty and hardship and death.

The human being is mno lily of the .ﬁelds, sponta-
neously sucking up sap and form and foliage, e_olor and
beauty and fragrance, from the mud in which it grows.

i SParrow
g:a l‘irggs, I:md nc’)w hopping about the_ear.th for a feiw
geeds of grass. He is no young lion roarng in the jung };a,
and frightening away his prey by the very nmsel‘ke
makes. If he lies under the juniper tree Iike
Elijah of old, and waits for the ravens to bring him hlg

“ food, the buzzards of the air will sooner or later feef
vpon. his carcass. He must hear the 1n§truet10n o
Professor Ladd, and learn that ‘‘this world is to be run
by the almighty spirit of man, and not by some .absente?-
God.”” Nature is man’s Savior; sclence 1§ mMan’s
providence.

now twittering among the branches of-
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Of course all this reasoning is based upon an utterly
‘fallacious coneception of the divine providence, and finds
its point and power in the modern efforts being made
to represent the gospel of the Lord Jesus as a proposi-
tion and program for this earthly life of ours. There are
- two ““worlds” pointed out in the Christian Seriptures -
one is-the world that now is, and the other is the world
to come. The world that now ig¢ is the world of provi-
dence, and the world to come is the world of grace. The
one is to be obtained by work, and the other is to be
obtained by faith. The one is to be obtained by natural
- science applied with intelligence and industry; the other
s to be obtained as a gift of God, conditioned upon faith
“and trust in the Lord Jesus. Both worlds are offered to
us by the Maker—the one as the reward of effort, and
.the other as the gift of grace. “‘If a man will not work,
“neither shall he eat”’—that is the biblical law for this
world., “If a man will not believe, neither shall he he
“saved’’—that iz the biblical law for the world to come.
God’s secheme of providence supports that labor which is
expended to gain this world; God’s scheme of graee
sapports that faith and repentance which are exercised to
gain the world to come. :

" Our eonfusion comes from two directions. (1) There
are those who want to make the scheme of providence—
designed by God as the programme for this world—a
means for gaining the world to come. Hence the world
as-had all sorts of variations of the doctrine of “salva-
fon by works.”” And then (2) there are those who have
one to the opposite extreme, and sought to make the
scheme of grace—God’s programme for the world to
me—a means for gaining this presemt world. Hence
he modern effort to convert the gospel of the Lord
ésus into some sort of a ‘‘social programme,’’ having
as its object the betterment of the race’s earthly life;—
ore. wealth, better health, befter houses, better streets,
etter education and culture, better government and
eial . conditions. .
o Neither Christ nor the Church, neither the Bible nor
ristianity, object to any man enlarging and enriching
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his earthly life.. (lod has never forbidden the individual
either to aspire or to agquire the multiform and mani-
fold blegsings which Mis providence has poured into the
lap of nature.” He has mever prohibited. human society
from so adjusting itself as to obtain the largest amount
of the very best possible human happiness. He created
man, and he created the world, and He has given to
man the earth and the fulness thereof. In no way and
in no form does he seek to deprive him of the full use
and enjoyment of this world. The purpose of the gospel
is not to digpute his title to this earth, nor to hinder and
hamper him in the use and enjoyment of its blessings:
But the very objeet of the gospel iz fo teach him that
he cannot get this world by grace, and that he cannot

- get the world to come by works. It consequently warns

him that he may get this world and lose his own soul—get
this world and lose the world to come; and that he may
get the world to come and lose this world that now is.
As between the two worlds, it i8 better to loge this world
and gain the world to come. But he who would be true

to providence—eonformed to nature in all his ways and

operations,—and true to grace-—conformed in all his
ways to the gospel—would gain this world, and also that
whieh is to come. We are consequently to seek the king-
dom of the world by work, and the kingdom of heaven
by grace.

CHAPTER 5

’Altruism: Humanitarianism:
Socialism

MISSISSIPP! SYNODICGAL COLLEGE
Holly Springs, Miss.
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CHAPTER V.
ALTRUISM: HUMANITARIANISM: SOCIALISM.

Social discontent started the social movement.

That movement had, first of all, to find a theory for
itself—a sociology—upon which it could organize itself
and eonduct its agitation. For that purpose it committed
itself to the doetrine that soeciety is not a thought-ab-
straction but a concrete organism.

Having gotten a working coneeption, it immedi-
ately became necessary for the movement to define its aim
and object—to sketeh that ideal which would be its goal.
It defined that ideal to be a state of perfect social equal-
ity, fraternity and blessednesg in this-present world.

But no sooner has it found a theory and an ideal,
than it feels the need of an argument to justify itself.
It found the premises of such an argument in the faet
that the earth is sufficient to satisfy all human needs
and is the common property of the race.

Now the movement needs to- find a soeial motive
adequate to sustain it and carry it on to triumph. Every
flock of pigeons must have an atmosphere to float it, or
it will fall to the ground. And the social programme
must fail unless it can find something snffieiently propul-
give in the human heart to carry it to success.

It is felt by all that such a motive, adequate to sus-
tain the soeial movement and aceomplish social redemp-

tion, must strike its roots down into the deepest places .

in human nature. No considerations of expedieney, no
sense of economic fairness, no ideas of political prudence,
no sentiments of mere philanthropy, no moral emotions-—
not one nor all of these are strong enough to carry this
social revolution to victory. Nothing weaker than relig-
ion itself can make the movement prevail. It is felt that
such an agitation must be motived by religion itself,
which has more influence over the human being than all
else besides. Hence socialism has labored either to trans-
mute itself into a religion, or to eapture the Christian

rveligion, and identify itself with that supernatural and

heavenly revelation.
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. Historically,_ ifu ﬁrs_t undertook to make a religion of
1tself._ As a religion, it first gave to itself the name of
Alt.rul_sm, and s}ubsequently changed its name to Humani-
tarianism, It is an interesting story.

During the latter half of the nineteenth cen i
world witnessed a remarkable rca'volutio'nc mtugutgﬁ
thoughj:. _The revolution began with the application of
the prlnelple_s and methods of the evolutionary science
to every subject under the sun. The first great impulse
-1o this new mode of interpreting things was given by

the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species. His mode
of explaining origins has been extended until we have
Seen one after another of the physical seiences entirely
reconstruetegi. But this revolution é¢ould not be restricted
tq the phymgal seienees. It laid its hand upon meta-
hysieal subjects also, and sought to trapsform PSy-
zehoi[ogy, thgology, sociology, religion, and all spiritual
subjects ag it had changed the physical selences.
- The sciences which deal particularly with man—his-
tory, economies, polities, sociology—were naturally the

st subjeets to be revolutionized, At this very time we

e witnessing ‘‘society’’ in the birth-throes of the evo-
lutionary reconstruction,

: Many'saw in the new movement, at first, nothing but
the changing of old landmarks —the mere glteration of
old terms and modes of speech—and felt only perplexed
“the new definitions given to old words. They were
1scinated with the novelty and freshness of it all, and
et out to show the ingpiring and uplifting powe’ar of
ie new conceptions. We now see that those who under-
500d the drift of the revolution, were not changing old
andmarks, but the very ‘‘lay of the land’’ itself. They
ere not merely re-phrasing rhetorie, but they were
anging thq race’s ‘‘center of gravity.’’ They were
eating for it a new sociology and a new religion.
The seience which could trace life from protoplasm
through the vegetable and animal kingdoms to man,
_competent to interpret society also in the same all-
icient manner, and convert sociology into theology
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and socialism into religion. Comte called the new
religion. Altrnism, and Frederic Harrison named it
Humanitarianism, ' )

Auguste Comte was a French philosopher who began
his career in 1826 and died in 1857. He was the founder
of the philosophy of Positivism. His personal history was
a sad one. He was unhappily married, and hecame insane
soon afier the beginning of his eareer. Bven after his

-reeovery he was supported by charity as he studied.in

-abjeet poverty. He contracted an immoral relation, and

after a few years lost his mind again, and died. His -

Pogitivism and Darwin’s Evolutionism have done more'to
influence modern thought than all things else.
- This poor, unhappy and sinful man, a pensioner upon
the hounty of hig friends, thought that the chief end of
man was to serve mankind. He coined the word ‘‘altru-
ism,’” (formed on the Latin alter, meaning another), to
express the idea that all religion consists in living for
the welfare and happiness of others.” One can but wonder
how far his own miserable dependence upon others
caused him to generalize veligion into altruism, and
represent charity and philanthropy as the smm of all
human duty.
Frederic Harrison was a scholarly English philoso-
pher, essayist, literary eritie, and professor of jurispru-

- denee. In his Creed of & Layman (1907) he tells us how

he was. econverted from the Anglican Church to altruism,
whieh he called Humanitarianism. He says: T

“*Many of the most eminent thihkers of the nine-
teenth century who have based life on non-theological
or -Agnostic principles—stich as Bentham, George Grote,
the two Mills, the two Martineaus, Flerbert Spencer,
Thomas Huxley, J. Tyndall, George H. Lewes, Ceorge
Eliot-—were fiot bred in the Anglican communion, pet-
haps never understood and certainly never shared in
the spiritual associations of a sacerdotal echurch. It
happens to have been my lot to have been born and bred

in sueh a chureh, to have been saturated as 'a student

with orthodox theology, to have had €ill full: manhood a
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‘heartwhole attachment to the sacerdotal ritual, and 2
reasoned faith in the Christian creeds; and then hy very
gradual and regular transitions, to have settled down in
middle age into. Positive Religion * * * Al] my training,
all my sympathies and tastes down to full age were with
hat form of worship and of faith which has its traditional
root in Oxford. My teachers at school and at college

ere almost. all Fnglish clergymen. Nearly all the men
with whom I have worked as colleagues in the Positive
Propaganda had an orthodox training in the Universities,
nd many were born and bred in elerical or official homes

In his narrative he tells us how his faith first began
0 be unsettled by the preaching of Robertson, Maurice,
ewman, Arnold, Coleridge and Theodore Parker, all of
om, with splendid rhetoric and matchless eloguence,
roclaimed ‘‘the moral influence theory of the atone.
ent’”’—that Christ lived and died for Humanity. Tf
&t was the secret of his moral sublimity, the explana-
of his tragic heroism, the meaning of his dramatic
elf-sacrificing love—if the devotion of Jesus was his

orship of Humanity, why should it not be his also?
~Having got his strong, full-grown, cultured mind
nted with the ethieal gospel, Harrison tells us that he
xt- devoted himgelf to the study of the philosophy of
n Stuart Mill, Herbert Spencer, and George H. Lewes.
a result he found his Christian faith brought still
arer to zero. Then he tells-us that he opened his mind
he science of Darwin, Huxley and Tyndall; and as a
ult found himself a bleak and desolate agnostie, but
a heart within him which hungered for a religion
8 worship. The call of his religions spirit eonld not
ilenced. . : -

0. sheer dreariness and despair, he crossed over to
ce to see what Comte could give him in the way of
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a religion. The philosopher granted him interviews, and eireuit has been completed, the race would have altruisti-
gave him expositions of his ideas. It led to his hearty cally destroyed .itself! No absolute and self-consistent
adoption of Positivism as a philosophy and a religion: In 'E]iﬁms%c?fﬁ;ltrmslﬁ was pracile.?fl. Comumon bsense Salg
1870, he and Congreve and others opened a chureh in ] Locey womd galn most if every member wou
London, and called it the-Church of Humsnity. Harrison f ffectively o e e seli—the old theory which
dreyt_r up 1its e?eed and r_ﬂ_:ual, and gave m@dern I—_Iumanl— 8o Frederiec Harrison and his coterie unhegitatingly
tarianism ah impulse which has been crowned with phe- shifted from an impossible altruism to Humanitarianism.
vomenal success. It has hecome the religion of social- That one individual should devote himself to the comfort
1sm, and _forced a hl?eral recognition of 1t§e]f in all and happiness and prosperity of another individual in
denominations of Christendom. Tts spread is a great order to satisfy the religious instinet, was not the ides
tribute to the moralistic gospel of a coterie of preachers, at all. Bach person was to live and .“:IlOVG and have his
who had put themselves outside of the pale of orthodoxy; b eing. for the welfare not of one. mor of all but for
to that-grot}p of agnostic philosopherg, who,_ challenged Tumanity. And what is “humaniiuy” which ﬁe always
the flou_ndatmns of all supernatural rehgwn; and tlo th}z:,t wrote in capitals, to which he wrote hymns of praise,
_athe1st1‘(:, Fljenchre?n, WI‘I‘O ﬁrs?; gave to the world the to which he addressed prayers and offered worship, and
words *‘sociology”’ and ‘‘altruism.’’ : about which he preached eloguent sermons? He says:

“‘Altruism’’ was eoined by Comte as a good name for ““The - Supreme Power on thig petty earth ean be
a social religion-—a religion motived execlusively by a nothing else but Humanity which, ever since Afty thou-
desire for the welfare of others. But it did not take the d—it may be one hundred and fifty thousand——years,
rugged sense of mankind long to see its crass absurdity. slowly but invariably conquered for itself the pre-
It is obvious that a man must take eare of himself in - gminence of all living things on this earth, and the
order to be able to do anything towards taking care of stery of its material resources. * * * Thig Humanity
his neighbor. 1If one individual must pauperize himself not all the human beings that are or have been. It is
m order to aggrandise others, where hag society gained living, growing Organism in itself, as Spencer and
anything? The scheme denied any person the right to iodern philosophy establish. It is the active stream of
have any self-consideration. He must be animated alto- uman Civilization.”” Creed of a Layman, p. 63).
gether by altruistic feelings. And what was the duty -If we must have a God—and we must—let ug ecall
and norm of one was the standard of all. If under the - manity God, and bow down and adore and serve and
benevolent impulse I work your farm for you, you must orship Humanity! Ralph Waldo Emerson, the apostate
under the same spirit work your neighbor’s farm for itarian minister, chimed in with this gentiment, when
him, and he in his furn under the same unselfish motive e:wrote, ‘“‘I'love man, but I hate men.”” He meant he
must work somebody else’s farm; and so on over the ad no admiration for the individuals of the race, but
entire commonwealth and the whole world: would it it he had a worshipful affection for abstract Man,
not all come to the same thing, if T staid at home and

hich is Humanity. Would it be untrue to say that this
worked my own farm, and made my living for myself$ ude is logical—that the philosophy, which first con-
If one person, in the spirit of true altruistic philanthro- tes and then deifies the abstract, naturally tends to
phy, sacrifiees himself for another person, and that person . eciate the individual, econscious person?
saerifices himself for a third, and the third for a fourth, '

) _ anc 1 . For any great movement fo prevail it is obvious
and the fourth for a fifth, it is plain that, when the t must be sustained by a great devotion, a power
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likeé the unseen pull of the moon upon sea-tides. Humani.
tarianism could not excite such a devotion, nor kindle
gsuch an enthusiasm, hecaunse mankind had too long
looked upon ‘‘humanity’’ as a mere abstraction of speech,
and an abstract term could hot awaken a religious zeal
and inspire a lofty devotion in its cause.

.So Humanitarianism gradually declined as a talis-
manie word in favour of Socialism as a more dynamic
nomenclature for that religion which was endeavoring to
inspire the world with a supreme devotion to man.

The word ‘‘socialism’ we are told was first used
in 1840 by Louis Raybaud, a French writer. ‘‘Commun-
ism,’* “‘collectivism,’’ *‘‘natiomalism,’’ ‘‘social demo-
cracy’’ have all been proposed for the scheme, but under
objections they have given way to ‘‘socialism,”’ which

term.
“Communism’ proved an unsatisfactory term, he-

‘loecal to generate enthusiasm, and also because of the
gross abuses which had stained that word in French his-
tory. ‘“‘Colleciivism’ was unacceptable, because it too
strongly indicated that society was an aggregation of

avoid. ‘“‘Nationalism’ was a favourite with many, but
the plurality of nations in earth promised te make many
nationalisms in the world.
a new word, uneneumbered by traditional and suggestive
meanings. It was a technieality which its expositors
could define for themselves, and around which the seheol
could build -up-its doctrines and upon which it counld
eentralize its efforts. So “‘soecialism’ has met with the
greater acceptance;, and is now most commonly used.

- Socialism was, at the ‘beginning, a theory of eco-
nomies. It took cognizance of the various and pro-
nounced inequalities on the earth—inequalities in social
position, in opportunity, in property and wealth, in
wages and labor, in the necessaries and luxuries of life:
It struggled for a doetrine, and engaged in a crusade

seems to have the best chance to become the permanent

cause the idea of the ‘‘community’’ was too limited and -

individuals-—the very conecept- which it was designed to

““Socialism,”” however, was
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“which had for its object the obliteration of these distine-
10ms, and the establishment of universa] fraternity, equal-

rial order of affairs from within is progressing and gain-
ng over the old radieal atte P i
o e old rad mpt to destroy the eeonomie
: Sgeiali.sm, however, could not continue to be an
xclusive mdqstrial and eommereial programme, con-
roed only with the distribution of the “‘goeds’’ of the
arth. It contained within itself that which carried it
nto polifies, and set it upon the task of producing the
ocial state.’’ At the first it looked upon eivil govern-

i e _of complained,
its early political days socialism was anarchy, seeking,

dynamite and bomb, to destroy thrones and govern-
nts. Modern socialism, however, has greatly modified’
cattitude towards civil government. It hag diseov-
d.-in the paternalism that infests every governmentg
ecigely the nuclens which it needs in existing states
ormd Wh:leh_to acerete its ideas—premises from which
ropagate 1fs cause. If it ean only expand and uni-
lize, the paternalistic features which now exist in
states, it can attain its political ideal. The onlooker
iders how' paternalistic governments ean logically stop
It ._of going on into full-fledged socialistic states,
lists have .but'to.extend‘ the doetrine of govern-
al ownership, carry forward the poliey of internal
ovements, and continue the establishing of depart-
al bureaus, to bring about, in. the course of time
litical condition which they seek. ’
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But socialism has evolved beyond economies and
politics, and become a moral theory. The economic ine-
qualities of which. it began to complain, and for the cor-
_rection of which it sought legistation and governmental
authority, are now being interpreted as moral wrongs,
and their correction is being demanded in the mame of
ethics and righteousness. While in ite earlier stages it
conternned the dictates of conscience, it now distinetly
appeals to conscience, and seeks to advance itself in the
name of righteonsness. It has now come to see that no
movement has any hope of suceess which cannot fortify
itself by moral sanctions. So its writers and gpeakers are
loudly declaiming about the ‘‘rights of man.”

Having progressed out of economies into polities,
and out of politics into ethies, socialism is now advane-

ing itself into a religion. What is this directing of all

life to Idealized Society as a chief end, and this sanction-
ing of its programme by appeals to the unseen and
eternal, but a drift towards a religion with Society as
the chief object of its adoration and service? it-is a
noteworthy faet that in those centers where it is strong,

on the. Sabbath day at the hour when Chrigtian
congregations assemble for worship, socialists are wont
to hold their meetings .in halls, and hear discussions .

like sermons on social questions, accompanied some-

times with ritual and prayer. In some cities ‘‘Soecialistic ;

Churches,”” so called, have been organized with pastor
and forms. of worship. It is getting to be quite common
for socialistic writers to say, ‘‘Socialism is at onee a
science and a religion; in its appeal io the feelings and
conseience it has the entire force of Christianity; in it
appeal to the mind it hag ‘all the strength of scienece’
{Liebknecht, in Peabody, p. 171). And Peabody, a pro
fessor in Harvard University, has written a book (Th
Aypproach to the Social Question) for the express purpos

_ of proving that socialism 18 ‘“another name for practica ‘

réligion.””

In the beginning the attitude of socialists towards

religion was one of implacable hostility. There wa
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-seareely anything which it so bitterly hated as it did the

dea of God, the church and the ministry. It was the eus-
om to lampoon preachers and congregations as the apolo-
ists al}d. defenders of all soeial wrongs and inegnities,
and satirize the elergy as those who fawned upon aristo-
rats, todied to the rich, and baptized the privileged.
But this attitude is changed and is still changing. Some
are ambitious of raising socialism into an independent

ligion, and make it the competitor of all others, driving
tself foyward under a ‘‘black flag,”’ asking no quarter
and giving none. Others, however, are in favour of
'ffeetmg_ an alliance with Christianity, and so using all
ts prestige and organization and agencies as a means for
agcomplishing its aim. These overturists are willing to
piritnalize soclalism, if the chureh will consent to zoecial-
ze Christianity. The indications are that the proposition
1l be accepted, and that Christian Socialism will be the
ceptéd name of the federation resulting from the
riendly alliance.

1]
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CHRISTIAN SBOCIALISM

CHAPTER VI,
CHRISTIAN SOCIALISM,

Water is the result of the chemical union of oxygen
and hydrogen; salt is the produet of the reaction of an
acid and an alkali; and Christian Socialism is a doctrinal
formation from the action of Socialism upon Christianity.

The history of this alliance iz interesting and throws

much light upon the present sitnation.

The phrase “Christian Socialism’ was first used by
Frederick Denison Mauriee, a theologian of the Anglican
Chureh, of Uniiarian parentage and proclivities, who
died in 1872,

Prior to the middle of the nineteenth century, there
began in the Churech of England what was called the
“Broad-church’ or ‘‘latitudinarian’’ movement. It was
a reaction against the dead formalism of the times, and
a counter-movement to the ‘‘Oxford,”” or “Traectarian,”
or ““High-church’’ propaganda, which was led by New-
man and Manning, and- which resulted in these two
eeclesiastics becoming cardinals of the Roman Catholie
Church. This latitudinarian movement was contempo-
rary with Comte’s altruism, Harrison’s humanitarian-
ism, Darwin’s evolutionism, and the philanthropic agita-
tions of the Socialists which were then just beginning.
This latitudinarian movement had redlly started in Ger-
many with Sehlsiermacher as its father, and with Iofman
and Ritsehl as its brilliant expositors. In HEngland it

was espoused by a group of such theologians and rheto--

ricians as Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Matthew Arnold,
Frederick Denison Manrice, Frederic W. Robertson,
James Martineau, John Caird, and Benjamin Jowett—a
cluster of brilliant names in the ecclesiastical firmament.
In the United States the same cause was taken up and
powerfully commended by Theodore FParker, Horace
Bushnell, and Elisha Mulford. These men laid the theo-
logical foundations of the ‘‘new theology,’’ and unloosed
those influences which came nigh carrying the entire Con-
gregational Church of New England into Unitarianism.
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This latitudinarian movement made slow headway at
ﬁ__rst, and gave little eauge for anxiety, but it gradually
linked itself with the evolutionary philosophy on the one
" hand and with the socialistic propaganda on the other,
and fed itself with the theological, philogsophieal, political,
and social diseontent; and upon such a ration grew rap-
idly and spread widely. Today it is like a banyan tree,
with many a root in many a place. It is obvious now that
it must be ‘“tried out’’ to its last conclusion, and empiri-
- ‘cally prove or disprove itself. It is the ‘‘moral’’ theory
..of the gospel as distinguished from the historic ‘‘sacrifi-

cial’’ view. '
This group of preachers and theologians and writers,
“fogether with their multitudinons disciples and like-
minded expositors of Christianity, eloquently found fault
with the historical and orthodox doctrine of the natire
‘and necessity of the atoning work of Christ—the doctrine
that he “*offered himself a sacrifice to satisfy the divine
justice’’—the doetrine that the mission of Christ into the
‘world was to propitiate God and expiate human guilt—
the doctrine that the primary office of the saving work
f Christ was to reconcile God to a sinful world. These
‘interpreters of Christianity advoeated, in a most popular
‘manner, what is known in the history of doetrine as
he ““moral influence theory’ of redemption—the doe-
rine that the mission of Christ contempldted ‘‘sub-
ctive’’ changes in the minds of men—the reconciliation
of man to God rather than the reconciliation of (Gtod
to man, ' o : - ‘ :

- They were thoroughly out of humor. with dogmas
‘and, - ceremonies, and ridiculed and castigated a religion
‘which limited itself to the task of establishing peace
‘between God and man. They interpreted Christianity
n ethical terms, explained the gospel altogether in
moral phrases, and contended for a Christianity which
would give itself to the regulation of the relations of
man to man. They characterized a Christianity ‘which
evoted itself to the making of peace betwixt God and
nan as theoretical, and set up in opposition to it a pro-
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gramme for the sanctification of human life as lived on
the earth as practical Christianity. ‘Hence Christ was an
Example to be followed, a Model to be copied. He came
35 8 Teacher, to instruet men how to Iive in this world.
He set himgelf before the world, as a Liesson to be learned.
In his didactic zeal to teach a stupid and hostile world,
he martyred himself. Calvary was but a tragic chapter
in a Teacher’s life—a dramatic illustration of Christ’s
seli-sacrifiecing love and devotion fo his human pupils,
designed to impress them with his sincerity, and melt
them into the imitation of his example and into obedience
to his precepts. ’

The old view had been that Christ had laid down
his life out of love for his Father and in zeal for the
glory of God. The new view is that Christ laid down his
life out of love for man and in zeal for the glory of the
human race. The old view was that Jesus came fo placate
God, the new view is that Jesus came to placate man.
The old view was that the ‘“‘chief end of man is to
glorify God and enjoy him for ever;”’ the new view is
that the chief end of God is to- glorify man and enjoy
him for ever. The old view was that Christ is a Bavior;
the new view is that Christ is an Example. In the old
view the genesis of the gospel was the love of Christ for
his Father; in the new view its genesis is in the love of
Christ for man. In the old view the sinner is saved
by the atonement of Christ; in the new view he is saved
by the example of Christ. In the one view salvationis
by the vicarious sacrifice of Christ as a penal substitute;
in the other view it is by the saecrifice of Christ as an
interpreter of life, revealing to men the love of God and
showing them by preeept and example how to obtain the
favor and good-will of the Deity.

Thig is the soil out of which Christian Socislism has
grown. I hold that it is the logical fruit of the humani-
tarian gospel. If the very essence of Christianity is
benevelenee and philanthropy; if Christ was not a
Prophet and Priest and King in the old meaning of those
words; if -he was but a type and exemplar of charity,
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philanthropy and kindness, then Christianity is ‘‘social
service,”’ and the supreme duty of its diseiples is to
‘minister to the miseries and needs of men. It is perfectly
elear that the disciple ought to be as his Master, and the
servant as his Tord. According fo the theory, the Master
is a philanthropist sacrificing himself for man, and the
Lord is not the ruler but the servant of all. Then the
-consummate preecept of the gospel is, ““Go thou, and do
Jikewise.”’

Under the eirenmstances which prevail at the present
‘time, the Christian is ecompelled to raise two questions,
and to define his mind upon them: (1) Was Christ an
Example, and (2) was he a Philanthropist? T shall con-
sider the first of these questions in thig lecture, and -the
econd one in another which is to follow.

The idea that Christ is the norm and standard of life
‘has become widespread. The Unitarian acelaims it as
he definition of Christianity for which he has always
«contended. He has said all along that Christ was but
~an example of human goodness and moral virtue, set as
,eopy and ilustration for all men to follow. The same
ew has gradually permeated the evangelieal denomina-
ions, until it is quite common to hear the Christian trying
o resolve all questions of faith and duty by agking him-
elf, ““What would Christ have me believe, and what
would Christ have me do?”’ Now and then a bold spirit
roposes to clear the whole atmosphere of economics,
olities, industry, sociology, by venturing to delineate
what Christ would do if he were to come to the earth.
ould he be a socialist or an individualist, a demoerat
v a republican, a capitalist or a laborer, a rich man or
~poor man, g churchman or a worldling? The effort is
o make the Lord Jesus the norm and standard for set-
ling the entire ecomplex social question.

-The doetrine of the ‘‘imitatio Christi’’ has been so
dely preached in these latter days, and so unctiously
culeated by expositors of Christianity, that I fear 1
I be thought disloyal, if I so mmueh as suggest that
ere is real difficulty in the way of holding it as the cen-
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tral theory of our religion. It is the very core.of the:
““moral influence theory’’ of Christianity, and if it is

untenable, that whole interpretation of our religion must. -

be held to have failed in its most, central tenet.

The Seriptures represent our Lord as a divine-human
being, a miraculous person, or, in seientific language, ds
an ‘abnormal person. Abnormal in his birth; abnormal
as a child of twelve; abnormal in his baptism ; abnormal
in his temptation in the wilderness; abnormal' in his
preaching, for he spake as never a man spake; abnormal
in his deeds, ‘the many miracles which he performed;
abnormal in hig "death and resurrection and ascension;
abnormal in the sinlessness of hiz charaeter. How is it
practicable for any mere normal human being to copy
this abnormal, strange, uniqueé, miraculous, supernatural
person? - : o - -

Preachers of the “‘imitatio Christi’” have all salong
felt thig difficulty. The Unitarian makes short shrift
of it by denying the true and proper divinity of Christ,
and reducing him to the level of a mere man in order that
he may be imitable by other men.” o

The *““new theology’’ undertakes to handle this diffi-
culty by asserting that every man is really divine, and
80 is metaphysieally capable of ecopying a divine-human
person. R. J. Campbell says, ““Christ is divine, but so
am I.’" The thesis of the entire school is that all men

are-the natural children of God, and so.all men are. par-.

takers. of the divine nature on the supposition that “like
begets like.”’ o R .
There are some Christian interpreters, who represent

Christ as imitable, not by all men, but by his disciples

only, and explain the possibility of it by constraing
‘‘regeneration’ as a kind of impregnation of the con-
verted man with the theanthropic life of Christ. Conver-
sion, or regeneration, is thus held to be a metaphysical

change of human nature, so that the Christian can imi-
tate a divine-human SBavior, beecause he is himself con-

verted into a divine-humsan creature of the same sort.
But, Chiristian theology has never been able to accept the
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:d.o_etrihe that ‘regéneration is a ‘“transmutation .of spe-
ciés.”’ Man is just as human after conversion as he was
efore he experienced that great change,: -

If, however, the metaphysical difficulty ‘of & human
erson imitating a superhuman person can be ‘overcome,
iere is still the practical question, How far must the
hristian attempt to imitate Christ? Tolstoi, the Russian
ovelist, philosopher, religionist and sociologist, insisted
hat Christ must be followed literally in all things. Must
we, however, imitate his domestic life, and eschew all
arriage as he did? There are not wanting thoge who
ke the ground that marriage is esgentially an unchris-
1an institution-—if* for no others, at least for ministers.
Lust we imitate his vocational life, and all become carpen-
ers, or at least be manual workers of some sort? There
re many socialists who portray Christ ag a “working-
an,’’. glory-in speaking of ‘“‘Jesus the carpenter,”” and
0ld him up in that character as model which every dis-
le: must follow, or be disloyal to the example of his
rd and Master. L '

. Must we imitate him in his treatment of disease ‘and
ickness, and seek to curé the maladies of men’s bodies
T the manner which he pursued? There are not
nting those who set him up as the divine physician,
d demand that his disciples follow his method, or con-
88" that they are not following Christ, whatever else
€y may ‘be doing. Are we faithless to eopy, if we do
‘practice the follies of ““christian seience,’’ and assume
at we are the lords of nature as he was? Must the
liristian ¢laim that he is a. duplicate of the ginlessness
Christ, as some perfectionists do, or admit that he is
& Christian at all? :
f Christ ig the normative standard of all ethieal
if he eame into this world to set us a copy to be
wed—then are we not bound to follow ““eopy,’’ even
he printer does who is faithful to the manuseript
-has been put info his hands? Can we justify a
eral and indefinite imitation? Must we preaech in
-germon that he is inimitable, and in another that
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he-is imitable? Dare we say that he is an example, but
an 1mposmble example‘l Can we satisfy conscience by
saying that, while*he is the standard, somethmg less than
absolute conformlty ‘to that standard ig all that is really
required of the disciple? What is required of us—per-
feet Christlikeness, or only Christlikeness in indefinite
outline? If we are to walk ‘‘in his-steps,’’ will anything
less than track for traek satlsfy the conditions  of
discipleship?

Paulsen argues that Chr:st1a111ty ig the-imitation of
Christ; but the imitation of Christ is impossible, and it
would Wreck all soelety if all men set out to follow him,
by not marrying, by giving up his' carpenter shop and
puttmg himself upon public c¢harity as he did, by assum-
ing his attitude towards property, by trying to deal with
nature and the world as Christ did. Hence this writer
reaches the conclusion, with the doctrine of the *‘imitatio
Christi”” as his premise, that Christianity is an absurd
and impracticable religion.

. Most of the sympathetic 1nterpreters of Christianity
who hold that the ‘‘imitatio Christi’’ is the rule of life,
appreciate the fact that to attempt to:follow his example
literally would be not only impossible, but destructive

of humanity itself. So they devote themselves to explain- -

ing how he is to be followed afar off. A recent writer
(Archibald B. D. Alexander, Christianity and Ethies,
p. 151,) phrases it in this way: ‘‘Imitation is not a lit-
eral -mechanical copying. . To wmake the character of
another your model does not mean that you are to become
his mimic or echo. - * * * PFrom another soul we receive
incentives rather than rules. * # #* The very nature of
goodness forbids slavish reproduetlon ¥ %% What is
meant, then, by saylng that Christ is the ideal character

or norm of llfe is that he represents to us human: nature

In its typical and.ideal form.”’

Iz it not & striking fact that our new theologians,
who set out to displace the old gospel of salvation by

atonement, by blood, by death, by the cross, with Christ

ag an example, g moral pattern to he followed, now find

themselves trying to show us how he is not to be copied?
'heir premise contained more than they imagined—at
eagt, more than they want. To.get rid-of the eross they
set up Christ ag a model, and they find. the model 1mpos-
sible, and have no way to make it possible! -

Accordmg to the Christian Seriptures Ohmst is a
Savior. 'This is hig chief character and erowning glory.

Before he was born an angel was sent from heaven to say
to Joseph, *‘Thou shalt call his name Jesus: for he shall
save his people from their sins’’ (Luk. I, 21). He himself
said that ‘‘God so loved the world, that he gave his only
begotten Son, that whosoever beheveth in him should not
perigh, but have everlasting life. For God sent not his
Son into the world to condemn the world; but that the
orld through him might be saved’’ (Jno 1, 16-17).

gul phrased the meaning of the Advent when he wrote
to. the Galatians, ‘““When the fulness of the time was
me, God sent forth his So6n, made of a woman, made
under the-law, to redeem them that were under the law,
hat we might receive the adoption of sons” (Gal. iv, 4-5).
0 the young preacher, Timothy, he defined the meaning
of Christ for all time and for all men, when he said, ‘ This
18 a- faithful saying, and worthy of all aeceptatmn that
hrist Jesus came into the world to save sinners’” (1 Tim.,
;156). Are his diseiples to undertake to imitate him in
character, and endeavor to save men as he saved

“4“If Jesus had dome nothing. more than reform the
ses and correct the errors of society: if he had only
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duty; if he-had only added fresh and stronger sanctions
to the eternal principles of reetitude and virtue; if he
-had done nothing inore than teach, reforim, and elevate

our rdce,—he would have done enough for the world to

elieit its gratitude and gain the honounrable title of its
Savior.. Valuahle, however, as. the moral teachings of
Jesus. unquestionably are, his salvation includes: some-
thing higher and more difficult.”” (Thornwell, Collected
Writings, Vol. II, p. 372). S : .

In saving sinful -men, he was a Mediator between
God and man. As our Redeemer he exereised the media-
torial offices of Prophet, Priest and King. Can his dis-
ciples imitate lim in these official functions? Is it the
duty of the Christian to attempt to be the saviors of
men as Christ was? The very idea is contrary to the
whole ‘genius and spirit of -the gospel. There is some-
;ghjmg“about Calvary that is inimitable for any human

eing, .+ . ' e

. The ““imitatio Christi,”’ as a rule of Christian life,
is' thus “beset' by metaphysieal, ethical, praetical, and

evangelical difficulties. And yet it defies the wit of man
to deny that the Seriptures teach that the Christian is
to ‘‘follow Christ’’ in some sense and in some way be
Christ-like. But that we 4re to be his copyists in all
things is ag absurd as it is unbiblical. . :

- The fundamental fallacy is in the proposition that
Christ is an example—the norm and standard of Chiris-
tian living. That standard is the Moral Law, summarily
compreliended in the Ten Commandments as they are

interpreted in the Sermon on the Mount and in othér-

sayings of Christ. ‘“What does thie Lord thy God require
of thee, but to fear the Lord thy God, to walk in all his

ways, and to love Him, and to serve the Lord thy God
with all thy heart and with all thy soul, to keép the .

commandments of the Lord, and his statutes, which I
command thee this day, for thy good?’’ (Deut. x, 12, 13).

““He hath shewed thee, O man, what is good; and what
doth the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, and to -

love merey, and to walk humbly with thy God?’’ (Mich.
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i, 8). - Let us hear the conclugion of the ‘whole matter:
‘Fear God and keep his commandments; for this is the
hole duty of man.””  (Beel. xii, 13).- And Jesus
me saying, “Think not that I am come to destroy the
or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to
1, For verily I say unto you, till heaven and earth
..one jot or tittls shall in no wise pass from the law,
1-all be fulfilled.”” (Matt. v, 17-18).

Here, then, iz the rule of life—the Ten Command-
ents. Against the superficial interpretations of rabbis
d Jewish ecclesiastics, Christ’ showed’ the spirituality,
e depth, and scope of that law. In performing his
iatorial and saving office he did two things. Tirst,
satisfied all the penal dernands of that moral law as
-had been broken by human heings; and, second, he
yed its precepts to the last jot and tittle, so that he
¢d and died sinless and without transgressing in any
rtienlar. In obeying that moral Iaw, he get hig disciples
xample in obedience. He showed them how the law
ust be obeyed; and gave his Holy Spirit as the dynamic
-their obedience. He consequently illustrated obedi-
e, and showed what the law required in conduet, in
acter, in spirit and behavior, We are, therefors, to
yw Christ as he followed the law, and are not even to
tempt to imitate those characters and deeds and sayings
hich- are necessary to create the gospel and certify it
the world.  The law defines dufy; Christ shows us
“to perform duty. : _
The Christian, consequently, must ask himself, not
at would Christ do, or what did Christ do, but what
5 the law require, Having ascertained what the law
nires, he is then to ask himself how did Christ per-
m’ that duty—in what spirit and to what extent did
o that required thing. The law défines the duty;
dst illustrates the way in which the duty is to be per-
ed; and grace is the dynamie or power by whigh it is
ye: performed. , S
tChristian Socialism?’ was a scheme devised about
middle of the nineteenth century for reorganizing
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the whole soeial structure with the ‘‘imitatio Christi®
as its formative principle, or working hypothesis. TIf
proposed to make the soeial life of Josus the norm and
standard of all society in the earth: But the inferential
perplexities proved very serious.  Some saw that he
was ‘‘the carpenter of Nazareth,”” and so drew the con-
clusion that only the so-called ““workingman’’ eould be
Christian. Some saw that he was poorer than ‘“foxes’”
and ““birds;,” and inferred that only the abjectly poor
could be Christian, or like him. Some were impressed with
the fact that he never contracted marriage, and drew .
from it that marriage was unchristian, and, by contrast,
set up the idea of “‘affinities’’ and ‘“‘free love’’ as the
Christian conception of the trme relation of the sexes.
Some saw that he controlled nature by the exercise of .
the power of his mind upon the wind and the sea, upon
paralysis, disease and death, and drew from his example
the -conclusion that he was a new sort of ‘‘Christian
Scientist,”’ and that only those who practiced ‘‘mental
therapeutics,”’ giving present and absent and magical
treatments to sick folk, and worked their minds gener-
ally upon matter, could be Christ-like or Christian. Some
saw that he was a prophet, in direct communication with
the mind of God and from within spake to the world
with dogmatism and assurance upon questions of faith
and duty, and -they felt that all disciples must possess
the divine consciousness and be the subjeets of ingpira-
tion in order to be Christian and Christ-like. Others saw
that he was a priest, offering himself as a sacrifice upon
the altar of God for the welfare of men, and so got the
conelusion that each Christian must Iiterally immolate
himself in order to be like his Savior. :

So many absurdities and fancies and vagaries and
‘‘isms’’ sprang up from the attempt to make Christ the
world’s social model, that we do not now hear mueh
about ““Christian Socialism.”” We prefer to talk about
‘‘practical Christianity’’ and ‘“‘social service.”’

CHAPTER 7 |
“ Neighborhood and
Brotherhood
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CH_APTER VIL
NEIGHEORHOOD AND BROTHERHOOD.

It is common today to hear Jesus represented as the
first soeialist of the world, and his religion described as
a practieal, or as some gay, an impractical, social pro-
gramme. It is current to hear the Christian Church pil:
loried as an institution which has grossly perverted and
travestied the ethies of Christ.

Professor Vedder gives us a _long list of causes for
“‘the social failure of the Church.”’ Heé blames Paul first
and foremost. ‘‘Paunl,’’ he says, “‘saved Christianity from
perishing in the cradle. But it was almost an equal dis-
aster that Paul did win.”” It was his misfortune that he
did not know Jesus in the flesh ; ““he was born and reared
in a family of the well-to-do class, and never felt the
bitterness of poverty.”” Henece he ‘‘deflected Christian-
ity from its original line of progress.’’ Next to the deso-
cializing of Christianity by Paul, came the early attempts
to formulate doetrines and dogmas. Then there was the
‘influence of paganism, which injected into Christianity
ity ideas and ideals, carrying the cause of Christ far
“afield. Then eame thoge bitter persecutions which caused
the diseiples to think more of the world to come than of
this world, whiech carried the Chureh still farther away
from. the initial idea of a social regeneration. Then eame
the dark -ages which marked *‘the complete passing of
the ideal of Jesus.”’ Protestantism failed to resuseitat
the goecialism of Christianity beecause it had ““to conquer
freedom of thought, and so devoted itself to creed-mak-
ing.”” (Bocialism and the Ethics of Jesus, pp. 437-479).

So this professor in a Protestant Theological Semi
nary (Crozier) blames Paul and Providence that the
Church has heen unsocial from the days of Christ 10
the present time! This is a severe indictment., Many,
however, within the Christian eircle are prosecuting it
both with argument and rhetorie.

I think, perhaps, the radical fallacy is a failure to
observe the biblieal distinction hetween ‘‘neighborhoo

and “*brotherhood.”” The word ‘‘neighbor’’ ocenrs it
he. Christian Seriptures more than one hundred and
hirty-five times; and the word ““brother’ appears motre
than five hundred times. These words appear in bofh
Testaments in many connections, and almost in every
book ‘of the Bible. Besides the words themselves, there
~ar¢ many cognate phrases and kindred expressions. I
‘think we can infer from thiz usage that the Bible does
tefa,ch some doctrine of ‘‘neighborhood?’ and some doe-
trine of ‘‘brotherhood.”’ S ' '

) _“Neighbor” is an Anglo-Saxon word, and primarily
ignifies one who resides mear to another. The basal
dea is that of proximity in space. ““Brother,”” on the
other hand, primarily signifies one who had the same
arentage with another. The basal idea is that of a com-
mon generation, a common origin, a common blood. Ety-
molo_glcally, a ‘‘neighborhood’’ is a geographical com-
munity, and a ‘‘brotherhood’ is a consagninious eommu-
nity. A group of human beings having a common place
g a ‘‘neighborhood,”” and a group having a common
origin is a ‘‘brotherhood.” Proximity is the ruling ideg
with the one, and kinship with the other. =~ =
‘Words, however, have both aequired and expanded
meanings as well as their original and proper meanings.
ut they never entirely lose the aroma of their original
ghificance however far usage may take them from their
arting points. The flavor of their derivations always
ngs to them whatever their history. And so these
ords ‘‘neighborhood’” and “brotherhood’ ecan never
t away entirely from their original meanings. .
The law of good neighborhood was set up in the
osaic legislation, ‘‘If thou meet thine enemy’s.ox or
-ass going astray, thou shalt surely bring it back to
m again. If thou see the ass of him that hateth thee,
g under his burden, and. wouldest forbear to- help
m ; thou shalt surely help with him.”” (Ex. xxiii, 4-5),
Also thou sghalt not oppress the stranger’’ (Ex. xxiii, 9).
hou shalt not see thy brother’s-ass or his ox fall down
the way, and hide thysélf fréfi themn ; thou shialt surely
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help him to lift them up again.”” (Deut. xxii, 4). From
such instances it is easy to generalize how the Old Testa-
ment required consideration and assistance for the enemy,
the stranger, and the brother Israelite. The disciple of

the Old Economy eould not be faithful to its precepts and

spirit, and withhold a helping hand from the needy who-
ever he might be, Jewish brother, or Philistine enemy;,

or the unknown stranger by chance within the gates. -

There was a vast deal of legislation which hedged the
neighbor with protection and made him a subjeet of con-
sideration and kindness.

Yet Israel, in the days of our Lord, had come to
narrow the claimants upon bounty and charity and help
to those of his own blood and honsehold. Qur Lord cora-
plained vehemently against these traditions and false
interpretations, with which Jewish ececlesiasties had over-
laid the law of Glod as given hy Moses and the prophets.
He particularly and emphatically corrected the law of
good neighborhood, along with other serious misinter-
pretations of the rules which Jehovabh had laid down.
He recalled the fact that it had been plainly writtén in
Leviticus, “‘Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself”
(Lev. xix, 1). Consequently he was -adding nothing new
to the original law, when He said in the Sermon on the
Mount, (Matt. v, 43), or when he said to his disciples
when they were agking him who would be the greatest
in the kingdom of heaven (Matt. xix, 19), or when he
said to the seribe asking which is the greatest command-
" ment of the law (Matt. xxii, 89), or when he =zaid to the
young lawyer who tempted him (Lk. x, 27), “Thou shalt
love thy neighbor as thyself.’” On these four different
occasions he made himself plain, and asserted that the
law of the 0ld Testament, as well as the law of the New
Tegtament, made the Iove of self the measure of love for
the neighbor.
but it had beén the doetrine from the very beginming
of divine instruetion.

The apostle Paul, the great expositor of Christianity
to the Huropean and heathen world, also signalized the

It was a high doctrine of neighborliness;
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same principle, in perfect conformity with his divine
Master, as one of the eardinal tenets of his gospel. He
did to the Romans, as Moses and Christ had said before
im, ““Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself”’ (Rom.

, 9). He again said to the Galatians, ‘“‘For all the law
(of neighborliness) is fulfilled in one word, even this,
hou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself’” (Gal. v, 14).
nd the practical James said to the general, Christian
Wox:ld, “If ye fulfill the royal law, according to the
¢riptures, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself, ye
» well.”” (Jas. i1, 8). So Moses and the prophets, Christ
nd the apostles have written it all over the Scriptures as
the “royal law'’ of God, ““Thou shalt love thy neighbor
s thyself.?” A

Our Lord also phrased it as a Golden Rule: Al
hings whatsoever ye would that men should do to you,
-ye even so to them: for this is the law and the proph-
(Matt. vil, 12). Men must show the same kindness
'0.'__0thers, Whlc!:l, under similar eircumstances, they could

ust go beyond the ethical neighbor-

iess of the Golden Rule, ““for if ye (Christians) salute

ur- brethren only, what do ye more than others? Do

t.even the publicans s0?’’ (Matt. v, 47). Christian

ourtesy and gemerosity, Christian good-will and neigh-
iness, must have a wider range and a deeper glow
mark worldly salutations and cordialities,

. At the time of our Lord the scribes and Pharisees
d" ecelesiastics had restricted the idea of “neighbor’’
members of their own race and kindred, The alien
d-the enemy and &ll non-Jeéwish people they had put
ond the pale of neighborhood and denied to them all
hborly treatment. Our Tord corrected this narrow
w. of neighborhood. In the Sermon on the Mount he

‘Ye have heard that it hath  been sald—ye -have
d-the law of good neighborhood interpreted in this

Thou shalt love thy neighbor and hate thine ‘enemy :
E: say unto- you, Love your enemies—the law of Old
ament good neighborhood requires you to be chari-
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table to your enemies’” (Matt. v, 4344). When, on an-
other oceasion, a young lawyer said to him, *“Who is my
neighbor—define him,”’ Christ answered with his match-
-less. parable of the Good Samaritan, and showed that
every human being who may be in need is to be ranked
and dealt- with as a neighbor (Lk. x, 30-37). The whole
human world thus beecomes one ecommon neighborhood.
The earth’s surface is not wide enough for any man to
be far enough removed to be beyond the pale of neigh-
borly treatment. Whoever lives in this world is to be
regarded as a neighbor to everybody else in the earth.
But the Seriptures have a doctrine of ‘“brotherhood™
ag well as a doectrine of ““neighborhood.”’ They use the
word ‘“brother’’ and its cognates a great multitude of
times. These uses may be reduced to three classes: (1)
brothers by nature, (2) brothers by law, and (3) brothers
by grace. : -

descent from a eommon parent or ancestor.
blood-connections. The sons

They were
of. Jacob were

Israel (Deut. ii, 4), because¢ both Jacob and Esau were
the sons of Isaac. The natural brother belonged to the
immediate household, or had a blood-descent from a com-
mon parentage. For instance, the Seriptures never rep-

. resent the Caananite as the brother of Israel, or the
Roman as the brother of the Jew. A cormmunity of blood
is esgential to the idea of natural brothers.

Legal brothers, on the other hand, are those who had
artificially been connected with each other by marriage,
or who had been adopted into such nearness as wounld
have been constituted by nature had they been horn info
that relation. Secripture co-ordinates the relationships of
consanguinity and affinity.  Law-kin are the same as
blood-kin. The degrees are equal, and without distine
tion. The Levitical marriage-law prescribed that noe
marriage could be contracted with an in-law-relation of
the same ‘degree -ag.the forbidden blood-relation (Lev.

A

Natural brothers were those related to each other by

called
‘“‘Joseph’s brethren’” (Gen. 1, 15). The descendants of .
Esau were called ‘‘the brethren?” of the children of
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xviti, 6-20). This explaing how ““J oseph, the husbahd of
Mary -of whom Jesus was born,’’ was by Matthew. called
the son of ‘“Jacob’’ and by Luke the son of ‘‘Haeli’’
C(Matt. i, 16; Lk. iii; 23). J acob was the natural father
of Joseph, and Heli was his fathersin-law, but the narra-
tives call him the ‘“son’’ of each, because in the Bible
‘relations of consanguinity and affinity are treated with-
ut distinetion. That which is constituted by law and
‘convention is-as real ag that which is constituted by
pature. In the Seriptures a brotherhood by law is the
same as a brotherhood by blood and nature.

But there is another ‘‘brotherhood’’ in Seripture
which i neither natural nor legdl, but gracious. This
kind of fraternity is comsiituted by a common relation-
hip to the Lord Jesus. Tt is not the blood which courses
Athrough their veins, nor yet the legal bonds which hold
hem together, but the operation of the Spirit of God
within them, giving them a common nature and a fra-
ernal relation to the Lord Jesus. This group are breth-
fen because they have experienced the ‘‘second birth.””
n the Christian brotherhood, God is the Father, Christ is

¢ Elder Brother, and all Christians are but the younger
.members in the Family of God, in the household of faith,
This is not metaphor, a mere human analogy without any
asis in reality. On the contrary it is a true and literal
act, showing a family which has been constituted by a
ork of grace. ‘

. Such a brotherhood iz constituted in two ways: (1)
ubjectively by reégeneration, which conveys the nature
f'a ¢hild of God, and (2) objectively by adoption, which
ives the rights and standing of a child in the house and
amily of God. It is ome thing to have the spirit of a
hild, and another thing to have the status of a child:
Ve can teadily think of earthly families in which a mem-
er has all the rights and privileges of a son in the house,
ut who is entirely devoid of every trace of a filial spirit
nd temper; and, on the other hand, we ean think of a
ainily in which the ¢hild has none of the formal rights
‘a son of the house, while he carries in his bosom 2
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genuine filial heart and disposition. He may inherit from
a father as a matter of legal right, but be destitute of
the most primary sense of filial love and respect. Or
he may have the sweetest and most child-like disposition;
#nd yet be the subject of a legal disinheritance. To
become a member of the Christian household, a sinner
needs both the heart of s child and the standing of a
child. The one is provided for in the gospel by regenera-
tion and sanctification, and the other is provided for by
adoption. The one gives him a fraternal nature and the
other gives him a fraternal status. And so does grace
create a genuine ‘‘brotherhood.’’

Christ is often called ‘‘the only begotten” Son of

~God (Jno. i, 14, 18; iii, 16, 18 1 Jno. iv, 93, and also *‘the
first begotten’” son of God (Rom. viii, 29; Col. i, 15 ; Heb..

i, 6; xii, 28). Theologians eall the one the monogenetic
sonship, and the other the primogenetic sonship of Christ.
As the only-begotten Son he had no brethren, but as the
first-begotten Son he had many brethren. The one is his
trinitarian and eternal sonship in the Godhead, and the
other his mediatorial and redemptive sonship in the
Chureh. The monogenetic Son had a divine nature only;
the primogenetic Son had a divine-human nature. The
monogenetic Son had no birth-day; the primogenetic Son
was born in the fulness of time. The monogenetic Son
had no brethren in the Trinity; the primogenetic Son
has a multitude of brethren in the Chureh of God. He
is not ““the elder brother’ in the parable, but he is the
Elder Brother in the Christian brotherhood. :

I'think then we may eonclude that the Scriptures do
give us the idea of a Christian ‘‘neighborhood’’ on the
one hand, and a Christian ‘‘brotherhood’’ on the other.
The meémbership of the ‘‘neighborhood’’ includes all men
indiseriminately, while the membership of the ‘‘brother.
hood” is'limited to those who are “‘in Christ Jesus.”
Our altitude towards the ‘‘brotherhood” is closer and
more intense than our bearing towards the Fneighbor.”?
This is expressed by Peter when he says, *‘Honour all

men.  Love the brotherhood’’ {1 Pet. i, 17). Honor -
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-the ““neighborhood,’” but love the ‘‘brotherhood.’’ One
QraWS' deeper upon the . heart, its sympathies and affee-
tions, than does the other.

“The New Theology,”” we are told by one of its
formal expositors and earnest defenders, ““is but the
-?eligious articulation of the social movement.”” He calls
At ““spiritual socialism.’” He tells us that ‘‘the great
social movement whieh is now taking place in every
2 eountry of the civilized world towards universal peace
‘and brotherhood, and a better and fairer distribution of
wealth, is really the same movement as that which in the
more distinetively religious sphere ig ‘eoming to be called
the New ‘Theology’* (Campbell’s New Theology, p. 14):

erted into a wuniversal brotherhood. ‘“The universal
atherhiood of (od,”’ “‘the universal brotherhood of
an,”” and ‘‘the solidarity of the human race,”’ are the
indamental and formative ideas of the entire propa-
anda. We are being told, as if it were g commonplace
nism, that, while other prophets made God known ag
reator and Preserver, Ruler and Redeemer, ‘it was
served for Christ to make these all to become figura-
ve expressions, and the Father to beeome his real and

being assured, as a mafter of course, beyond all question,

at this was the ‘original and unique and distinctive
velation of the Lord Jesus. ' '
. Jesus did habituilly speak of God as “my Father.”
‘his teachings he eontinually spoke of him to the dis-
Dles as ‘“‘your Father.”” He taught his diseiples to pray
ur Father which art in heaven.”” There is not a single
stance on record in all the New Testament where the
tecedent pronouns, ‘‘my,” ‘“‘our,” ‘‘thy,’’ “your,”’
hig,’” “‘their,”’ prefixed to ‘“Father,”’ refer to other

Christ and Christians. There is not: one reported
ing of Jesus which directly or by implication repre-
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sents him as teaching that God is the Father of all men
indiseriminately and without distinetion. To Christ and
to those who are “*in Christ’’ he'is indeed a-loving Father,
in all the infinite fulness and tenderness of that blessed
name. To all other men than those who have been related
to him by grace, he is creator and preserver, benefactor
and ruler and judge—the hater of iniquity and the pun-
isher of evil-doers. ' n T
That God was the Father of all Israel is an -idea
‘abundantly set forth by the prophets and made familiar

10 every Jew, but Israel was a typé, not of all mankind, -

but of the people of God-—that portion of mankind which
was in covenant-relation to-their Maker. It is not even
claimed that the Old Testdment made any such revela-
tion as that God was the Father of all the race. The very
contention ig that the common and universal I'atherhood
.of God was. first made known by the Lord Jesus, and

constitutes something peculiar and exclusive in the reve-

lation of Christ. ‘Israel wag God’s “‘son,”’ God’s typieal
son, and all-Israelites were conséquently ‘“brethren,”’ not
because they were descendants from Abrabam according
to the-flesh, but becaiisé they were bound together by
4 covenant of graece, which typed the brotherhood of all
believers and Christians—all the spiritual posterity - of
Abraham as the f‘father of the faithful’’ On one oceca-
sion the Jéws had a controversy with our Liord, in which

they "argued that God was their Father bécause they:

were the seed of Abraham. Jesus retorted, ‘‘If God were
your -Father, ye would love me. * * * Ye are of your
father the devil.”” (Jno. viii, 37-44). ‘ ' -

*° . We see in the teaching of Jesus a message .Whi(lh
made neighborhood, not national and racial, but universal

and world-wide. But there is nothing in his -teachings .

which thus expands brotherhood, and makes it coexten-
give with the limits of the human race,
‘4]l-compréhensive neighborhood is in the Great Supper,
the Marriage of ‘the King’s Son, the Wicked Husband-
man, the Samaritan Woman, the Samaritan’ Leper, the

The idea of an’

Servant of the Centurion, the Caananitish Woman, ‘and
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specifically in the Good Samaritan (Jno. iv; Lk. xvii, 18;
Matt. vii, 26; Mark vii, 26). '

It is undeniably true that the Bible teaches that all
tHe human race descended from the common pareniage
of Adam and Hve, and that ‘‘God hath made of one blood
all hations of men, for to dwell on all the face of the
earth’ (Aets xvii, 26). In this sense the whole world is
a,_human family, all men are brothers afar off. But the
Bible predicates little of ethies and preeepts upon this
purely humanitarian ground. Indeed, it would be diffi-
-eult to find any passage in Seripture which calls upon us
to be kind and generous, considerate and sympathetic
with man just because he is man, having the same hered-
ity and nature and blood with ourselves. The Rihle
teaches that faet, but God does not base ‘the gogpel and
duty upon that truth. There is a treatment which Christ
requires us to accord all men hecause they are ‘‘neigh-
bors,”” and’ there is a treatment which hé requires us to
give another group of men becanse théy are ““brethren.”’
O:ur‘Iford did not say, Thou shalt Iove man as thyself;
nor did he say, Thou shalt love thy brother as thyself;
but he did say, Thou shalt Tove thy neighbor as thyself.
e thus constituted a neighborhood and a brotherhood,
and made all that is human the membership of one and
all that is Christian the membership of the ¢ther. One is
tniversal and race’wide, and the other is limited to his
diseiples. - '

.. All the world is neighbor to the Chureh, and it must
act the Good Samaritan to the ends of the earth. In the
spirit of fraternity it must minister to all the household
of faith, but in the spirit of Christian neighborliness it
ust take its gospel and beneficent institutions to the
utmost parts of the habitable globe. It must be unneigh-
borly, or it must be evangelistic and missionary. The-
law of good neighborhood requires it to give of its bread
and drink and oil and loving kindness to the fallen in
évery land. , .

~. But the sociagl movement and the new
which seeks to *

E theology
articulate’’ it are not pleased with the
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Seriptures’ assignment of all who are not the
diseiples-of Christ.to the class of neighbors. They are
dissatisfied with any distinctions made among men for

any reason. They are for redueing all the race to a
dead level, and for )
with God and other men. Diseriminations are hateful.
I£.God is the Father of any, he must be the Father of all.
If any are brothers, all must be brothers. Nothing short
of the universal brotherhood of all mankind ean placate
them, It is not neighborly love and neighborly treat-
ment they want, but brotherly love and brotherly treat:
ment they demand, irrespective of the feelings they show
and the treatment they give the Lord Jesus. '

But it cannot be helped. Tt ought not to be other-
wige. The attitude of men towards Christ and his gospel
must and ought to make a difference between men. He
is & divider of men. He is a divider of ages. He is a
divider of destinies. He separates men into his‘friends’’
and his ‘‘énemies.’” He treats his eremies in a generous
and neighborly fashion, but he regards his friends with a
special and exuberant brotherly affection. In this respect
his disciples may follow his example. History shows that
the people of Christ have often been requited with perse-
cution for their neighborly treatment of his erities and
opponents. Many who are the beneficiaries of Christian
charity and that humanitarian kindliness which has been
generated by the gospel, are the bitter eritics of the
Church and tradueers of the disciples of the Lord Jesus.:
Nevertheless our Master says, ““‘Love your enemies, hless
them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and
pray for them that despitefully use you, and persecute
you; that ye may be (that you may show yourselves to
be) the children of your Father which is in heaven’
(Matt..v, 44-45), :

The most primary duty we owe to the neighborhood

xiii, 7-10). The neighborhood has no need.which can
take precedence over justice. It requires that respeect
which makes us “‘honor all men’ (1 Pet. ii, 17). It

giving all men the same standing

is justice. The law is, ‘‘Render to-all their dues’’ (Rom. '
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forbids participation in barbarisme which degrade, or
in- any practices which erush. It reqguires us to aceord
to- every man his full social rights—reward to whom
reward is due, and punishment to whom punishment is

e. 'Hach member of society must be allowed, as a
matter of right, to live upon the highest ethical plane
¢.may make for himself, and be ruled in all things by
he loftiest Christian conseience. Nothing can take the
lagce of social justice, which accords to every member
of the neighborhood the right to life, liberty, property, -
nd the pursuit of happiness.

Next to justice comes truthfulness, in importance as
neighborhood duty. False-witness bearing, gross lying,
viteful backbiting, injurious gossip, malicious tale-bear-
ng, hurtful tittle-tattle, are horrid transgressions of the
aw of Christian neighborhood. The tongue of the de-
elver and slanderer has done woeful damage to both
the smaller and larger neighborhoods of the world.
Speaking the truth in love’’ (Eph. iv, 15) is the rule
Seripture. ‘‘Let all bitterness, and wrath, and anger,
nid clamor, and evil speaking, be put away from you,
h malice: and be ye kind one to another, tender-
arted, forgiving one another, even as God for Christ’s
e hath forgiven you’’ (Eph. iv, 31-32). Perhaps few
lge in more bitter blackmail than do certain of the
ally discontented, -who have taken up the idea that
‘neighborhood is to blame for all their hardships and
lures. Falsehood, in all its forms, ‘particularly in
¢ form of hypocrisy and equivocation, is an atrocious

‘enice against the most elementary rules of Christian
ighborhood.

We owe to the neighborhood, not only justice and
uthfulness and all the sterner gqualities of conscience
righteousness, but also sympathy and the gentler
ues of the heart. A fellow-feeling which carries us
to.the joys and sorrows of both the loeal and the wider
mynunity ; a praetical kindness and beneficence which
td & helping hand to every struggling member of the
ighborhood; words of cheer that holster a drooping

5
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spirit; a forbearance that can be patient with those whose
tempers are irritable, whose conduet is unlovely, and
whose speech s unbeeommg, a forgiveness which, in thé
very majesty and subhnnty of-one who stands upon the
steps of God’s throue, éan wipe out the injury which has
been even Wantonly inflicted ;—these are somé of the
things which would glonfy Chnstla;n neighborhood, and
make it delicious.fto Tive in sueh a commumty '

Finally, the law of Christian. nelghborhood requires
each member to' be an example of justice, truth, and
goodness to every other member of the eommumty It is
awful to lead another astray-—to tempt him to immor-
ality, to misery, to uncharitableness, to that which is
dishonorable and vulgar; but. doubly damned is he who
first introduces the evil custom which easts its blight
upon the neighborhood. FHvery member of a community
iz a fountain.of influence. .Cursed is he whose fountain
is morally poisoned. The light of eternity will show
your finger-marks and mine upon all those with whom
we associate. Cleero is quoted as saying, ‘‘Be a pattern
to others; for as a whole city is infected by the Heen-
tious passions and vices of great men, so it is likewise
reformed by their moderation.”’ THach member of the
neighborhood must live as he -would have the whole
nelghborhocd live. .““Man ig an imitative ereafure, and
whoever is foremost leads the herd.”’

- ““Honor all men Love the brotherhood Fear God
Honor the kmg

CHAPTER 8
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courtesan was enthroned as the goddess of reason; and
human sking were tanned in the tanneries and used as
common leather: The woes of the Commune made the
land of the Seine cry out for the beneficent religion of
he Lord Jesus. Whenever Christendom has mourned,
it has been bhecause the principles of .the Nazarene have

The Protestant Reformation had its hands fullﬁ trying
to reeover the Christian faith from the ecclegiastical
rubbish with which it had been overlaid.. It had small.
opportunity, even if it had been so minded, to eondu;:at
a humanitarian propaganda. It must show men how ?f
gaih the world to come, and relegate the interests o
this- life. . 7 -
" In the eighteenth century the world began to thin
about itself, and humanitarianism began its strnggle ’EJ
eapture the mind and hearf and energies of the Churoi’ .
‘We are now living at the intense moment when publie
attention is taken off the a.rthles of 01::1" falt_h,- an}éll Is
being coneentrated upon what 1s e‘%l_led_ a,ppl}ed”O rig
tianity,”” ‘“practical religion,”” and ‘‘social service.””
We can behold with pride many splendid institutlons.
which have come into being for the betterment of n&an.-.
kind—schools, hospitals, asylums, charities, and coun :’f}f
schemes and: foundations for making life on: thﬁ ea :
better and happier. We are entitled to credit t em&q,
to-that Christian spirit which our religion ‘has 100§et in
the earth. (1) Because such things _do not emsthm_
heathen lands or -among peoples domlr}ated byldo !
religions.  (2) Because our B}ble,_ both in ‘the O a}it:
New Testaments, requires ];m@llne'ss and genero}il-
(8} Because every beneficent institution and ever:%' e ad
table campaign had some Christian as its dlrect 021,11][1 ;
or inspiring leader. ‘‘Man’s inhumanity-to man’’ }
characterized all barbariec people, while Lhumamtama.?is;];
in bright and radiant forms has marked . the leog.x_n;ﬁ .
where Christ and his cause have had t,},le prevalent. in I
ence. It is this “‘candle of the Lord ) \?V:!l_lch: has made
the difference between savagery and eivilization.

a previous century, under the influence of
unch?i:;tianpphﬂosophy, Erance decreed God a nonlenlh
abolished worship, and proclaimed death an eternal 8 et

\It wag then that the prisons were crowdfad Wrt}} &
noblest and best of the land, and then-emp'h__ed by in
criminate slaughter; the guillotine stdod en perp%a,nen

and the streets of Parigaran red with huma,n;;b [0od:;

this world with a thousand sweet charities. and generous
philanthropies, which have been like the ministry of
heavenly angels to thig sinful and suffering world.

It has given us the Christian physician who sits
eside the sick and dying, and exereises his healing art
with a hand as smooth as satin and as soft as velvet, It
hais given us the Christian lawyer, who defends his eause
with the fear of God before his eyes, and with-'a sense
‘righteousdess in his heart. It has given us the Chris-
ar man of thé market-place who seorns to cheat, and
ho delights to be generous and liberal with the wealth
ol his hands. Tt has given us the Christian goldier, who
can kneel on the field of blood, and bless the enemy he
has heen foreed to fight. It has given us the Christian
atesman, who ean frame constitutions and enact laws
ith the humanities and moralities of the gospel lying
pon his soul. Tt has given us the Christian woman,
hose ministries of merey canmnot stop until the very
owers are made to bloom above our graves. Tt has
used our land to be filled with schools and hospitals
nd asylums, and all manner of kind and charitable
titutions and enterprises. Christian philanthropies are
ttered everywhere, embroidering human life as the
owers enamel the meadows. Man and misery are twins

m birth: let us have more and larger exercises of
that . spirit’ of our religion which seeks to assuage the

luge of human woe and abate the multitude of WroLgs
the gtory of the race. - —

_'But who is the proper. executor and administrato-i_'
this “‘great altrnistic fund?’ of Christian charity? . On
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this practical matter the Christian mind is somewhat
chaotic. There is mueh eonflict of jurisdietion and much
confusion of method. There is a real need of a definition
of policy, and a revision of programme of charitable
relief and benevolent enterprise. :

The agencies which are seeking to dispense Christian
kindness and generosity, with more or less rivalry and
confliet, are of three general kinds: (I) those that are
voluntary, (2) those that are ecelesiastical, and (3) those
that are civie.
 Is it good poliey for all of them to assume the custo-
dianship of the Christian heart, and undertake the guid-
ance of Christian liberality? Has each a legitimate and
ethical right to administer the fund of Christian kind-
ness? If there ig to be no definition of funection and feld

there may be mueh overlapping and confusion and
wastage,

There are many enterprises and institutions founded
by individuals, whose representatives, in the name of
Christian love, appeal for support and make pathetic

purse, ‘

There are many voluntary organizations, societies
and groups for the alleviation of human misery, which
come before the Christian community with their appeals
and arguments and objects.

Then the Church in ity official ca,pa,ci;cy iy endeavor-
ing to do a vast deal of philanthropieal work in the
world. It has its schools and orphanages and hospitals

and beneficent enterprises, which lay their claims upon
the Christian heart and consecience, and fortify their
appeals with all the solemnities of the world to come. In

more institutional, and laying ‘heavier and heavier
demands upon the liberality of the diseiples of Churist,
Governments also—national, state, county, muniei-

benevolént work., ‘They have their schools and eleemosy

drafts upon the Christian sympathies and the Christian

and all manner of reformatory, reclamatory, remedial .

this particular the Church is fast becoming more and-

pal—-are more and more going into ‘humanitarian and
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!
nary institutions, libraries and publie benefactions, and
levy heavy taxes and make large 4ppropriations from
the publie treasury for their maintenance. Under the
‘influence of paternalism, there is no limit to the publie
care which the state may undertake by law and taxation.

. When the Christian benefactor enumerates the num-
ber of calls which are made upon his generosity by indi-
viduals, by societies, by institutions, by disguised exploit-
-ers of philanthropy, by his church; by the tax-collector
who has included in his assessment many items for
charity and the general welfare, it is not surprising that
Lie should feel bewildered and sometimes irritated.

Instead of clearing, the atmosphere is getling murk-
The classes of persong to be uplifted, the things
n respect to which they are to be uplifted, and the
schemes. for uplifting them are multiplying, Humani-
tarian enterprises of an individual and voluntary charac-
€r are Inereaging. The Church is widening its opera-
tions, establishing new departments, and introducing new

‘encies for the betterment of man’s earthly life., The
ate is extending its paternal care, listing new objects
of appropriations, taking different classes of citizens
nder its wing, and steadily inereasing taxes to support
s grandmotherly legislation. In the meantime the scale
" beneficence is being gradually advanced from one of
ecessity fo one of relative Tuxury., What was once
thankfully received as a gratuity is beginning to bhe
egarded as a right founded in justice and religion, And
itl:social discontent is great, and poverty and distress,
unemployment and fret, sin and erime, abound in the

ier,

estined to be put on a common fund to be fed out
& _common pantry, and all be regulated to the last
ail; and all for the sake of those who eannot, or will
ot;, or who do not, take care of themselves!

Perhaps the first-need of our times is a clear defini-
n'-of the persons who are entitled to share in Chris-
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tianity’s ““gréat altruistic fund.”” The effort to uwniver-
galize dnd communalize its administration certainly tends
to weaken self-reliance, and self-dependence, and self-
respect, which moralists have ever regarded as cardinal
virtues. Paul said, ““if any would not work, neither
should he eat,”” and ‘‘commanded and exhorted’’ the
Thessalonians, “‘by our Lord Jesus Christ, that with

quietness they work; and eat their own bread”’ (2 Thes..

iii, 10-12). He exhorted the Ephesians to work with their
own hands that they might ‘‘have to give to him that
needeth’ (Eph. iv, 28). While he said to the Galatians,
“Bear ye one another’s burdens,’” he also said in the
same connection, ‘‘Every man shall bear his own bur-
den’’ {Gal. vi, 25). He said to them at Miletus, “‘T have
shewed you all things, how. that so labouring ye ought
to support the wealk, and to remember the words of the
Lord Jesus, how he said, It is more blessed to give than
to receive’ (Acts xx, 35). It was a “‘man who had
fallen among thieves® that evoked Christls commenda-
tion of the good Samaritan. It was a ministry to the

“hungry,’’ the ‘‘thirsty,’” the **stranger,’” the ‘‘naked,”’

the ‘‘sick,’’ the ‘‘prisoner,”” that was signalized and
praised in his parable of the Judgment (Matt. xxvi, 35).
- It would seem that we are entitled to generalize that
it is the providentially needy that are the proper objects
of .Christian philanthropy and charity, and that we are
not called upon to be indiseriminate in help and alms-
giving. Christianity ought not to be propagated in such
a manner as to discredit the sterling virtues, and take

the oak out of the timber. It will not commend the

Christian eause if its disciples are made flabby, like
oysters that lie on their banks to be fed without effort:
_ Nietzsche’s savage eriticism is that it makes meritorious
the weak, servile, passive, beggarful traits of charatter.
This charge, however, falls to the ground, if Christianity,
while dispensing its charity to genuine objects of merey,
requires all virile and manly qualities in the strong

and c¢apable. We shall eertainly be untrue to the spirit’
of Christ and his gospel, if we operate 4 henefieisry __
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system In such a manner as to make men namby-pamby
and dependent.

__ A second need of our day is for a clear determina-
tion of the proper executive agency of Christian philan-
thrppy. Who iz the lawful almonér of that good-will
whieh Christianity has created in the earth? :

. The commonwealth has already gone far in the exer-
cise of paternalistic care over its citizens. It has estab-
shed hospitals for the sick, almshouses for the poor,
asylums for the insane, the blind, the deaf, the dumb, the
fgeble—lminded, homes for orphans, sanatoriums for spe-
eific diseases; schools and universities, and other institu-
tons for the public welfare. There are many who think
that the state is logieally bound to go very much farther
the dispensation of philanthropy, and in rendering’
‘soe}al service to its citizens. Socialists, and those with a
_oc.l-a.listic bias, argue that very many of the evils with
_h;ch_ organized society has to contend are due to bad
breeding and a vicious heredity, and are advocating the
enactment of eugenic laws to safeguard the very begin-
nings of individual life. Others are persuaded that mueh
pends upon the environment under which the young
itizens grow up, and are eampaigning for public play-
rounds eonducted under the eye of secientifie experts.

hysical incompetence with which the state has to deal
re due to bad housings and overcrowding, and are
emanding that the government take effective control of
he dwellings -and surroundings of the people. Others
ess the fact that much of the erimé and misery of this
vorld is due to poverty, and are insisting that organized
ociety lay an appropriating hand upon all wealth, and
stribute it with a patronizing hand. Many see that
nemployment is prolifie 6f miseries, and ‘would solve the
roblem by the establishment of bureaus of employment
hat would be authorized to assign work to men. And so
n; through the long and varied list of human needs,
us would the philanthropic and fatherly funection of
e state be expanded until all human interests wonld be
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taken upon its heart and directed by its benevolent hand.
Kach citizen would then be but the dependent child of
a paterenal officialdom in the state.

Many think the Chureh, in its organized character, is
the proper organ of ‘‘social serviee.” Has it not cre-
ated the ‘‘great fund of altruistie feeling?”’ Who could
be a more appropriate administrator of a fund than its

creator? And did not the Chureh’s Lord and Savior ‘‘go

about the world doing good?’’ - Did he not heal the sick,
feed the hungry, and minister to the needy? And should
not his Church follow his humanitarian example and
envisage itself with the omnibus task of uplifting the
race? Is not the performance of social service the very
heart and misgion of the Chureh on earth?

Perhaps herc is the very distinction which we need,

namely, it is the function of the Church to create ‘‘the -

great fund of altruistic feeling,’’ but it is not the duty of

the Church, in an official way, to administer that fund.

That it has been the creator of such a ““‘fund’’ ig proved
by the fact that it does not exist in non-Christian ecoun-
tries which have been uninfluenced by the Chureh of
Christ. But for the Chureh to make itself both the custo-
dian and. administrator of that ‘‘fund’’ involves bhoth
dangers and diffieulties. (1) It would make such a draft
upon its time and energies and resources and ministry
ds would seriously impair its abilities to keep up that
“fund.’”” The Christian eonvietion and the Christian
feeling, which are the very eoin of this ‘‘fund,”” were
originated by preaching and must be kept in existence

by preaching. A spirit which has been ereated by preach- -
ing would subside with the cessation of preaching. Henee

it would be a fatal policy for the Church to swamp the
ministry of the word with a ‘‘service of tables.’” (2)
This very altruistic spirit which has been created by
preaching the gospel has been only partially developed
at home and to no great extent in heathen parts of the
world.. It would therefore seem to be a very unwise
course for the Church to disconiinue adding to the

“fund,’”’ foreknowing, as it does, that the ‘‘fund”’ will-
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soon be exhausted as soon as sound evangelical preach-
ing declines. Tt would eertainly look like good policy
to-leave the dispensation of the ““fund’’ to all in whom it
had inspired the feeling, while it devoted itself to widen-
ing and deepening the spirit of Christ in the earth. The
Church in neither Testament established any benevo-
lent institutions. Neither did Christ or his apostles.
They left it to individuals to practice charities, while
hey inculeated the spirit and the duty of human
kindness.
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CHAPTER IX.
CHRISTIAN CHARITY,

“To do good, and to ecommunicate, forget not: for

with such saecrifices God is well pleased’ (Heb. xiii, 16).
Acts of charity and deeds of helpfulness! Christianity
puts them in the imperative mood. It exhorts its dis
ciples not to ‘‘forget’” them. It declares that they are
the saerifices which are ‘‘well pleasing to God.”’
over the Christian page is written the injunction, ‘‘Be

not weary in well doirig’* (2 Thess. iii, 13). “‘Let us not :
be weary in well doing: for in due season we shall reap, .

if we faint not’’ (Gal. vi, 9). ‘‘As we have opportunity
therefore let us do good unto all men, especially unto

them who are of the household of faith’’ (Gal. 6:10),

The beneficence of Christianity has been its shining
crown, and its crowning glory, as Church history has
told its story in the earth. It has filled the world with
its ministries of merey and with its institutions of kind-
hess. It has softened the lieart of man, and modified his
savage brutalities towards his fellow-creatures. . It has
labored to sweeten the human spirit, and eultivate tender-

heartedness in the strong. For the abject and forlorn, °

the unhappy and the miserable, the discouraged and hope-
less, the poor and the distressed, the sick and the afflicted,
the maimed and the halt, the stranger and the prisoner,
the old and the helpless,—for all the handicapped and
broken-down specimens of the human race Christianity
has sought to make a friend in its diseiples.

It solemnly warns all its followers that ““we must
all appear before the judgment seat of Christ; that every
one may reeeive the things done in his body, according
to that he hath done, whether it be good or bad’ (2 Cor,

v, 12}. ‘““Knowing that whatsoever good thing any man

doeth, the same shall he receive of the Liord, whether
he be bond or free’ (Hph. vi, 8),. And in the vision of
the end of all things, the apocalyptic seer said, ‘I saw &
.great white throne, and him that sat on it, from whose

Al

face the heaven and the earth fled away; and there was
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ound no place for them: - And T saw the dead, small and
great, stand before God; and the books were opened:
and another book was opened, which is the book of life-:
and the dead were judged out of those things which were
written in the books, according to their works’ (Rev.
12-13). ' co

Any one can grasp the distinetion so conspicuously
ade in Seripture between a judgment on ‘‘acecunt’’ of
ood works, and a judgment ‘‘aceording’’ to good works,
Men are salvable not on “‘account’ of the good which
(hey have done, but ‘‘according’’ 1o the good which they
have done. They are justified on ‘‘aceount’ of the good
hich Christ did, but they are justified ‘‘according’ to
the good which they themselves have done. There are
degrees in glory,”’ and they are graduated aceording
the good which we have done in this world.
It was our Lord himself who lifted the curtain, and
t-the light in on that solemn procedure, and showed us
vhat sort of ‘“works’” would be registered to the ever-
sting eredit of the Christian in that last, ‘“great, and
notable day of God Almighty and of the Lamb.”’ Tt was
who promulgated the law on Mount Sinai, expounded
on the Mount of Beatitudas, fulfilled it on Mount Cal-
iry, administers it on Mount Zion, and executes it on
‘Great White Throne on the Mount .of Judgment. It
he who foreinforms us that it will be our aects of
ristian eharity which will be viewed to our. ¢redit on
at last, great day of final awards. ‘‘Then shall the
ing say unto them on his right hand, Come, ve blessed
1y Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from
foundation of the world: for 1 was an hungered, and
gave me meat: I was thirsty, and ye gave me drink:
as a stranger, and ye took me in; naked, and.ye
hed me: I wag sick, and ye visited me: I was. in
son, and ye came unto me * * * Tnasmuch ag ye have
he it unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye
e done it unto me’’ (Matt. xxv, 84-40).
#*Come, ye blessed!’”’ Why?: What entitles them to
I a eommendation? Does he say to them, ‘‘You were
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Just in your treatment of men; you were honest in your
business; you were chaste in your social life; you were
trothful in yonr communications; you were fajthful to
your promises; you were ‘square’ with the world ; your
hands were unstained of blood, and your lips wnsoiled of
profamty_; you belonged to my church and were drttodox
In your views ?’’ All that was true: they possessed ethical
virtues and Christian graces; but he signalized their acts
of charity, their. deeds of Christian kindness. He gays
to the righteous, ““Ye fed the hungry; ye gave drink to
the thirsty; ye showed: ‘hospitality. to the stranger; ye -
clothed the naked; ye.visifed the. siek; ye did not forget
the prisoner; ye forgot not to do good and te. communi-
cate; come ye, therefore, and be blessed of my Father.”
It was as if he had said to them, ““Your exemplification -
of charity proves that you possess all the virtues of
.:mora.hty.and all the graces of piety. There is no further
need of investigation; the evidence ig complete and all-
sufficient : the practice of Christian charity demonstrates
that you are'the true subjsets. of my grace and genuine
diseiples.of my religion.’” (reat was their Faithl. Had
it not overcome every diffieulty and vanquished every
foe?. Great was their Hope! Had it not sustained them
In their conflicts, cheered them in their diseouragements, -
and made “their .dying hour blush with .the morning -
light of heaven?’” But.greater was their Charity! Tt
had made them put their arms of strength around their
fainting brethren and help them on to heaven. Faith
and Hope are largely personal, but Charity is altruistie.
“Charity suffereth long, and is kind; charity envieth not:
charity vaunteth not itself, is not puffed up, does rot -
behave itself unseemly, seeketh not her own, is not easily
prpv:o‘ked; thinketh no evil rejoiceth not-in inigquity, but
rejoieceth in the truth; beareth all things, believeth all
things, hopeth all things, endyreth all things. Charity
never faileth”’ (I Cor. xiii, 4-8). Tt is these deeds of love
that tell in the great day of the. pre-existent faith and
hope and the state in saving grace. It is on the fair brow
of Christian’ Charity that Jesus places the amaranthine
crown of honor, gliftering with all the polished jewels

of the sky, amid the acclamations of angels, and the tear-
ful praises’ of its human beneficiaries. He who wants to
feel the thrill of ‘that day, let’ him open his hand to
human want, and .bear the needy saints of Jesus in the
warm bhosom of his love, S

 Then- shall the King say to those on his left hand,
*‘Depart from me, ye cursed!’” Why? What have theéy
done, that they must get out of khis presence, and go
ive with the devil and the lost? Have they committed
every erime known to the ‘decalogue, that they must be
ast out of his sight?’’ “Inasmuch as ye did it not to
one of the least of these, ye did it not to me” (Matt.
xxv, 41-46). And they went from the left hand *‘into
everlasting “punishment,”” because - théy had done no
works of charity! It is proof, irrefutable evideénce, that
he Spirit of Christ had never possessed them, that
hey were .out of sympathy with all that was heavenly
and godly. If a.man does no acts of Christian Charity,
t shows that he is destitute of the ethical virtues and
he Christian. graces. The judgmentis of all courts are
goeording 'to evidence: if there he no deeds of charity,
here is no evidence of conversion. ]

- But what are works of charity—those deeds which
are to figure so conspicuously in God’s last settlement
with the world? Here there is need of caution and dis-
crimination.. ‘‘Things are not always what they seem.’’
Charity may be counterfeited-as well as. the coin of the
alm. In benevolence, as in other things, one may mis-
ake the shadow for the substance, the appearance for
he reality. - Tinsel, paint, varnish may be used to make
elfishness itself look like generosity. There is a form
of godliness which does not possess the power of piety.
Doubtless there are many acts emblazoned with the
name of charity which, at best, have but a half-claim to
hat title. Many deeds loom resplendent in the eyes
of . men which are deficient in the estimation of God.
‘What then is Christian Charity? ‘
-~ Everything has both its inside and its outside, its
orm and its substance; its heart and its body. There is
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the charitable act as God sees it, and the charitable act
a8 man sees it. ‘‘The Lord seeth not as man seeth; for
man looketh on the outward appearance, but the Lord
looketh on the heart.”’” (I Sam. xvi, 7). Man can see no
decper than the surface, and consequently can take in
only the external form of the deed. God, on the other
hand, stands at the very center of things, and is familiar
with the most secret springs of human aection. Conse-
guently it is quite possible that some things might appear
good and charitable to man, while it takes on a very
different hue in the eyes of God, who sees the motive
from which it proceeded. '
Our Lord in the Bermon on.the Mount gave us a

foreglimpse at the procedure of the last day of human °

accounts, He had been saying that the nature of the
fruit is determined by the nature of the tree om which it

grows, and generalizing the broad proposition that ‘‘a
good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a
corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.”’ Then he drew the -

solemn conclusion that ‘‘every tree that bringeth not

forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire.” -

Then he applied the figure to those presenting therselves
before the last Judge of all the earth: ‘‘Many will say
to me in that day, ““Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied

in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and
And then .
will I profess unto them, ‘T never knew you; depart from .

in thy name done many wonderful works!?

me, ye that work iniquity’’ (Matt. vii, 23-24).

We well know that some fruit looks good, but is in -

reality very unsavory. The ‘‘apples of Sodom’’ are beau-
tiful {0 the eye, but they turn to bitter ashes in the mouth.
Some men will be able to present in the last day deeds
that look good, acts that seem to be charitable, but they
will ntterly fail to stand the solvent of judgment, when
God looks below the surface to the inmer spirit from
which they have proceeded. The green thistle bud looks

like a fig, and the gall berry looks like a grape. A chari- .

table deed has both its outward form and its inner spirit.
The- inquisition of deity extends to both—to the matter
of the act and to the motive of the act also.
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There are two conditions of Christian Charity which
must be complied with in order to meet the challenges
f the last Judgment: the act must have (1) the Chris-
ian form, and (2) the Christian motive.

There is no man on earth so hardened that he does
ot perform some acts that have the external form of
enerosity and mercy. Even ‘““the Gentiles * * * do by
ature the things contained in the law’’ (Rom. ii, 14).
uman story is full of splendid acts of formal charity
nd humanitarian kindness. Ungodly men, without an
tom of respeet for Christianity, have devoted themselves
nd their wealth to the amelioration of human misery
n large and generous scales. They have built hospitals
nd asylums, endowed universities and libraries, and
ounded all manner of benevoleni and philanthropieal
nstitutions. No superficial observer can fail to motice
uch things, nor withhold from them his hearty praise.
~ But “generally, that which alone appears to the eye
f the human ohserver, iz the outward act itself. When
we witness the performance of an act of charity, we see
‘the material benefit which is conferred, the pecuniary
Ims, the food, the drink, the raiment, the wvisit to the
ck and the imprisoned, the entertainment of the strang-
rs; and we may be able to notiee the joy of the benefi-
iary and the material relief which he experiences. And
ith this we should ordinarily be .satisfied. It is not our
rovince to hunt for the latent motive, which lies back
f the external act and veiled from our perception. It
ay be a good one, it may be a bad one, but we are

: In most cases, we ought to infer from
he material goodness of the deed the worthiness of the
oftive that prompted it. But there may be cases, in
hich the informing motive emerges from lateney, and
¥g0 obtrusively thrust upon our observation, that it is
mposgible that it should elude our knowledge. In such
ases we are compelled to take the seat of the judge, and
fonounce upon the formal value of the acts. If, for
xample, we see alms exfended to the poor, manifestly
r'the purpose of securing votes for office, or of eliciting.
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- applause from spectators, while we approve thie material
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When Uzzah and Ahio were bringing up the ark
Fom Kirjath-jearim, the oxen stumbled, and Uzzah put
rth his hand to stay the ark from fa]]mg out of the
t; and the Lord smote him to death (1 Chron. xiii, 9).
man’s intention was good, but he did what was
pressly prohibited.

Paul stood by and held the garments of Stephen,
hile the mob, under his leadership, stones this good man
eath, He says he verily thought he was doing God
ervice in perseeunting the Christians, and trying to exter-
nate them from the earth (Acts xxvi, 9). He was
ofoundly conscientious. His moral attltude was per-
ectly correct. But the form of his action was ontra-
sously wicked, and caused him afterwards to be filled

th painful regrets

" The Seriptures thus compel us to generalize, that
od intentions do not sanctify acts of disobedience; and
either do acts of formal goodness sanctify an evil heart
'o.command the approval of God, acts must be good both
their outward form and in their inward spirit. They
st be good from the center to the elrcumference and
m the eireumference to their center.

To apply this distinetion to works of charity. Feed-
the hungry, clothing the naked, giving drink to: the
rsty, lodging the stranger, Vlsltmg the sick, minister-
g to the imprisoned, building schools, and hospitals,

asylums, and founding and conductmg all gorts of
nevolent and humanitarian enterprises to make life
re comfortable—the material and outward quality of
uch aets is seen and recognized by God, and approved
Him as externally and formally pra.lseworthy But,
eagle-eye plerces below all surfaces to the inner core
all eonduct. He looks to.the heart from which these
Harities have ‘proceeded. - He takes cognizance of the
hner rhotive which gives- moral Value to the extemal
“HOW do the words of J esus, the a,ppomted Judge of
nkind, fall like thunder-bolis uporr many of those pre-
iding . and ostentatious offices, which pass’durrent in

results of the henefaction, we are obliged to regard the
act as posgessed of no formal value ag a fruit of prineciple -
and a test of character. On the contrary, contemplatmg
it from the point of view of its internal relations, we are
under the necessity of disapproving it. We feel that the
outward and material benefit eonferred, although it be
good and deserving of: applause, furmshes no evidenee -
that the prineiple of charity exists as an element of char- -
acter, and a spring of action’’ (Girardeaun’s Sermons,
p. 78).

The Seriptures tell us that ‘“‘the plowing of the
wicked is gin”’ (Prov. xxi, 4). But surely there is a
sense in which it iy commendable in a wicked man to
plow, and labor to make a livelihood for himself and
those dependent upon him. Wherein is the very farming
of a wicked man an abomination to God? Can it.be
offensive in anything else than the spirit in which it is
done? His working must be formally right and praise:
worthy ; the blemish must be in the heart with which he
drives his plow and turns his sod. In it all he has no
thought of God, no reverence and respect for his Maker;
no gratitude and devotion to his providential benefactor.
It is the spirit in his bosem which morally blights all
the effort of his hands. ‘‘Whether therefore ye eaf or
drink, or whatsoever ye do, do all to the glory of God” ‘
(Rom x, 31).

The Old Testament narrative tells us how Saul
reserved the best of the sheep and the eattle from the
slaughter of the Amalakites, that he might make of them
a thank-offering to God for the victory. Buti the Tsrael:
ite king had been specifically instructed to destroy
everything, and save nothing. Samuel, the prophet, laid -
down the genseral proposition that “*to. obey was better
than sacrifice, and to hearken:than the fat of rams”
(1 Sam. xv, 23). For this act of formal disobédience;
the" kingdbm was taken' away from Saul-and:given to
David. The motive of the act” (if -we may aceept his
interpretation” of it) ‘was. good but the matter oflit was
expressly forbidden: @ - ; - _ TR
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this sophistical world . under the charming guise of ing and worthy motives, will be dismayed on the last,
charity! God forbid, that we should disparage any great day to hear the Judge of all say, “Inasmuch as ye
beneficent, deed by which a single human want is sup- have done it unto one of, the least of these my brethren;

- - i . u—IIl . - )
plied, a single human ache is cured, a single human tear ye have done it unto me.

is wiped away! Let it be that its only value is the mate-

rial relief that it affords. The importanee of that in a
world of suffering like this cannot be exaggerated. The
hungry, the thirsty, the stranger, the sick, the dying, are.
around us on every hand. The mournful procession has
never gone by ; its tread is ever in our ears. Were society
to resolve itself into a vast eleemosynary institute in the
‘effort to extinguish human woe, its united energies would
not avail to make the poor man an unwonted spectacle,
the sick-bed a curiosity, and the grave a wonder. Pov-
erty, disease and death are the inheritance of the race,
and whatever may be the motive as it appears to omni-
science, philanthropy hails every legitimate attenipt to
diminish the mass of ‘wretehedness which- rolls like a ges
over the world. Let the generous and the compassionate”
gratify the instinet of nature by extending material relief

to the suffering and the needy. The more of this the

better” (Girardeau’s Sermons, p. 80).

But let the Christian minister faithfully teach this

There are a great many unlovely, uttinteresting, ex-
asperating people in this world. How ean I keep up my
concern in them? How can I keep my heart and hand
open to them? But when I see that the Lord Jesus
dentifies himsel? with them, then as Iong as I have any
mterest in Him, and any love for Him, they have elajms
upon my affeetions for His sake. It is an adequate and
ustaining motive for Christian charity.

world that, however splendid acts of charity may appear -
in the eyes of men, none will count in the judgment of
God exeept those which rise out of love for the Tord
Jésus. A man must be ‘Christian in order to perform
thoge aets of beneficence and kindness which command
the full-orbed applause of his Maker. None of those
philanthropies which are done from pride, or vain glory,
or even from the pure love of humanity, come from a
inotive which challenges the approbation of the Judge
who will hold the last assize for heaven, earth and hell.
It 1s not the altruistic spirit, the spirit which blesses. man
because he is human, but it is the Christian spirit, the
spirit that extends a helping hand for the sake of the
Lord Jesus, 'which clothes our - kindnesses with a lofty
and eternal value. The philosopher who has contemptu-
ously banished thé love of Jesus from the st of controll-
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CHAPTER X,
THE SERVICE OF GOD.

Today we are hearing so much about the mervice of
man that we are in danger of losing sight of the serviee
of God. Man’s duty to man, the second table of the
moral Iaw, social serviece and soecial programmes, humani-
tarian kindness and philanthropical benevolences, the
things that are seen and temporal, are threatening to
make us take our minds off the things that are unseen
and eternal.

Enthusiasm is the dynamo of life. Some are enthusi-
astic for knowledge, and their spirits are put upon their
mettle and ehallenged to their best when they arein quest
of fact and prineiple and explanation. Others are enthu-
siastic about beanty, for those sweet sounds which have
eivilized into time and tune, or for those forms which the
artist of nature has chiseled into the flesh of living men
and women, or for those colors which have been painted
upon the check of the flower or spread upon the sky ag
the sun goes down, or for the rythm of language and
imagery with which the poet has framed fine visions.
‘With others it is wealth, the lure of gold, that intoxicates.
all the aspirations of the spirit. Others worship most
devoutly and breathe deepest when kneeling at the altar
of fame and applavse. For others it is patriotism which
calls loudest, and makes self-sacrifice glorious.

But our times are marked by an enthusiasm for
philanthropy, a zeal to do good to our fellow-man. _Some
are forward to laud it as the very essence of Christianity.
Paternalism is almost regnant in the state. Societies fqr
beneficence and kindness are well-nigh countlegs. Insti-
tautions of charity and helpfulness stand on almost every
hill-top. Soecialists are eampaigning for the pooling of
all resources, the distribution of all wealth, and the
eommunalizing of all interests. The promoter and
exploiter are abroad in the land, seeking to capitalize the
spirit of charity, and make it a source of person_all aggran-
disement. A pragmatic philosophy has proclaimed veri-
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as est utile as its maxXim,
1l things in the light
mankind..

So much is being said about the achievements of
ature in advaneing some primordial granule of proto-
asm into the almost infinite variety of flora and fauna,
nd capping the whole process with man as the crowning
lory and chief end of it all, that we are in danger of

and is teaching us to evaluate
of their service to man and

about o change an old formula so as to make it read,
‘“‘The ehief end of God is to glorify man and to enjoy him
lorever.”” We are about to change the doxology of the
four and twenty elders around the throme of God into,
“Thou art worthy, O Man, to receive glory and honor
and power: for thou hast ereated all things, and for thy
pleasure they are and were created.”’ (Rev. iv, 11).

The human being is bound to be influenced by three
things: (1) by his heredity—the stock from which he is

erived; (2) by his environment—the complexus of
forces which surround him, the customs and eonventions
and institutions among which he lives; and (3) by those

opular enthusiasms which bear him like a tide when it
1s full. But in the midst of it all he is a free personal
agent, with a power of self-decision and self-direction.
He is not a passive ereature of his past history, his pres-
ent surroundings, and the current of popular ways. He
has a responsible hand in his own making, a moral
accountability for his own career. He is a moral agent

Such a precedenee of duty to God is thoroughly con-
sonant with the teachings of Seripture. It was our Lord
who said, ‘“Seek ye first the kingdom of God and his

ghteousness’’ (Matt. vi, 33). Tt was he who said, *‘ Thoun
shalt love the Liord thy God with all thy heart, and with
all thy soul, and with all thy strength, and with all thy
nd’’ (Lk. x, 27). At bottom all true service to man
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is based upon service to God. All philanthropy and
charity, all altruism and kindness, all soclal service and
humanitarianism, would erumble like a building whose
foundation had been removed, if duty to God should be
taken from under duty to mankind. The preacher would
be left without ground upon which to stand, and the
worker for social uplift and betterment would be lefs
without any effective sanctions with which to fortify
hig appeals. ’

“All morality runs up into religion, and all duties to
man, in their last analysis, are duties to God. The genu-
ine Christian eannot be defined by his ereed, for strietest
orthodoxy may co-exist by the side of utter ungodliness,
Nor yet can he be defined by his behavior, for an eminent
immorality may co-exist beside an emirient piety. For
example, David was ‘‘a man after God’s own heart”

(Aeiy xiti, 22), and yet hig immorality was nameless in

polite society. Thornwell says eminent conscientiousness
may co-exist by the side of eminent ungodliness. Paul
prior to his conversien is a good illustration of this. Maec-
laren says, ‘“We should be very slow to pronounce that a
man cannot be a Christian because he has done so and so.

Indeed, are there any sins which are clearly incompatible

with a - Christian character? All sins are inconsgigtent
with it, but that is a very different matter. If the uni-
form direction of a man’s life is sinward, selfish, devoted
to the objects and pursuits of time and sense, that is
incompatible with his being a Christian; but, thank God!
no single act, however dark, is so, if it be contrary to the
main tendency impressed upon the character and eonduct.
It iz not for us to say that any single deed shows that a
man cannot be Christ’s’’ (Tillett’s Personal Salvation,
p. 421). . :

A Christian shows himself to be such by the heaven-

lyness of his spirit, by the general trend of his life. ‘‘As.

a man thinketh in his heart, so is he’’ (Prov. xxi, 1).
Hence the serviee of (lod eannot-be laid out, as by a
foot-rule, into certain specific acts. .
may be-outlined under the three heads of Reecognition,
Worship, and Obedience. . ' -

S8till duty to God-
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The first commandment of the decalogue requires
us to know and acknowledge God to he the only true God
and our God. Atheism is powerless to show me why I
owe any duties to my fellow-man. History shows that
a world that knows not God is a world of heathenism,
‘barbansm and savagery. The godless are proverbially
hard-hearted and unethieal, and their conduct has to he
regulated by law and penalties: - The very oath of an
atheist iz held to be of no force, beeause it is felt that
l}ere is no deity who sanctions it. From the point of
view of atheism, polytheism, pantheism, agnogticism,
materialism, life and death, time and eternity, personal
and social duties look very different. Self preservation
hag long been held to be the first law of nature, and the
first rule in the moral code of Sinai safeguards the life
of God. No man can take it away in thought or practiee,
and leave himself any moral foundation for either per-
gonal or social ethies, Hence man’s most primary and
elementary dnty te God is to econfess his existence, and
acknowledge him as creator, preserver, and benefactor.

. It is obvious that the service of God implies wor-
ship, the outgoings of the spirit of the creature to its
Maker. Man is essentially a teligious being, and instinet-
ively bows down his soul to some object of adoration.
Some worship nature and its forees ; some worship science
and its wonders; some worship wealth and itg power;
some W_orship beauty and its forms; some fame and its
distinctions; some pleasure and its attractions; some
ublic_ opinion and kneel at the altar of custom; some
orship humanity in the general, or themselves in par-
cular; some go down before the crocodile or the idol
of their own making; some even kneel at the altar of

il. Man is a worshipping being. “‘To whom ve
yield yourselves servants to obey, his servants ye are to
whom ye obey” (Rom. vi, 16). We worship that to which
we devote our souls.

God has fenced his worship with moral law, and
severely forbidden the creature to approach him in any
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modes not appointed in his word. The second command-
ment safeguards the etiquette of the Lord’s house, lest
“any become disrespeectful or impudent in approaching
his presence. Men have their laws of politeness, which
make intercourse with one another decent and respect-
able. Society would be a pitiful chaos were there no
regard for good manners. Every earthly potentate has
his court-eustoms. Every military organization its regu-
lations. Men have what they ecall “*good form.”” Man-
ners mark culture and breeding. There are the insgtinets
and behaviour of a gentleman, which all the world ranks
highly. An ill-mannered man, who can abide? Civility
and eivilization are formed on the same root. Some
identify morals and manners. Some think manners are
superior to morals. There is a philosephy underlying all
the ceremonies of life. He who contemns the forms of
divine worship could, with more grace, despise the cour-
tesies and urbanities of human ingercourse, and take pride
in their rudeness and coarseness. True politeness con-
sists in showing deference and repect to your associate
aceording to the laws of good manners. Men value it
at a maximum, and resent impertinence even with vio-
lence. The world feels that it has a right to penalize
rudeness. Worship is the exercise of ereaturely polite-
ness towards the Maker of heaven and earth. TIis very
spirit is one of respect and reverence—that ‘‘fear’’ which
the Seripture tells us is the very ‘“‘beginming of wis-
dom.”” Worship is the ““manners’’ earth owes to heaven.

Perhaps there is no sin so common as disrespect for
the deity. Some regard it as the very core of all iniguity,
and the formal principle of all wickedness. That a puny
creature of the dust, here today and gone tomorrow,
should be unmannerly, and even impudent ahd insulting,
towards that being to whom angels bow, and whose very

name -seraphs adore, is enough to convulse the heavens

and shock the earth. And yet-more astonighing still
is the patience of God, when with one word he conld arm
all nature against us, and make the heavens terrible
above us. How far gone in irreverence when one can

‘worship God.
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frivolously use his holy name, without fear or shame
~or self-contempt, to point a jest or garnish a tale or sea-

son his spleen! Perhaps there is something of the dare-
idevil in us all. But if we muast be reckless, if we must

‘be impertinent, let us sport with the whirlwind, or toy

with the tornado, or play with the leopard’s spots, or spit

Cin the mouth of Vesuvius as he belches lava from his
~throat; but let us spare the name of God. Let there be

one thing upon which we dare not lay a familiar hand,
Let God’s throme be sacred, his praises glorious, his
institutions inviolable, his house a sanctuary, and his

worship the sublimest of duties.

_ We are beginning to hear some within the Christian
cirele minify the worship of God in their zeal for social
service. Hven some sarcasms and witty bon mots are
indulged at psalms and hymns, at preaching and praying.

" But the sublimest business of the Chureh is to make God-.
- fearing men—inen whose thought, speech, and behaviour
: Wi_ll be eontrolled by a high and holy resard for the
~deity. Let no man feel that he has accomplished a trifling

act, when he has induced a ereature to reverence and

The service of God implies not only acknowledge-

ment and worship, but obedience also. What does the
. Lord thy God require of thee, but to fear the Lord thy
- God, to walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to
.-serve the Lord thy God with all thy heart and with all
" thy soul”” (Deut. x, 12). “‘Fear God, and keep his com-
. mandments: for this is the whole duty of man’’ (Hee.

xii, 18}, ““If ye love me, keep my commandments®’ (Jno.

- xiv, 15). ‘“He that hath my commandments, and keepeth
“them, he it is that loveth me: and he that loveth me,
-shall be loved by my Father’ (Jno. xiv, 21). ‘*And this

is his eommandment, That we should believe on the name
of his Son Jesus Christ, and love one another’” (1 Jno.

i, 23). -

Obedience! The submission of our wills to the will
of God ag expressed in his word and providence. Obedi-
ence! The performance of all our tasks as nnto God, and
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-not unto men. This is what God requires and desires, and
of which he has received so little in the history of this
quld. Angéls minister about his throne as flaming
spirits, who delight to do his will. And Christ, ““though
he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the things

which he suffered’’ (Heb. v, 8). But man’s story on the

earth from the beginning has been one of disobedienes
and misbehaviour.

Wag it Adam, the first man? He ate the forbidden
fruit. ‘Was it Noah, who brought the human family
aeross that wild waste of waters on whose bosom floated
the careasses of a disobedient worldt? He got drunk.
Was it Abraham, who was the very father of the faith-
tul?! He lied about his wife in Egypt. Was it Jacob,
who wrestled with God and had the vision of the heavenly
ladder? He swindled Laban. Was it Moses, whose rod
worked wonders in the land of Pharaoh? He murdered
the Egyptian. Was it Saul, the first king in Israel,
who looked royal from head to toe? He committed
suicide. Was it David, the man after God’s own heart?
His sin was nameless. Was it Elijah, the rugged old
prophet who faced Ahab and the priests of Baal? He
crumpled under the juniper tree and wished he could
die. Was it Elisha, who superintended the schools of
the prophets? He lost his temper, and made the bears
eat up the formenting children. Was it John the Bap-
tist, than whom, Christ said, a greater had never been
born of women? He grew doubtful and despondent.
Was it Peter, bold, impulsive, courageous? He denied
hig friend and swore in ill-nature.. Was John, the apos-

tle of love? He lost his temper and wanted to burn up
& village whieh did not do to suit him. Was it Paul,
the great missionary? He took part in the mobbing of

Stephen. In all the gallery of sacred Scripture; in all

the halls of profane history; in all the art-rooms of fie-
tion; there hangs the portrait of but one faultless Man.
* Christ is the only person of whom God has ever said,

““I am well pleased.” Among the multitudes of human
beings since the ereation of Adam, he stands forth as the
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only subject of moral government whose service was
perfect!

‘When, however, in the last book of the Bible the
apocalyptic angel draws aside the curtain, and permits
John to see the Golden City, the erystal river, and the
throne of Glod, there is carved upon the face of the great
white throne in letters of light this motto, ‘‘And his
servants shall serve him’’ (Rev. xxii, 3). At last! At
last! Obedience! Tt is as if God were congratulating
himself on the altainment of his long, long desired
“objeet! ‘

There are but four fundamental forms of service:
(1) slavery, (2) peonage, (3) contract labor, (4) free
~labor. Which of these is the form of serviee under God?
Let us take them up in their reverse order.

In the system of free labor the master and the ser-
vant, the employer and the employee, are equals. The

right to discontinue at his pleasure. Tnder such an
arrangement, employers may combine and digmiss their
employees in the mass, and employees may ‘‘strike’ at
any time they may judge to be opportune. The very
attractiveness of this scheme consists in the liberty of
hiring and dismissing servants at will, on the one hand,
and the freedom which it accords servants to withdraw
from employment at the listing of their own . minds.
Under it, the possibilities of disorder and disarrange-
ment are very. great.. ‘ ’

The Christian is nof thus a ‘““free labourer.”” He
cannot throw down his tools, and quit service whenever
he is so- minded. No Christian servant of God stands
upon this footing. He has no right to withdraw from
‘God’s service, no prerogative to abandon his employ-
ment, no liberty to ‘‘strike’’ when conditions of labor in
the Tiord’s eause do not suit him. The Christian yoke is
‘not one which he can put oft or-on at diseretion. No man
s magter of himself. “‘One is your Master, even Christ.”
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In a system of contract labor the master and the
servant are related to each other as employer and
employee. They are parties to an engagement, and are
bound to each other by contract. The relation can be
dissolved only by the expiration or the breaech of the
contract. The parties to the engagement are free and
equal. Both parties are morally bound by the terms and
stipulations of the engagement. )

The Christian is not thus a eontract laborer—a ser-
vant who works by the piece, or by the day, under an
agreement which binds alike himself and his God. This
scheme would imply that God has no original and inalien-
able right to the services of the human ereature, but only
such a title ag he might aequire by bargain and trade.
It implies that man has the right to sell his services on
the market to his Maker, and that he conld claim his
reward as a stipulated and earned wage. It implies that
he has the natural right to decline the service of Ged, for
he is free to bind himself or not. He might be foolish not
to make the proposed engagement, but he would be acting
within his rights if he is thus sovereign over himself.

In peonage the inferior is the penal servant of the
superior, ‘‘Peon’’ is a word of Spanish origin, and was
primarily applied to that soldier who was required to
render military duty in the liquidation of his debts,
Hence a ‘“‘peon’” came to be any one who was pawned
to another until he had discharged his finaneial obliga-
tions by service of a certain kind and to a certain extent.

Under it the servant must ‘““work out of debt.” It was -

practiced by the British government in Colonial days,
when. bankrupts were ‘“deported’’ and “indented” to
the eolonists. Tt is practiced by criminal ecourts when
offenders are fined for misbehaviour. Tt is the system
of the penitentiary and work-house, where crimes are
appraised at so many days or months or years at hard
labor in the service of society in the general. By the
sweat of his brow and the brawn -of his arm, the peon
must purchase his discharge.

The servant of God is not thus a peon—one whose
services are pawned until he can caneel his obligations
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0 his Lord and Master. God operates no work-house
ystem. His servants are not conviets, in felon’s garb,
doing a felon’s tasks. Such would be the case, if we
were under a scheme of salvation by works. Then the
sinner would have to perform so much labor to be dis-
tharged from the divine custody. Ttis a teaching of our
ospel that Christ has served our penal sentence and paid
.our penal debt, but those who rejeet him must discharge
the life-sentence for themselves,

Blavery is the only other system of service known to
uman society. Under this form the master has a prop-
-eérty right in the person, the time, the energies, and the
“fruits of the labor, of his servant. The slave has no
‘mind of his own; originatés no plans; devises no tasks;
exercises no options; asks no questions. The will of his
master is the law of his life, and obedience is the chief
end of his existence. Beyond the execution of the tasks
laid npon him, he has no responsibilities and no duties.
He lives and moves and has his being for the sake of his
master. His happiness depends upon the competeney and
sharacter of his master on the one hand, and upon his
ability to adjust his spirit to his position on the other
hand, If his will and the will of his master should
exactly coineide; if his spirit and the spirit of his master
should exactly and cordially: agree; if the plans and un-
dertakings of his master and himself should harmonize,
and enlist his interests and ambitions; if the master
should be a good master, and the servant should be a
good servant, both bound together by a community of
interest and sympathy, so that the two become congenial
co-partners and fellow-laborers in the same cauge to the

me end; then the position of a slave is the very hap-
piest attitude in which the servant can stand to his
aster,

~ This is precisely the position of the servant of God,
6 is not a peon, atoning for his sing by the sweat of his
ow. He is not a contract-hand, working by the job
T a stipulated wage. He is not a free laborer, who has
liberty of throwing down his tools and quitting his
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employment whenever he is so minded. Te is a slave—a ,_Satlsﬁed" These 1ill the soil, and make it yield abundant
doulos, a bondman in the service of God. He has heen
““bought with a price,”” and the divine title is in his
person as well as in his serviees. The Seriptures with
frequency and emphasis set forth God as the Lord and
‘Master of the Christian. As such, he has no will of his
own, and can take no initiative. As such, he can take
orders only from his Master, and ecarry them out with
alacrity, good judgment, and genial spirit. As sueh, he
can earn no wages, and demand no payment: all he gets — . _ :
ig by the grace of his Master. As such, he cannot control: Tl;il];i’lizog Sﬁ;gzeilhg};ltbggr. hajﬁ?ldsbi‘nd ;,_ppll'j-oprlfate those
his time, nor bargain about his tasks and duties. As Ty doomed n 11]:1 de llue' cpths of heaven.
such, he cannot justify his acts of disobedience by subse- with the jackals 0 man to dwell with the bats or run
quent deeds of heroism and self-sacrifice. As such, he " The g‘ervant' of God ht to 1ab "
cannot extenuate his ill-humor and churlish manner by sity, but from ambit 0111:% o ha or, not from neces-
subsequent acts of obsequiousness and humble groveling, "'i]:ﬁ’s olf & WOI‘ka]fln t f:}’ln't e do‘iﬁ t “to study to sho_w:v,
As sueh, he cannot define his duties, nor eleet his employ- (2 Tim. ii, 15) MaEJI:;es ‘?haﬁes e: tnot, ttothbe ashamed
ments. He is the property of God. His serviee should N A ] Peet unto the reeomp‘einse

1 . _ . of the reward’’ (Heb. xi, 26). A greater than Mosges, ‘“for
be intelligent ané[ heart_"y‘._ He s:houI.d sing as he serves © joy that was set before him, endared tha P despis—
and serve as he sings. ”Let this mind be in you whic ing the shame, and is set down on the right hand of the
was also in Christ Jesus. lirone of God?’ (Heb. xii, 2)

| Has the servant of God any inspirations for his; ~ There are two types of Christians: (1) those who
tasks, and motives for fidelity and effort? work because they must, and (2) those who work because

In human society there are just two motives fo ey aspire. The frst would-do Tess, if they 'dared: ‘the

work: (1) neecessity, and (2) ambition. These two Tea- cond would do more if they ecould: To the one Chris.
sons, taken singly or together, aceount for all human” tian service is an irksome drudgery; to the other it is
activity, effort and enterprise. Men labor either beeaus Ipine air. The aini. of the one iz to do no harm; the
necessity is laid upon them, or because they are ambi- aim of the other is to do egreat good. One is actuated by
tious to aequire, to own, to accumulate. fear; the other is impelled by love. The motive of the
People living under the equator, where the sun i one is sordid and selfish ; the motive of the other is lofty
hot, and the climate is enervating, and the blood-eurrents d exuberant. The fruitage of the one is economiecal
are thin, are prevailingly impelled by hard and imperion nd skimp ; that of the 01731‘31’ is lavish and abundant. The
neeessity. It is eharaeteristie of the Negro and the Mexi ¢ Will be saved so as “by fire,”” to the other will be
can to be more or less idle. They are without aspiratio administered an abundant entrance into the kingdom
and ambition. There are other races which eannot ‘b ' ‘
content with .the bare necessaries of life. These ar
ruled by the pride of ¢whership and possession, drivin
_them on like an untiring engine, to new effort and new
enterprise, long after the primary wants of life have bes

alr, seas and sun, moon and stars, into their uge. They
-are ambitious ; and they are right, for (fod has never for-
bidden a creature either to aspire or to acquire. It ig
the divine privilege of all to spread eagle-wings, and soar
to the empyrean; to reach out their arms and girdle the






