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Anr, VIIL—TIIL VISIDLE AND INVISIBLE CIURCIL.

BY DEY. D. GANS, B. T

Mlere are some who make this expression to mean fwo separate
and independent things. Instead of regarding the visible and
invisible as d ferent sides of the same Church, they roesolve them
actunlly into two Churches. Fence you often hear them speak
of 1 visible Church as something altogoether whole and complete
in itself; and in lke manner also of an invisible Clureh as
being finished and entire, as such, withoub any necessary rela-
tion to its visibic form or manifestation. The ervor which ig
hera committed should be palpable to every mind. Tt is the old
dunlistic sundering of what God has jeined together—heretical
to the core. It is the insidious heresy of the Bighop of Con-
stantinople, of the bth centary, which fivst attacked the Person of
Clirist, and then, and as a consequence, the Church. Man also
is visible and invisible; and it would manifestly be just ag
veasonable to say, that cither onc of these sides of Lis naturo is
- complete and independent in itsolf; or that together they con-
gtitute, in fack, two men insboad of one. The error has long

since been theoretically driven from the field.

There are others, who think they arc doing wonders in the
way of combating the old leresy of dualism, when they ac-
knowledge the existence of u relation Letween the visible and
the invisible. It is clear, howover, that this does not in the
least rclieve the case, as long ns these two gides of the same
thing ave regarded as separatcly complete, each in and by itself.
If they can be thus complete, then it still follows, whatever
relation may be supposed to exist between them, that they con-
stitute two Churches, and not ome. Moreaver, the relation
itsclf, which, in these eircumstances, is allowed to hold, or which
1s at all conceivable or possible, between the visible and the
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invisible, nover comes, nor ean come in fact, to anything more
than a more outward and mechanical connection. The sf arate
eompleteness of the two sides ean mlmit of nothing dcept‘zrle'
more real. If this relation were regarded as inward 'Lndpvil:rml1
it would ak ence induce the perception and ﬂctumﬂy'consm";ﬁ ,
the conelusion, that neither aspeet, thus related to the oth‘mf‘
coull‘l be the whole; for in this ease, the very necassity of sucli
% union of the one with the other, would show its incompletenes
in itsclf, and also demonstrate it cssentinl dependence upon ths
f]the}'. There is, therelore, no escape {rom the heresy c})f duzﬂ(i
fem in aiy such superficial and mechanical view.
. lj'lfl-mly, the case requires the unien of the visible and th
invisille in a wiel and ergande form, in order to the c(;m lctr:
ness, nob of two things, Dut of one and the same thing 11'11131(3] v
the Church of Clrist.  Just as man is not hedy, nor s’pii"it bi;
body and spirit, and just as he Is not both these in the I'or;n of
separute completeness, but vitally united én one person, so the
v‘amblc and the invisible, organically united, form one E}hurch
These are thercfore the dilferent sides enly of one and th.
BOING ‘ﬂ)ing. The wnity is the essentinl clement. ’
It is equally plain that the visible is the side towards man
and that the invisible is the side towards Grod. The same th;nr,r
mcetf{ us in the ever glorious Person of Christ, and it is in this:j
cspc-cmlty, thatwe ses His adaptation to onr cm:.dition a5 S:winnr,
e is onr Baviour by virtue of this fact. Dy ITis divi;ﬂby Hc;
stands organically related to God, and by His Humanity Hc
stands related in the same way to man, and thus e i‘s our -
Iﬂf}diﬂtm‘. This is the regulative law for the Charch, which is
I‘Ils body." Mfm is concerned, first of all) with the side of the
C]ll}l'cil whicl is neavest to him, and farthest from God. God
bcgm's to move towards man throug]i the invisible, which is next
to ‘IIlm; man begins to move tawards God throueh the visible
which is next to him.  God and man meet in theaw.m'on of t]l(:
two, which is the Christian Church in its truze, whale, oreanic
and proper character. This is enough to show the fu}hh;y -fé, wcll1
ag the folly of the fdea, that we must first be mcmbers‘ gomo
how or another, of the invisible side of the Churcl bcl'o’r; wo
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cnn be received into the visible. Tt is unnataral in every sense,
and so far as man can sce, an utter impossibility. We can find
no divine objective means to accomplish such an end. God has
nover ordained such means. As well indeed, might a man, in
taking n journey, try to start at the puint where he hopes to
end.  The very reverse of this is the true order of proceedure.
We start from the point ab which we are, sl thus bope to
reach the point at which we aim.  Wo begin with the side af
the Churel which is tewards us—the side which, on account of
ita visibility and tangible humanness, is adopted to us; and,
tuken up in this, we are led to the invisible, because of the
vital relationship whieh holds between them in the objective
constitution of the Church itself.

Thia truth, so clear in itself, has for its illustration the whole
world of Nature so fur ns this has become known to us.  Inno
‘dcpm'l‘.mcnt do we peb to essoneos directly, but always indirectly,
namely, through the oubwarid forms and signs of essenoes. We
know the invisible only as it is borne to us in the visible; and
we rench it practically just in proportion as we penetrate the
outward form which js ueprest to us, and thus anctually enter
the orgonism, of whatever charncter it may be. We do not
study the essence of a plant in order to understand ity out-
ward form and structure; we do not first seek to understand
the soul of man, and then, by means of this knowledge, try to
anderstand his body. Everybody knows that we always pro-
ceed, and arc compelled to prosecd just in the reverse order.
So from the visible in the Church we pass to tho invisible—
from the outside, and the side which is next to us, we pass to
the inside, and the side which is most remote frotn us, ail near-
eat to God.

We gl feel this even in the ovdor of the words forming the
caption of this article. Who would think of saying the fnvisi-
ble and visible Clareh 2 Tivery one fecls that there is an awlk-
wardness in such an arrangement, that it is unnatural. It is
placing that first which -proper order requires to be placed
second, 'The visible end invisible is the order that meets our
feelings, and which leads us to say it is right, although, intel-

1868.7 The Vislble and Invisibl: Church. 315

lectually, we may be able to assign no definite reason for our
fecling. Tt is the unconfused testimony of our decper con-
sciousness, through which the analogy of the world under all
other formng, uniting with our experiences in all other depars-
ments, oxpresses itself.  Iere we have the kingdom of Nature
teaching purabolieally the order and constitution of the king-
dom of Grace. From the known we rise to the unknown—fro?n
the visible to the invisible. '

Still, as alrendy scen, no mode of representing the case dare
e allowed to involve a dunlism.  Words and plhrases, hore ns
well ng elsewhere, must teke their menning or peculiar foree,
from the things to whick they arc applied.  When we speak of
'reaching the invisible through the visible, we do not thereby
mean, tat the invisible is not dn the visible, that it is not
one with it, thatitis something separate from, and lying beyond
it. The Church i8 not visible end invisible, but a mzz'oc;t of the
two. The Church under this aspect is more than visibility
simply added to invisibility in o mathematical way. Visibility
+ invisibility is not==the Church, The Church is the wnion
of these two in the power of one life—one life indivisible by its
very nature. This is vastly more than the two in juxtaposition.
To allow of a sundering, or to admit of two separate values
under any real form, even for one moment, is to allow at the
game time of an utter destruction of the very being of the
Church itself, just as you have physical denth \';Dlmn the
union of body and soul in man ceases. This union of the twe
sides was the ground of that old saying—¢ Iixtra ecelesinm salus
nulla ;" anid of those other words no less venerable and weighty
s« ITabere jam non potest Deum patrom, qui Beclesinm non?mbet
matrem.” That which we sec of the Chureh is, therefore, never
mere form. Ifere is just the point at which so many séem to
malke shipwreek. An organic sign is never o sign oniy, but the
cmbodiment also of the life of the organism inawhich it holds
and which it represents and proclaims.  Sueh persons do not
steadily hold the union of the visible and invisible, but take
th(fse as scpurable, or as existing cach for itself, or ab moest as
being merely mathematically added together, in such a way, thak



316 The Visible and Invisible Church. [ArnIn,

the vigible never actually, and in any necessary form, cmbodics
and represonts the invisible.  What is this but down rfgl.:t N:cs-
torinnism over aguin in its very worst form? Ilence it is difE-
cult for such persons to conceive of real sacraments at all,
cither in the enrly or Reformation sensc of the word; for in
both these senses the sacraments, in their formal character, aro
regarded as holding vitally in the unseon esseuce oi;j Christ'l:].ni.by.
Conceding the possibility of the invisible, in 01'(]1{1&:100'5 t.vhmh
Christ has appointed, being separated from the visible, i6 is nob
hard to regard all that appeals to the cye, and which God hns
thus made to come near to nan, as merely formal.  The donbt,
thus started, necessarily tends this way. At leost, whe'm‘a this
possibility of scparation is allowed to hold in any legitimate
divine ovdinanee under its objective form, there can be no
assured confidence for the spirit of their union at any time.
Thus the ground of pesitive fuith is broken up, the power of
certitude is destroyed, the testimony of sacraments is entirely
lost, nnd cverything touching the Church is rendered uncertain,
shadowy, and unrcal. In this way man is seut into the endless
confusion of his own subjective nature for the evidence of the
presence of the unseen, which he would otherwise find in the
loly sacraments, and which our Catechism plainly teaclies us to
1gok for in them. Ques. T3, ‘
But at this age, it is felt by most men that this dualistic
theory involves entirely too much, and that unless it be effec-
tually checked by some means, it will prove fatal to the “:hole
practical interest of Clristianity. It is cvident to most minds,
that neither the visible nor tho invisible, separately taken, con-
stitutes the Church of Christ, and that to regnrd either of them,
as such, is n most hurtful delusion, Ilere is the prolific source
" of dead formality on the one hand, and of the wildest forms of
fanaticism on the other. If the visible ean be where the invisi-
ble i3 not, there you have net the Church; or if the invisiblo
ean be, normally, and for the practieal purpeses of salvation,
where the visible ¢ not, there, again, you have not the Chureh,
but “some other way ' of deliverance; for the Church consists
in the presenco ol these two sides united in the power of one
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cammon life, and in this view is the object of fuith according to
the Creed. The invisible life of an organism is always in and
pervasively commensurate with its sign or visible form. We
believe there is no cxception to the rule. Therefore, to con-
ceive even the possibility of their separation, in the present ap-
plication of the subject, much more so to regard this separation
as at any time an actual fact, is virtually to dony the Church
altogether.  And this is evidently the result to which the ery
of cmpty and vain lormality, as touching any of God's legiti-
mate ordinances, must come in the end. If the visible does not
embody the invigible in » real way, then there is no actual
Cliurel of Clirist in the world, just as,'if the body docs not in
like manner enshrine the soul, there is no actual man in the
world.  There may be a visible and an invisible—there may he
a body and o soul, but the two not vitally {n cach other and
forming one life, thers is no Clhurch—there is no man.

BDut if these two things are one, and must e one to meet the
demands of the case itself, then why speak of a visible and
invisible Chureh ?  Why spouk of empty forms and vain cere-
monials ¥ Why speak of “water baptism” as distingnished
[rom the “baptism of the Tloly Ghost" (two hapiisms and both
divinely uppointed!”)? Why speak of the Holy Supper as
bearing no grace, and the necessity of feeding npon Christ in
some other way ¥ Why all those pious warnings against trust-
ing in God through the ordinances, which he has ordained, as
if they were all so many mere deceptive signs and cheats?
Would there be room at all for any such languape, if' it wers
steadily believed, that the visible and invisible are one in the

‘deep, organic and sacrnmental sense of the word—making' but

ong Church, one baptism, onc cucharist ? In this view it would
be felt ghat, us physical eating is, because of its being oulward,
formal and in the flesh, no mere vain formality in which the
Bpirit has no actual interest, so the formal act of baptism, and
the outward cating of the bread and drinking of the cup, the
proper conditions being at hand, are not pure formalities whick
result in no gracious good, so far as “spiritual religion ™ in the
soul may be concerned. Institutions are always the embodi-
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ments of organic laws, and aro therefore :%i\mys essentinl' t?l
the life in which they stand. The institutions of" grueo (.ulu ’
pre-cminently so the Holy Sacraments) st‘::md vitally in L.ze
wnion-of these two sides of the Chureh’s being, and, therefore,
in themselves they must really embedy \\:11:Lt they }'cprcscrft
and procluim. Man may imngine functions to exist w.hme
there are no fuculties, or set artificial eyes \.vhcre there is no
vision, and then trust to their guidance. This wonld be -form&
ality. No anch mock appoarances, liowever, ean .bc ntiribute
to the institutions which God creates. The v151})lc :L‘nd bh_c
invisible, necessarily being one in the Chureh ol (:lhrxst, Hig
boily, there ean be ne roem to conceive any orginic purb.or
function of it to be formal enly. Every such part or function
must, with its formality, be also a vitality.

Anr. VIIL.—RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

i b ics it tes and
zronur on the Prisons and Reformatorics of the United Sta
Rr(;?rﬁldgnmtllda to the Legisiature of New York, Jan. 1867, ‘123[7
E C H"'f.n‘ca, D.D., LL.D., and Thqndprc W. Dwight, LL.D. -
bc;ny: Van Benthuysen & Sons’ Printing Iouse, 1867.

i hy the

This Report of between 500 and GOO pages, 1s 1!vcll wor? ¥
nttgﬁz?or? olf)' the American publie, and especially of tllmscd“]g; ﬁze(}
specially interested in the welfare of society. It hlu:s x; Lﬁa guu11t1' :
forth no little discussion in the lending periodicals Ot] 1 1§_me bot)li
Thao subjech seems to bci:c]nimmg speeinl nttention at this time,
in this country and in Burope. e
" FI]:xsmiﬂximr{mism regardsp crime ag an error and o llx_nstml tu;'ne],lhe
only this and nothing more. Hence punishment 1uolifa 0}1 y D’_L‘iﬁs
protection of society and the improvement of t}}a olem lerr.ncnt i
theory contains a fundamental error, in overlooking the {: e =
crime, and the necessary connection befween gu‘-llt1 arlu P ol 1)]'0
There is something more than seciety to protect; 131531 aw r&l i:hed
vindieated. This is an eternal necessity. The Cl'.lrllllhl tls. Ifbn shed
first hecause the lnw rerquives ity aud this requnen!?ln mstq OIfgit
nally in the necessary relation between law and punéa mtcrr)d.ﬂ ey
werd perlectly certain that o criminal would never b ]c(;'v. :1 1?11'0 i e
society, yeb having committed a crime, the Inw woul ] wqt e
punishment, BSo alse if it were certaln thnt his punishment v
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sarve in no way to reform him, or do him good, yet his punishment
would he none the less necessary and right. It Is not the end of
punishment to reform the eriminal.  This, we take it, is the funda-
mental position to he assumed by the State on the subject.

Yet it does not follow from this, that the good of socicty or of the
eriminal has nothing to do with punishment. It eouneets itsclf very
intimately with suel punishment, and in this view demands aften-
tion. “The seience of punishment, the philosophy which investi-
gates the treatment of eriminals, holding the just balninee hetween
coercion and reformation, must have o profound interest for all
lovers of the human race.” The Teport investigates the subjeet
{rom this point of view, There is much in it to interest ull who nre

concernied for the suppression of viee and the promotion of publie
morality.

Our Fonyr o GoVERSMENT AND THE Proniessor iz FuTune.
By 4. E. Kroeger.

A pamphlet of thirty pages.  We do not know whe Mr. Kroeger
is, nor who publishes his article.  We only know that it is above the
usunl style of specehes and articles on the suliject of our govern-
ment. -

Belf-consciousness requires a relaiion between a multiplicity of in-
dividuale. Fach individual, ashe claims for himself free moral self-
determination, must recognize the same in others.  Each individual
has a vight to fife, that i5, a right to the body ns o whole, the body
being in the sensuous world the rutional being itself, Iach indi-
vidunl must retain exclusive determination of his own body, No
one has the right 1o compel a physical netion not determined
through the will. In other words, complete moral freedom is puar-
uniced to each individual in gunrantecing to him this vight to life.
He has the right of liberfy, 1hat s, freedom of bodily movement.
Hence the menning of the habicas corpve; the right of emigration, &e.
The purswit of happincss is the right of property to all the sensuous
world.  IJe jg entitled to his share, cither landed estates, ar somo
hraneh of business, &e.  Hissphere of causality, no matier whatthat
sphere is,-is lils property, as soon as it is recopnized by his fellow-citi-
zens,

“ But an ngreement of ench with all, fo respect ench other's free-
fdom, nffords no seeurity that the rights of each will be respeeted ; on
the contrary, it is based on the very supposition that ench will not
respect the righis of the other.  Hence the necessily of o power to
compel ench person to respeet that agreement ; and hence, also, the
necessity of entrusting this power to o fhird prrty””  Here we gob
the iden of government. It is the mast respeciablé statement, ns con-
fainerd in the pumphlet, of the idea of government as developed from
a rationalistic standpoint, The account given in the pamphlet of
the early growth of the nation towards its prosent forn: of govern-



