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CHRISTIAN DISUNION.

THE subject of sectarianism, or the
division of Christendom into a multi-
tude of contendiug Bects is being dis-
cussed in many quarters. The evil of
it is being belter apprecialed than hus
been common in the past. Eflorts to
establish Christian unity are numer-
ous, but any practicnl ruccess cannot
Fét be chronicled. In the Homiletic
Review for Murch, Bishop A. Cleve:
land Coxe, of the Episcopal Church,
has an article on Lthie qQuestion from
which we make the annexed extracte:

“What s Christianity doing, with its
immense resonrces and gigantic energies,
to stay this plaguc of bational decline?
Alas! Christianjty itself is paralyzed by
sectarian divisions and by the splrit that
cherishes 1hem, repughant as it is to the
precapts of its Divine Author. Christ
never authorized a divided household,
Dor the dissclutlon of what he gave us
‘itly joined together and compacted by
that “which every joini gupplieth.’
Where is any promise of triumph over
the world save only to the Chuarch in ita
utity and integrity? Yet these divisions
are kept up Dot only where cardinal
principles nre involved; they are sup-
ported by wasteful expenditure, and
even by plausible srgument among those
who proclaim that they differ only in-
‘non-essentials.’ Ifso, why differ au all,
al the sacridee of Lhat essential unity
which is 8 primaty precept of the Gospel?
Can a (houghtiul Christian delight ina
Popular Chribtianity_'whlch shape has
none, djstinguishable in member, joint or
lmb?* Compared with the Church in its
martyr ages, wo aroe all as dead men; our
habifation is a valley of dry bones.
‘Come froin the four windse, O Spirit, and
breath upon 1hese slain.! * ® #

"] hold that the first thing is fhe spirit
to deplore and hate secthrian divisions;
and fur her, I beld that when this spirit
turps into general prayer and suppliea-
tion, the Holy Spirit ia able to do the
rest, and to realize the Medistor’s will,
‘that they all may be one.” Kssentially
one, be it observed. Not sentimentally
8o, but practically, vitally, essentially;
afier the highest pattetd in the ubiverse,
the essemtial unity of the holy snd un-
divided Trinity. Mere compromisos fall
short of the mark, and effect
Dothing but feilure and consequent
dircouragetnent. Of this one may tind
aD example and a warning in the well-
meagt effort of Frederick Willigm III to
establish s united Protestantism . in
Prussis. It was eutirely based on com-
promise, ond has satisfed nobody. The
uDnity of mere compromise aims to setile
everything by allinnie, and io draw up
schemes for ratification LY protocol and
treaty. They mustalways prove abor-
tive,. Not such is Lthe ‘way of God.' ("on-
vinced of this, profoundly convinced
that there must be root-principles to or-
gabio unity, out of which if grows and is
‘Dot strained,’ the bishops ot tur Angli-
can comymunion have set forth, for the
conslderation of their fellow-Chnistians,
not their own views of the root-prinei-
bles, but the views of the ancient Churoch
Catholic of Christ. Such wera the prin-
ciples cherithed by all when fhe Church
wap indeed ‘at unily with iesell?’ and
which were never forfeited till the Roman
poentiff prescribed another and a novel
eriterion, by force of which 1he Latins
Buopn severed themselvos from ihe grand
root and trunk of Christendom, the ma-
ternal churches of the East; the churches
amid which the last of the Apostles lin-
gered, till they had uil received the joints
and bands of umnity, and a universal
golity which provided ‘that there wshould

& pno echism in the body, but that the
members should have the sume care oie
“for another.’ ¥
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This is vastly d!flerent from that
sort of argument which apologizes for
disunion and goes so far as to maintain
that it is a benefit -instead of an evil.
The remedy for this divisionr cap only
come from those ‘‘root prineiples’” irom
which sprang the primitive Christlan
Chureh, and ean only be eflective
umong those who sincerely desire the
truth 1D preference to private viewaand
persoral interests. And while men,
however lenrned and bhowever pious,
seek for those f'root principles'” in the
moid ol earthly syetems they will fail
to grasp what they need.

The ancieut Church of Christ hav.
ing lung since disappeared, it 18 only
hy s restoration of it in its original
form and spirit, that a basia for true
Chbristianity can be laid. That restora-
tion muet come from a divine instead
of 8 humwan source. But as long
gs the minfsters and members
of the modern churches refuse
to belleve in present revelalion and
will reject snything that claims to
have come from Gnd in the nineteenth
century, the evils compldiced of will
continue and increase and modern
Christendom will remain & modern
Babel.

NOT VERY CHRISTIAN.

THE Rev. Amos Judson Bailey,
Congregationalist clergyman, of
Ogden, bas taken the Christiap

Cynosure to task because of incorrect
and unjustifinble comments made by
that religinus journal with reference to
the “Faulkner Home Rule Bill,»
Following is an excerpt from Mr.
Bajley’s communioation: B

“In the Cynosure of February 18. om
the first psge, s a short referance to Utah
affaire, the tirst sentence of which is:
*Mormonism, afraid of defeatin its secret
longing for supremacy, and anxlous to
perpetuate its peculiar dogmas and prac-
lices untrameled by the restrictions of
siatehood, iz now endeavoring to o\:miil:l7
through Congress a species of ‘bome rule
that shal) give it independent powers in
its ¢ivll and retigious government.’

#The ‘home-rule’ scheme for Utah js
Democratie rather than Mormon. The
man who drafied the bill, and to whom
all agrcobelongs the homor, if such. it be,
of thal plan of legislation for Utab, never
was a Mormon. He was once a member
of the Tdaho legisiature,and ono of the
foremost men to push through the Idaho
stest oath,’ by which all Mormonsa inthat
Sia‘e were disfranchizsed. When he
came here he put himself at the
head of the Liberal party, and was
one of the political mansgers who se-
cgred for Ogden the first anti-Mormon
municipal government. He has aiways
been known as an anti-Morinon, and bis
law pariper is often called ‘a Mormon-
eater.! Butthis plan was a Democratic
scheme to push through Congre:s legis-
lation which might give n limited state-
hood, because there was Do hope of get-
ting statebood, and they | referred balf a
loal to no bread. This menasure is en-
gineered by the Demeccrats, und opposed
by the Liberals.™’

The Cynosure, lnstesd of elanding
corrected upon this eubject, challenges
the truthfuiness of the statements of its
own correspondent. lts discourtesy to
the gentleman iz in no way dirguised
by the following remark: -

“With ali due respect for the opinions
of our estcemed correspondent in Utah,
whose letter we print on page 6 of this
issue, there is evidently more Mormon-
ism in the Eropneed ‘Home Rule' for that
Territory than be 1s disposed {0 admit.”
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Tt wiil bé otserved that the assertions
of Mr. Bailey are not given as mutters
of opinion. What hesays is given as
a matter of met. It is insullingly
implied thet he i5 covering up the
exlistence ¢f ‘*Mojmonism? in home
ruje for the Territory. This amounts
to an saccusation of deceit. Besidis
the intimation belng exceeding un-
Christien it is8 conepicuously absurd.
VW hat interest could Mr, Bailey have
in iriereprecenting such a matter in
favor of Mormonism, in whieh he is
an unbeliever, and to whieh, even ac-
cording to the iull text of his letter to
Cyuoosure, bhe is opposed?

The position taken and 1peisted on
by the Christian Cynosure |z based on
an article which appeared in the Chris-
tian Standard, frcm the pen of R, F.
Clay. The remarks reflecting omn
Mr. Bailey’s veracity and sincerity
ptates that Mr. Clay gives “an ap-
parently trutbful verslon of the
political situation in Utab.”” This
apparent truthfuloess 1s evidently due
to the fact that the gentleman whose
article ig approved goes out of hiz way
to attack the sincerity and meotives of
the **Mormons.*” That ig the kind of
pabulum, which the Cynosure wishes
to feed the public upon; hence its
| apparent truthfulpess. Ifthe positions
had been reversed and Mr. Clay had
been the writer who told the truth
about tiie **Home Rule’? mensure, and
Mr. Bailey had said it was a mere
“Mormon’’ scheme to gain political
couotrol of Utah, then, in the eyes of
the Cyncsure the latter gentleman’s
staternent would have borne the stamp
.Iof truth and Mr. Clay would have
been the objective point of insivuations
|of untruthfulness and bypoerisy. It
is what it wants to be true on this
question, not what is true, that tbe
(ynosure endorses.

1i is needlesa for us to reiferate the
truth that even the “*Liberal’’ anti-
¢sMormons’’ have repeatedly asserted
the factthat the “Mormouns?? had noth-
ing whatever to Jo with the framing or
production of the “Home Rule Bill.
It was, as is well ubderstood here, the
work of Democruts who favoled the
division of the people of Utah on na-
tional party lines and who were at one
time in the ranks of the ‘“*Liberal’”
party.

ARID LANDS BILL [N CONGRESS.

A BILLfor the reclamation of the arid
landa of the United States waa jntro-
duced by Hon. B. W. T, Lapham of
Texas in the House of Representatives
and referred to the committee oo Irri-
gation of Arid Lande. That eonunit-
tee agreed to report favorably on the
bill (H. R. 6790}, eo that it will he
placed on ilsfpre:age.@ The text ofiit
is a8 followe:

iU herens \Le proper irrigation and re-
clamation of that portion of the publio
domain of the United States known as
the arid regions, and lying west of {he
ninety-seventh meridian of longitude,
present many difficult questions relating
to the location and demarkation of cateli-
ment areas and basins, the constroction
of reservoirs for the storing of storm and
other walers, and the equitable distribu-
tion to the greatest advantage of such
wauters for agriewltural purposes, which
difficulties can only be surmounted by
iawn, rules, and regulations made by
those who are best acquainted wilh and




