TOLSTOI AND INGERSOLL.

CoLONEL INGERSOLL. in the cur-
rent number of the Nurth American
Review, is profuse in eulogies of
Count Tolstol. The count, says the
colonel, “fs a Christian, a real be-
liever in the Old and New Testa-
ments, an honest follower of the
Peasant in Palestine.”” And further:
¢¢He is not only n Christian, buthas
the courage of his convietions, and
goes without hesitation to the
logical conclusion. He eopposes the
doctors of divinity, because they
darken and deform the teachings of
the Master. He denounces the
doctors of mediciie, because he de-
pends on Providence and the prom-
ises of Jesus Christ.>?

There is, however, a peculiarity
about the colonel’s admiration of the
Russlan count. [t is not meaut to
be complimentary. [tis duly intro-
duced for the purpose of furnishing
an excuse for one of the periodically
occurring  arsaults upon  the
Bavior, for which the colonel has
earned lamentable notoriety.

Count Tolstoi appears to have
been led astray on one of the vital
questions of our time: The proper
mutual relation of the sexes.
His phiiosophy seems to have
plunged him headlong down into
the dark abyss of misanthropy. And

from this point of view, it appears
to him that there is pno remedy
against the current evils, short of
the total extinction of the human
race. In order to reach this end,
one of the noblest feelings with
whbich man has been endowed, love,
must, so to speak, be crucified. The
1o ve of man for woman, and of wo-
man for man, I8 nothing but degra-
dation. For two human beings to
love each other a8 man and wife is
to be partners in. the same crime.
There neither is ner can be any
purity in love. Itis at best a delu-
alon that after a short time must
end in jealousy and hatred.

Ingersoll has sense enough to per-
ceive that these vlews arethe illogie-
a] reasonings of a diseased imagi-
nation. ‘fAllthis,’* he says, “is to
my mind a kind of insanity; nature
gsoured or withered—deformed »so
that celibacy is mistaken for vir-
tue.” But nlthough he denounces
Tolstoi’s philosophy in so strong
terms, he thinks himself justitied ln
ascriblog the whole matter to Jesus
Christ and His doctrines, since he
represents Tolstoi as a devoted fol-
lower of the Bavior, a valiant ex-
pounder of His doctrines as laid
dJdown in the Bible. Inother words,
he does not hesitate, in this manner
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to designate Christianity as the
philosophy ot & madman and our
blessed Redeemer as jnsane, striving
to deform human nature into a kind
of mental monstrosity.

This, a8 is usua] with Inger-
soll wheu he pours out his
bitter gall agaimst religion, is
without the slightest cause. That
“Peasant of Palestine,’”” who, by
the way, is the highest type of in-
dividual being known to earth,
never taughtone syilable from which
Tolstoi could reasonably deduct his
dark theories on the question of
wedded love. On the contrary, all
that Christ ever suid on this ques-
tion, direct or indirect, and all that
God ever revealed on the subject,
whether in ancient times or in our
own age, is directly opposed to such
philosophy. The Russian couunt is
in this particular point no more a
fullower of Jesus than is the leading
American infidel. Both are radi-
cally wrong. .

The teachings of Christ with re-
gard to this question =are clear
enough. Being asked by the Phari-
sees if it were l[awful (a8 was main-
tained Ly the disciples of Rahbi
Hillel) to sever the sacred bonds of
marriage “for every cause,” he un-
hesitatingly answers in the negative.
God pade his children, male and
female apd united them. ¢“What,
therefore, God hath juined together,
let not man put gsunder’: e
further teaches the great truth which
was never lefore accepted by the
sages of the world, that woman is
by the {Jreator intended to be one
with her husband, not the inferior.
“For {being united together accord-
ing to the laws of God ) they are no
more two, but one flesh.” (Math.
19, 3—6). Our Savior, then, so far
from teaching that marringe is a
degrading relation of the sexes to
each other anpnounces the doctrine
that their union is the only way in
which the children of God can ful-

fil the measure of their creation. can.

accomplish the purpuse of thelr ex-
istence on the earth.

Paul has understood his Master
correctly when he, iy his letter to
the branch of the Chur¢h at Corinth
says: ‘‘Neither is the man without
the woman, nor the wgman without
the man in the Tord>’ (1 Cor. 11,
11}); that is, the separate existence of
the two 18 not, from the Lord’s point
of view, the intended condition; it
takes the sacred union to make their
existence complete,

The A postle illustrates this point
most beautifully, whep he {Eph.
§, 22-31}) compares the relationship
of man and wife fo that of Christ
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and the Church. Humun-]anguage
cannot in clearer terms deseribe the
eanctity of that divine ipstitution—
marrisge—nor can A more exalted
ideal of the true relatiou of man and
wifeto ench other be formed. Man
and woman according to this, are no
more intended to Jead each a separ-
nte existence than are Chriet and
the Church. Both are, ns it were,
exirting for and through each other.
And while the wives are expected
Lo ‘submit* themselves to their
husbands, yet this submiesion is not
that of a sinve, nor that of a servant
to a master, but it is a submission
similar to that of the Church to the
Lord, the voluntary submission
prompted nnd made sweet by pure
affection. In the same way hus.
bands are expected to love their
wives as Christ loved the Church.
And they are to show this love as
Christ did. He *‘gave himself for the
church, that he might sanctify and
cleanse it.?? This is given as the
reason why the husband has been
made the ‘“*head of the wife,* that
he, Christ like, may sacrifice him-
self for his wife and by his sacrifice
obtain the honor of being the ‘sav-
lor of the body*? as Christ is the
Savior of the Church. (Ef. 5: 23.)

Thus in strong terms do the an-
cient Beriptures show us the neces-
sity of marrisge and the noble ba-
ture of that institution. Nor nre the
revelations given in this last die-
pensation upon the subject less
clear. Through Joseph, the ’rophet,
(3od says: “I say unto you,that who-
sp forbiddeth to marry. is not or-
lained of God, for marriage i8 or-
dained of God unto man; wherefore
it is Inwful that be sliould have one
wife, and the twain shall be
one flesh, and all this that the earth
might answer the end of itacreation.
{(Doc. and Cov., Sec. 49: 15, 16.)
Thosce who, like Tolstoi, would for-
bid marriage, are not of God, are on
this point wot followers of Christ,
even if Ingersoll ventures the as-
sertion that they are. For Christ
never taught apoybody to dishonor

| whaut His Father has tnstituted.

Having shown that Christianity
never favored celibacy, we will now
merely state that Tolstei's ideas
upon this subject are neither original
nor very modern in their origin.
Before Christ, 2 Jewish sect existed
which held Tolstoi’s doctrine as one
of their most prominent features.
We refer to the Esseues. Lightfoot
in describing the tenets of this sect
says: ' ’

#The honorable, and even exagger-

ated estimate of marriage. which was
characteristic of the Jew, and of the
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