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APOLOGY

THOSE EVANGELICAL DOCTRINES

‘WHICH MAINTAIN AND ESTABLISH

"THE FREENESS OF THE GRACE OF GOD TO ALL.

IN reply to a pamphlet, entitled The Doctrinal Declaration of the Con-
Jerence of the Evangelical Union, reviewed and brought to the test of
BSeripture, by a Minister of ths Church of Scotland. Edinburgh:
Paton and Ritchie. 1862.

PREFATORY.

Ix the Note, which is prefixed to this Review of the Doctrinal De-
olaration, the author says, that ‘he has, in his own limited sphere,
during the last fifteen months, conversed with a considerable number,
belonging to different parishes, and connected with more than one
denomination, in the south of Scotland, where his lot is cast, all earnest
anquirers after peace, who disclaim all sympathy with the objects of the
Union, but whose spiritual enjoyment is nevertheless sustained by the
peculiar views advanced by that body on such vital subjects as regenera-
tion, repentance, and faith, who can experience no satisfaction from a
distinct exposition of the doctrines of our Presbyterian Confession on
the same momentous questions.” 'We were aware of the spreading, far
and wide, of the peculiar views, which ape maintained by the Evan-
gelical Union. We were aware that they are penetrating into many
congregations of various denominations, and ascending even into not a few
pulpits. And we rejoiced, and rejoice, in the dissemination of what
appears to us to be important and evangelical truth. But we were
rather surprised to learn that, in the particular region of ¢ the south of
Scotland,” in which the reviewer’s lot has, it seems, been cast, the in-
dividuals who concur with the Evangelical Union, in its theology, * dis-
claim all sympathy with the objects of the Union.” These individuals,
No.1.] A [Vol. 1.



2 APOLOGY FOR

we suspect, must have had ¢‘ the objects of the Union " represented to
them by an enemy, and perhaps therefore misrepresented. For, so far
as we know, its only objects, as a Union, are to maintain and defend
the doctrines inscribed on its banners, and so to proclaim and enforce
them as to win souls to the Saviour and to the enjoyment of everlasting
salvation. The Union is far more theological, evangelical, and evan-
gelistic, than eoclesiastical. And its objects are really gained, when
such views of the gospel are held forth and embraced, as are fitted to
make bad men good, and good men better. It does not, so far as we
are aware, enter into the aims of those who are most deeply interested
in the Union, to get surrounding ecclesiastical communities disinteg-
rated. They have never dreamed of initiating a crusade against the
existing denominations. They began their movement by simply seeking
to win souls to the Saviour, without having any ecclesiastical aim in
view. They had not even any distinctive theological aim. Their evan-
" gelical views were prized by them, not as a nucleus of a theological
" system, and far less as a rallying-point for an ecclesiastical organisation,
but simply as means for the attainment of the great practical ends which
are realised in the turning of the ungodly unto God, and in the closer and
sublimer walk of the truly godly with God. Itwasonly when they were not
allowed to work in the denominations to which they originally belonged,
that they formed themselves into a distinct Association. And even yet
they do not look upon the Unionas being characterised byanything dis-
tinctively ecclesiastical. Their hearts would be satisfied if the great
evangelical verities, the doctrines of ‘‘ grace free to all,”” for which
they contend, and especially the three glorious universalities—the uni-
versality of the love of God, the universality of the propitiation of
Christ, and the universality of the influence of the Holy Spirit, —were
taken up by the preachers in the existing denominations, and faithfully
and earnestly proclaimed to the masses of the people.

There is another item of the prefatory Note which calls for a re-
mark. The author says that ‘“ he trusts that those into whose hands
the following pages may come, will obtain a copy of the Dootrinal
Declaration by the Conference of the Evangelical Union, and carefully
compare the two documents for the purpose of learning what the differ-
ence between the two systems really 13, and with an honest desire to
be led by the Father of lights into all the truth.” We admire the
spirit which gives expression to such a wish. Not that it is in itself
any very elevated pitch of nobility. But it is so different from the
ilhberality that is prevalent in Scotland,—an illiberality that leaves
no stone unturned to get the entire literature of the Evangelical Union
universally ostracised, and, if possible, put under a bushel and ignored,—
that we cannot but feel a predisposition to enter upon the reviewer’s
critique with sentiments of personal respect. We trust that there will
be no occasion for letting down these sentiments, as we proceed with
the examination of the Review. It is evident, at all events, that the
critic has the fullest confidence in the results of his own investigations,
He fears not a candid comparison of the contents of his pamphlet with
the contents of the document which he passes under review. He is a
man of decided views. And itis pleasant, if there must be controversy,
to have to grapple with an antagonist of that sort of {ype.
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CHAPTER I
THE REVIEWER'S INTRODUCTORY REMARKS.

The author begins his review by making the following observa-
tions : —
“The careful of the above Declaration of Doctrine, by all interested in the
sdvancement of the Lord’s work, is at the present time very necessary. The religions
from which it emanates, has been in existence for twenty years. Th the
people ostensibly ing the doctrines of the Declaration are not very numerous,
1t is well known that a considerable amount of sympathy with their principles exists
in 8 more or less disguised form among the members of other denominations.” —p. 5.

We thank him for speaking so much of the truth regarding the
Evangelical Union. He says farther,—

“It is not supposed that the questions here raised will cause much interest in the
Churches in England. Those peculiar tenets are not in & distinct form held, as far as
is known, by any denomination in that kingdom. There are in the north of England
omagvown&regnﬁaummbdwitthﬁon,mthcamdoﬂmtmwbo
extending southwards.”” —pp. §, 6.

We think otherwise. 'We suppose that ¢ the cause does seem to be
extending southward;” if we may judge, at least, from the increasing

. circulation of the literature of the Union in that direction. There are
many ministers of the gospel, for example, in various of the English
denominations, who are devoted friends of the Evangelical Reposstory.
We know this for a fact. 'We also know that the theology of the Union
is both prized and preached by clergymen in the Church of England,
by ministers in the various Methodist connections, and by Noncon-
formist ministers, not a few, among the Independents and Baptists.
Indeed several of the Baptist ministers in England were trained in
connection with the Academy of the Evangelical Union. And a still
larger proportion of the English Independent ministers got their theo-
logical education in the same institution.

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS CONTINUED.
SANDEMANIANISM AND EVANGELICAL-UNIONISM.

Our author proceeds with his introductory observations; tending,
rather noteworthily, in a statistical direction :—

¢ Sandemanianism, which, in its general feat is very similar to the system of
the Evangelical Union, was never viE:ned with mn::l‘:’ fnvourrz the English mind ; and
six small and gradually diminishing congregations constituted, according to the census
of 1851, the whole strength of the adherents of Sandemanian doctrine,”—p. 6.

This is reason, our author thinks, for coming to the conclusion that
it is not in England that much progress is likely to be made by the
views of the Evangelical Union. We differ. We believe that there is
less bigotry, and more of an unsophisticated appreciation of the gospel,
in England than in Scotland. And hence, we conclude, that the views
of the Evangelical Union will make, though likely under other ecclesi-
astical phases, more rapid progress in the south than in the north. In-
deed, the distinct organisation that exists in the north is probably not
needed for the south. Xor every one who knows anything of the
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ecclesiastical and evangelical condition of the broader and more genial
end of the island, knows that the origirtators of the Union would never
have required to stand, even for one day, alome, if their lot had
been cast in the south.

. But the reviewer makes two mistakes regarding Sandemanianism.
The first is, in supposing that its extent in England is to be measured by
the number of professedly Sandemanian congregations. For the truth
is, that it was only in exceptional cases, so far as England is concerned,
that that system embodied the results of its diffusion, in churches that
became separately and denominationally Sandemanian. Its chief trophies
were found in churches, which retained their former ecclesiastical relations
and denomination. The second mistake is more serious, in as much as
it seems to indicate that the author is liable to present his own guesses
about things, or his wishes in reference to them, as if they were more
than his mere subjective guesses and wishes;—as if they were objec-
ive facts. He says, ‘ Sandemanianism is, in its general features, very
similar to the system of the Evangelical Union.” Perhaps he has said
80, again and again, before his statement appeared in print. And if he
has, his confiding auditors perchance would feel that it would certainly
be their duty and interest, to keep at as great a remove as possible from
a system, that was akin to so formidable a word as ¢ S8andemanianism.”
If this really be the case, the reviewer was guilty of raising a false
alarm. He is, we fondly trust, incapable of speaking insincerely;
and therefore we must content ourselves with saying that he speaks of
what he knows nothing about. The system of views, which is charac-
teristic of the Evangelical Union, springs out of the doctrine of the
unsvorsality of the propstiation of Christ. This was the first distinctive
tenet that was got hold of; and it was by working it out into its legi-
timate consequences, or carrying it as a torch throughout the perusal
-of the Scriptures, that almost all the other views of the Unionists were
attained. Hence their tenet regarding the universal love of the divine
Father. Hence too their tenet regarding the universal influence of the
divine Spirit. Hence too their tenet regarding the salvability of every
man, or the possibility of every man becoming a believer in Jesus, and
becoming consequently one of those who are ‘‘ chosen unto salvation
through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth.” If * the
system of the Evangelical Union " has any “ general features’ at all,
these are they. And yet,—would an uninformed reader have believed
it ?—in each of these doctrines Sandemanianism is diametrically opposed
to the Union! ¢ That Christ died,” says Mr. Sandeman, ¢ that he
gave himself a ransom for many, is indeed a truth fully ascertained in
the Scriptures ; ’—¢¢ that Christ dicd for me, is a point not so easily
settled.” (Letters, p. 14.) He continues thus,—

“ This is a point which the Scripture no where ascertains ; so far from it, that it often
affirms the final perdition of many, not merely hearers of the gospel, but who have heanl
and received it with joy; yea of those who have made such progrees, that their only
deficiency is, that their fruit came not to perfection. It affirms, that such as have

.been enlﬁglmned, and bave tasted of the heavenly gift, and have been made partakers
of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word of Gad, and the powers of the
world to come, may yet fall away irrecoverably. Yea it declares, in passages plainly
pointing to zealous professors of Christianity, that wide is the gate and broadp is the
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way which leadeth uats destruction, atd many there be which go in thereat; that
strait is the gate and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and few there be that
find it; that many shall seek to enter in, and shall not be able; yea that notwith-
standing their great confidence about their acquaintance with Christ, and their interest
in him, and their experience of his presence with them, he will at last say nnto them,
I necer knew depart from me. When they are condemned then as h ites an

unbelievers, they are not condemned for want of Aspasio’s faith ; and that for these
tl;? lr:n.som. he first is, 1t was never trus that Christ died for them.”’— Letters, pp.

Mr. Sandeman says again,—

“T would willingly know by what authority Aspasio calls every one to believe that
Christ died for him. The Scripture no where says, that Christ died for such a one
who now for the first time hears the gospel: what then shall persuade him that it is
true ?— Ditto. p. 20.

According to Mr. Sandeman, it ¢‘means the same thing to say Christ
died for any person, and, that person shall be eternally saved.” (Ditto,
P- 33.) And again and again he pours contempt,—for he was a con+
temptuous writer,—upon the doctrine, which was such a delight to
Boston and the Erskines, that the gospel unfolds God's gift of Christ,
and of eternsl life in Christ, as a gift to men indiscriminately, to men
without distinction and exception,—‘‘to mankind-sinners as such.”
Indeed, both Mr. Sandeman and Mr. Glas were Calvinists of a very high
type. Mr. Sandeman vindicates the application of the expression, I
areate evil,”” to the divine production of moral evil. (Zetlers, pp.
162-166.) And Mr. Glas holds that the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart
‘‘ was, from the beginning, a work of sovereignty, and not of judgment.”
(Works, vol. iii. p. 57.) He thinks, moreover, that Christian ‘love to
all men, even the enemies of the gospel, doing them good for evil,
blessing them and praying for them, which is the proper fruit of faith,
and acoompanies brotherly love, is for the sake of the unknown elect.”
(Dstto, vol.-ii. p. 136.) Such are the views of the originators of Sande+
manianis. And yet, says the Reviewer of the Doctrinal Declaration,
¢ Sandemanianism, in its general features, is yery similar to the system
of the Evangelical Union”! He might as truly have averred that black
is remarkably similar to white !

The system of the Evangelical Union agrees, indeed, with Sandeman-
ianiem, though not with it alone, in regarding faith as the ¢¢ belief of the
truth.”” The two systems also agree, though not with one another alone,
in holding that the work which Jesus Christ wrought out is Righteous-
ness, and that this Righteousness is the only ground of justification and
eternal life, on which human sinners can repose in safety. We believe
also that Mr. 8andeman did service in his day and gemeration in con-
tending earnestly, (although also, alas, bitterly, cynically, and uncharit-
ably), that nothing should be added to ‘the bare righteousness” of
“ Josus Christ the righteous,” when the refage of the sinner is exhibited
toview. But, as regards the object of faith, and its intrinsic adaptation
to produce in the believer peace and hope and joy and holiness, the
system of the Union differs as decidedly from Bandemanianism, as it does
in regard to the extent of the atonement, and the objects of predestin-
ation and foreordination. If we might measure metapherically the
distance between systems by miles, we could say with truth that the
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system of the Reviewer of the Doctrinal Declaration is three hundred
and sixty-five miles nearer, than is the system of the Doctrinal Declar-
ation itself, to the system of Sandemanianism.

THE REVIEWER'S INTRODUCTORY REMARKS CONTINUED.

Having administered to the Union this somewhat bitter dose of
Sandemanianism, the reviewer hastens to drop into the ill-flavoured
cup a few sweetened and rather soothing drops. He makes reference to
¢« Morison,” and says,—

¢ At those times when the oonntr{nhubeen blessed with a spirit of religious awaken-
ing, the characteristics of his creed have in Scotland received the most marked atten-
tion.

 During the prevalence of great anxiety on the most important of all questions, the
tachi:;:\? the Evangelical Unionists hutybeen found to exert a decided l?ld im;:'diate
influence. Those who formerly were given to grossest dissipation, have been led by
its principles to abandon their profligacies. Those who were given to Babbath pro-
fanation, have been rendered diligent in the observance of the means of grace.” —p. 6.

He reserves, indeed, his own doubt that much, if not all, of this
apparent good, may be superficial and delusive. Nevertheless he
does not, at this stage of his Review at least, give very obtrusive
prominence to his doubt. And therefore we must thank him, we
suppose, for the testimony which he spontaneously bears to the some-
what beneficial effect of the Evangelical Union movement. It would
appear, even our Reviewer being judge, that there is something in the
doctrines exhibited in the Doctrinal Declaration which is fitted,—
whether divinely or not we do not at present stop to inquire,—to make
considerable impression, and that too in the direction of what is holy
and blissful, upon the minds of those who come under their influence.
The fact is not unworthy of the attention of philanthropists. May not
the doctrines, after all, be of God ? May they not be some of the chosen
weapons of the Holy and Loving Spirit, which it is his special delight
to wield for the conviction and conversion of sinners? Our Reviewer
would, of course, be disposed to answer these questions in the negative.
For he says,—

¢ As will be seen, the main and fundamental peculiarity of this s is the disa-
vowal of the specmi influence of the Spirit of God upon the mind of man, and the
adjus;ment of all the other articles of the faith so as to correspond with such a theory.”
—p. 7.

He is certainly wrong, however in this allegation. 'We have already
mentioned what 18 *“the main and fundamental peculiarity of the system,”
its back-bone. It is the universality of the propitiation of Christ. And
this, along with the connected views of faith, repentance, and ‘ peace
with God,” formed the burden and staple of the preaching of the
founders of the Union, whilst they yet maintained that there was a very
special and infallibly efficacious, and consequently a very limited,
influence of the Holy Spirit. It was only when the bearing of the
universality of the atonement upon the extent and nature of the Father’s
love, on the one hand, and upon the extent and nature of the Spirit’s
influence, on the other, was duly weighed and unbiassedly examined in
the light of Scripture, that the idea was reached, that there was such
a harmony of aim and operation among the Divine Three, that the Holy
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Spirit truly loves all men, and sincerely desires the bliss of them all,
and does what is needed on his part, even as Christ has done what was
needed on his, for the salvation of all. He secks to convince *‘the
world.”” (Jo. xvi. 8.) The members of the Union believe, without
exception, in the existence and personality of the divine Spirit. They
believe, moreover, without exception, in the necessity of his influence
in order to salvation and sanctification and glorification. And they do
not ** disavow ”’ that there are ‘“ special influences” of the Holy Spirit.
8o far as is known to us, they believe that there are such influences.
At all events, we ourselves do. But if our Reviewer mean, as we
presume he does, that there is a disavowal, on the part of the Union, of
a will-necessitating influence of the Holy Spirit, we believe that there
is not a single man in the whole connection who would not be ready to
exclaim, with all his heart, and, if he had a plurality, with all the
voices he could command, ‘It is true, Sir, perfectly true; we delight to
say that it is true.” That, and that only, is the influence which we
disavow. And yet our disavowal of it is not ¢ the main and funda-
mental peculiarity of our system.”

The Reviewer adds:—

“To those who have little acquaintance with the ¢faiths of the world’ in past
times, this must be an experiment fraught with the greatest interest. Morison, it
may be taken for granted, was sincerely anxious for the elevation of his countrymen,
Finding that the old theology had lost much of its attractiveness, his ardent mind led
him to construct mew avenues to the hearts of the people. Like Pelagius, in the
earlier period of the history of the Church, he seems to me thought that the greatest
obetacle to the advancement of religion in the land, was the tendency of the population
unduly to distrust themselves, and to m too much dependence on the exercise of an
unseen influence. It seems to have his impression that, by rendering the deep
things of God more level to the capacity of man, and more in accordance with msn’s
notions of justice, he could remove the unconcern and the unbelief that had baffled
the ei"Iorb of the most strenuous advocates of the doctrines of free and sovereign grace.”
_p. .

It was scarcely to be expected that the Reviewer, after making so
great a mistake in reference to the doctrines of the Union, should be
capable of doing justice to the persons who compose it. And it is not
to be wondered at, that having thought it a right, or at all events, a

litic and felicitous thing, to represent the theological system of the

nion as ‘‘very gimilar to Sandemanianism,” he should seize the
earliest o?portunity of coupling together, in ominous ery,
“Morison” and “ Pelagius.” Such alleged alliances may help, in the
estimation of the reviewer, to instil the most wholesome prejudices into
the public mind, and predispose his own admirers and readers to be on
the out-look for very dangerous errors in every tract, phlet, and
book, that emanates from the Evangelical Union. And they who are -
swayed by his judgment, will be apt to think that their credit for per-
spicacity in orthodoxy will be at stake; sothat, if they find it difficult to dis-
cover the rank and noisome heresies that must be everywhere swarming,
they may be tempted to exercise their ingenuity in the way of liberally
inventing them for the Unionists. We rather suasect, however, that
our author knows as little about ‘‘ Pelagius”’ as he does about ¢ S8ande-
manianism ”’; though they are both of them convenient names wherewith
to brand. And we are certain that he knows almost nothing about
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¢ Morison.”” For this latter personage did not think ¢ that the greatest
obstacle to the advancement of religion in the land, was the tendency of
the population unduly to distrust themselves, and to place too much
dependence on the exercise of umseen influence.” It was nof his
impression that any alteration should be made on ¢ the deep things of
God,” so that, ¢ by rendering them more level to the capacity of man,
and more in acoordance with man’s notions of justice’ than the Scrip-
tures exhibit them, ‘“he could remove the unconcern and the unbelief
that had baffled the efforts of the most strenuous advocates of the
doctrines of free and sovereign grace.” We may add, moreover, that
we have not the least doubt, that if Pelagius were to rise from the grave,
he too would be ready to testify that he was grossly misunderstood and
misrepresented.

THE REVIEWER'S INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS CONCLUDED.

The author would have liked, he says, instead of bringing the doc-
trines of the Evangelical Union to the test of Scripture, to have tried
them by what he calls a more direct, but what we should be disposed
to call a more indirect, process.

“It would be an interesting work, were it practicable, to use the tests which the
Scriptures unfold, in estimating the moral and spiritual characters of those who, by
the lessons osf the Evangelical Union, are now rejoicing in the possession of perfect
peace.”—p. 8.

He adds, however,— .

‘ But as this exercise, if not al er incompetent, would be very invidious, a
different method must be followed. By reversing the maxim of the Saviour, a ¢ tres
is known by ite fruit, a sound principle may be obtained, vis., tbat of trying the
system rreELr by the application of the infallible standard which the Bible contains,

f the Eeoulm octrines unfolded in the ¢ Declaration’ are found to be at variance
with the divine Word, we sincerely hope that those who have lulled to rest all their
fears by the belief of such tenets, will learn the necessity of trying the foundations of
their confidence. We fondly trust that honesty of p and a regard for the glory
of the Almighty as a God of truth, will lead many u."fmi' seriously of these peculiar-
ities of faith assumed by them so hastily. We trust that they will yet ¢stand in the
ways, and soe, and ask for the old paths, where is the good way, and walk therein,
that they may find rest for their souls.’ ’—p, 8.

It is well that our critic has resolved to try the system which he
criticises, not through the lives of its supporters, but by a direet, or
smmedsate, appeal to ¢‘ to the law and to the testimony.” For besides
the invidionsness of the other method, and the intricacies and casuis-
tries into which it would lead, there would need to be, on the part of
him who employed it, as our reviewer will perhaps himself perceive on
reconsideration, at once a peculinrly sagacious mind, a peculiarly capa-
‘cious heart, and a noble soul. And then, moreover, it is y not
safe for those who live in glass houses to throw stones; and had our
author made the attempt, which he deems ¢ very desirable,” others
might have been tempted, in a spirit of righteous retaliation, to apply
the test to his own theology, by taking into account the prominent
or more hidden peculiarities, at once of his own character, and of the
character of his most ardent doctrinal admirers within the bounds of
his parish. And, besides, many others would remember, even though
bhe himself should forget, that the Indiaus, east and west, and
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heathens almost everywhere, are adepts at the same kind of reasoning.
And hence, thousands upon thousands of them want to have nothing to
do with a christianity that is represented by the ‘ Christians,” who
traffic dishonestly in their ports, or overrun their lands, sometimes in
the spirit of robbers, and sometimes in the character of rakes. It would,
we repeat, require no little wisdom, and also great impartiality in any
ome to attempt, with any prospect of success, the practical problem
suggested ;—wisdom to discriminate the real and adequate from the
inadequate and unreal representatives; and impartiality, to be willing
t,:':Yply the discriminative test, and to state, in perfect candour, the

ts. When such a wise and impartial judge appears, we shall be
happy to put our case into his hands. And indeed it is our joy already
that both we and our reviewer, and our other critics and opponents, are
on our way to the bar of One who is infinite, at once in impartiality,
and in wisdom, and in love.

Our reviewer winds up his introductory observations by making some
criticism on the secti arrangement of the Doctrinal Declaration. It
displeases him, apparently, that the first section has reference to the
freedom of the will. He says, * This system is arranged in such a way
a8 to unfold the supremacy of man, other systems with equal plainnees
proclaim the supremacy of God.” And he adds, ‘‘ we cannot admit
that such an arrangement has been made without design.”” He con-
tinues, ‘“ We are inclined to take it for granted that the principal forces
are placed in the foremost rank, and arranged so as most successfully
to support and defend those that are to follow.” His assumption, how-
ever, is gratuitous. There was really no plot, and there was scarcely
even any plan, in the arrangement of the sections. As is said in the
introduction to the document, there is no * attempt to give this .De-
claration the systematical form of an outline of a complete theological
system.” The arrangement, such as it is, rose spontaneously in the
mind of an individual, and it was never canvassed at all by his brethren.
It is such, however, a8 is by no means unaccordant with nature. It
starts from the heart of conscionsness, the most natural of all springs
from which any stream of thinking on things moral and religious can
flow. And as the current rolls on, it widens and deepens, till its volume
preeents to view the grander features of evangelical theology. The
shrewd suspicions of our author are all mere mirages, the baselees fabrics
of his own visions. He did nothing but dream when he thought that the
Declaration was “‘ arranged in such a way, as to unfold the supremacy
of man.” We take, it is perfectly true, a totally different view from
that of our reviewer, in reference to the moral nature of man, and the
moral character of God. 'We could not for a moment think ourselves -
right, if we did not greatly differ from him. But when he imagines
that we ascribe ‘‘ supremacy ” to man, in antithesis to the supremacy
which others aseribe to God, he really substitutes his own fancy for our
fact. And a veu;i:idicnlons fancy it is; as much eo as is that other
favourite fancy—the 8andemanianism of our theology. Man, we believe,
is made to be a subject, not a sovereign. The idea of his supremacy
never entered our mind.
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CHAPTER 1l
THE FREEDOM OF THE WiLL

In the Doctrinal Declaration, the freedom of the will is asserted.
The reviewer quotes the following sentences; and then makes his com-
ments upon them :—

¢ The human will is free ; not merely in the evasive sense that we are free to do as
we choose, which is often mnot true, but that we are free to cAoose, which is always
true’  ¢In opposition to the scheme of a necessitated will as held, not by Calvinists
only, but (as would 1:apear¢)l by all classes of infidels, the Evangelical Union Confer-
ence holds tenaciously the doctrine of free will, as lying at the foundation of all re-
ligion, natural and revealed.’ ”—p. 9.

The reviewer thinks that this is ¢ very .strong language;” and he
¢ cannot too much admire the candour with which such a statement is
made.” We are glad that he has found again something to commend.
For we believe that he is right when he ascribes to the Conference of the
Evangelical Union a spirit of candour. But we beg to assure him that
it required no very special stretch or strain of this virtue, to nerve the
members of the Conference, to avow their conviction that the will is
free, and that its freedom forms part of the very basis of religion and
morality. Notwithstanding the odium that has for centuries been
heaped, in Scotland, upon theological *Free-willers:” notwithstand-
ing the terms of insult that have been attached to the doctrine, as
being a thing of Popery, and of Pelagianism too, and of spiritual
idolatry ;—for *‘ the idol of free-will ” has been a charge, for generations,

inst anti-Calvinists, and is stereotyped upon the title page of Dr.
Owen’s Display; notwithstanding the certainty of running counter
to manifold popular prejudices, and of thus incurring manifold and
merciless reproaches;—the Evangelical Unionists cannot take to them-
selves any very supererogatory merit for avowing their conviction that
man’s will is free, and that, if it were not, he could not be morally
nsible. Their consciousnees has informed them of their own free-
dom of will; and the simplest exercise of their logical faculty has
assured them that if there were no freedom antecedent to, and in, their
choices, men would be mere machines in mind as well as in body.
And if they were, they would be as incapable of moral accountability as
are other mere machines. = They see, moreover, that when theological
discussion is not expressly on the carpet, all men around them proceed
on the assumption that their choices are the sons and daughters of
liberty, because emanating from freedom. They notice, besides, thatsince
philosophy has been emancipated, to some considerable extent, from the
ecclesiastical fetters which, in former times, it was constrained to wear,
it has culminated, at least so far as the minds of its noblest cultivators
are concerned, in the ineradicable conviction of the freedom of the will.
‘Witness Immanuel Kant in Germany. Witness Thomas Reid in 8cot-
land. Witness Victor Cousin in France. And witness, in a lower
sphere, and yet amid the confluence of peculiarly strong ecclesiastical
and theological prejudices, Dr. M ‘Cosh of Belfast.

It is not, however, by Authorities that this question is to be settled.

The appeal must be carried higher. It must be carried to the sources,



THE FREENESS OF GOD'S GRACE TO ALL. 11

whence all those who might be considered Authorities, have drawn
their convictions. And it is matter of gratitude that these sources are
as really accessible to every man, for himself, however humble an
inquirer he may be, as to the most distinguished savans, whose names
are illuminated on, and illuminate, the roll-book of fame.

Our reviewer attempts, at least in a partial way, to ascend to these
sources. He maintains that the freedom of the will “ consists in the
liberty possessed by a rational being to follow without external violence
the bent of his own inclination, in whatever way that inclination ma
have been formed.” (p. 10.) In other words he identifies, wit
Jonathan Edwards, and in opposition to John Locke, wsil and snclination ;
and he holds that ““ the om of the will ”” is found in the consequents
and not in the antecedents of the volitions that are put forth. A man’s
will is free, he thinks, when, after the action of the will is consummated,
he can do what he hes willed. The freedom which he allows is thus
not a freedom ¢» the will, and antecedent to its acts or volitions. It is
not, in other words, a freedom of the will, but a freedom after the will.
A man’s will is free, according to the reviewer, if he is able to steal, for
example, after he has chosen or determined to attempt the theft. But
no thief is free, he would maintain, to choose or mot to choose, to
determine or not to determine, whether he shall make the latroncinical
attempt. The choice, which the thief makes, is, it seems, snevstable in
the circumstances, and could not be otherwise than it is, without sub-
verting all the antecedents of the act, that have been running on from
everl .

Such is the freedom which our author allows, and which, he contends,
is the only freedom that can be legitimately spoken of in connection with
the will. 'We might say in reference to it, with Calvin,—who, however,
agrees with our author,—“wh; has such an insignificant thing been
dignified with so proud a title? Egregious freedom indeed !” (Quor-
sum attinebat rem tantulam adeo superbo titulo insignire? Egregia
vero libertas, ai homo quidem non cogitur, &c. Imststutio. ii. 2,7.) Our
critic doee not reason directly in support of his * egregious freedom.”
But he reasons, at least a little, in opposition to the counter-theory,
the theory of the Evangelical Union. He says,—

“We ventare to 8 to those into whose hands these pages may come, and ask
what is the nature of the freedom of the will of which they are conscions? Do they
in jndgina:;thgir liberty ascend higher than to the carrgin out of the pur-
poees of their wills ?  If they are free to act as they resolve, do they not consider
themselves as really free? If the will is concerned In any action, do they not
consider themselves virtuous, or blameworthy, according to the quality of the
sction ? Does human language establish any other doctrine than that when actions
are soluntary they must partake of a moral or immoral nature ? and does not human
law universally give effect to such decisions ?”’—p. 10,

‘We would ‘“venture” to answer the queries, which he has “ventured”
- to propose. The first is,~ ¢ Do we, in judging of our personal liberty,
ascend higher than to the carrying out of the purposes of our wills?”
‘We answer, for ourselves, that we do. When the reference is not to bodily
freedom, such as that of which a prisoner or a paralytic is deprived, but
to that which is. called in the schools ¢ moral freedom,” we always
“‘ascend higher than to the carrying out of the purposes of our wills.”
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And we presumeé that when Adam judged himself, after  having eaten
of the forbidden fruit, he did not blame his hand for moving ‘ according
to the bent of his inclination,” and after he had inwardly purposed to
take and eat. He would blame his inner self. And he would blame
his inner self, because he had, in his will, cherished the inclination and
formed the purpose. The second query is,—‘‘If we are free to act as we
resolve, do we not consider ourselves as really free ?”” We answer, for
ourselves, that in all matters of morals, we do not consider ourselves
as really free, if we find no other freedom in ourselves than mere free-
dom to act as we have resolved. In the matter of bodily liberty,
indeed, we consider ourselves to be really free, when we can act as we
incline and resolve. But as regards moral liberty, liberty to be good
for example, we do not consider ourselves fo be really free, unless we
are free to resolve to do what is good. Neither should we consider
ourselves to be really free to be bad, if we had not liberty to resolve to
do what is wrong. The third query is,—‘‘ If the will is concerned
in any action, do not we consider ourselves virtnous or blameworthy,
according to the quality of the action?” We answer, for ourselves,
that most assuredly we do; but then the moral quality of the actions
referred to, that is, of outward actions, is, as all the world admits, deriva.
tive. It is derived, as men say, from the motives that precede the
actions; or, in other words, it is derived from the moral quality of
those inner actions, which are overlooked altogether by our critic, the
acts or actions of the will. Surely we need not inform our critic that outer
actions, apart from inner actions, the actions of the will, can have no
moral quality at all. The two remaining questions are as follows,—
‘“ Does human language establish any other doctrine than that when
actions are voluntary they must partake of a moral or immoral nature ?
and does not human law universally give effect to such decisions ?”
Human language, we reply, establishes many other dootrines. And
when it admits into its vocabulary the expression ‘¢ voluntary actions,”
it refers, in so far as these are amenable to “human law,” to outward
actions. But human language recognises other actions, acts namely of
will, from which the actions called volun derive their element of
voluntariness. And it is on the assumption men are free in these
prior acts, that human law holds men to be aocountable when their
outer acts are voluntary. If human law proceeded on the assumption
that murderers could not help the volitions that were the an ta
of lifting up their murderous hands, the lunatic asylum, and not the
gallows, would form the invariable termination of the murderer’s career,

JOMN LOCKE ON THE FREEDOM OF THE WiLL.

But our author, perhaps not altogether unconscious that he had failed
to establish his case successfully, by his interrogative argumentation,
resorts to some other methods of treating the subject.

* In the Doctrinal Declaration there is a reference to ¢ the scheme of a
necessitated will as held, not by Calvinists only, but (as wonld appear)
by all classes of infidels.” - The reviewer says that it is not according
to fact that the Calvinistic view of the freedom of the will has been held
by all clasees of infidels.” He adds,— . .
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“Tt is known to all who are acquainted with the history of the question, that
Chubb, and the very lowest of the tribe of infidels, who did so much for the contame
ination of the morals of England, in the end of the seventeenth and the b?ginning of the
eighteenth centuries, held the views of the will maintained :J the Conference of the
Evangelical Union. Calvinists have no reason to be ashamed of any doctrine regard-
ing human nature, that received the delibegate support of men of such acumen as
Leibnits and Jonathan Edwards. But a more pertinent inquiry would be, Has their
view of free will been held by any men worthy of consideration, who were not Cal-
vinists, and not Infidels? There is no name held in greater honour in England, than
the name of John Locke. Though no Calvinist himself, he strenuously maintained
the freedom of the will, in such a way as virtually to support the view advocated by
Calvinists.” —pp. 10, 11.

Our reviewer, we suspect, does not understand John Locke. It is
true, indeed, that the illustrious philosopher held peculiar notions on
the subject of the will. He held that ‘it is as insignificant to ask
whether man’s will be free, as to ask whether his sleep be swift, or his
virtue square; liberty being as little applicable to the will, as swiftness
of motion is to sleep, or squareness to virtue.” (ZKssay, ii. 21, § 14.)
He imagined that to ascribe liberty to the will, would be to ascribe a
power to a power. He forgot that when liberty is affirmed of the will,
the real idea is that liberty belongs to the person who wills, though, of
course, to the person as exercising the faculty of will. He oonceived,
again that ‘“‘a man, in respect of willing, or the act of volition, when
any action in his power is once proposed to his thoughts, as presently to
be done, cannot be free,”’ —*‘ because he cannot avoid willing the exist-
ence, or non-existence, of that aotion” (§ 23); forgetting that the
question is not, whether a man be free to use, or not to use, his faculty
of will. It is admitted that man is not free to refrain from willing.
But the question in dispute is, whether, when using his faculty of will,
he is free to determine in this direction rather than in that, or in that
rather than in this,—free to choose this and to refase that, or to choose
that and to refuse this. Having such views of the will, it is not to be
wondered at, that Mr. Locke should hold that ¢ freedom consists in our
being able to act, or not to act, according as we shall choose or will.”
{§ 27.) And yet he did not imagine, with Jonathan Edwards and our
critic, that this is man’s true freedom. - On the contrary, he held that
¢ the mind has in most cases a power to suspend the execution and satis-
faction of any of its desires, and so all, one after another.” And he
says:—

¢ In this liss the liderty man has ; and from the not using of it right, comes all that
variety of mistakes, errors, and faults which we run into, in the conduct of our lives,
and our endeavours after happiness; whilst we precipitate the determination of our
‘wills, and engage too soon before due examination. To prevent this we have a power to
suspend the proseoution of this or that desire, as every one daily may experiment in
himself. T Ais seams to me the source of all kiberty ; in this seems to consist that which
is (as 1 think wunproperly ) called free-will"—§ 47,

“This, as seems to me, is the Ereat privilege of finite intellectual beings; and I
desire it may be well considered, whether the great inlet, and exercise of all the liderty
men have, are capable of, or can be useful to them, and that whereon depends the
turn of the sotions, does not lie in this, that they can suspend their desires, and stop
them from determining their wills to any action, till they have duly and fairly ex-
amined the good and evil of it, as far forth as the weight of the things requires. This
we are able to do ; and when we have done it, we have done our duty, and all that is
in our power; and indeed all that needs. For, since the will supposes knowledgo to

guide its eboice, all that we can do, is to hold our wills undetermined, till we havo
examined the good and evil of what we desire.”—§ 562.
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The illustrious philosopher did not notice that the acts of men, in
suspending their desires, are simply acts of will, or choices. And while,
therefore he did not approve of ¢As ezpression “ the freedom of the will,”
he contended substantially for tAs thsng, which the Evangelical Union
means by the expression. He held that man's true liberty is ante-
cedent to his choices, and results in them. He thus maintained, not
indeed what he would call ¢ the freedom of the will,” but what both
he and we would unite in calling ‘‘ the freedom of the man.” And he
maintained this freedom of the man, not as the reviewer thinks, ‘“in
such a way as virtually to support the view (of the freedom of the will)
advocated by Calvinists,” but in a way entirely the reverse.

If farther proof were required that our reviewer has misapprehended,
and indeed reversed, the real sentiments of Mr. Locke in reference to
man's freedom, that proof would be obtained in the philosopher’s letter
of Jan. 20, 1693, to Mr. Molyneux. He says,—

“J own freely to you the weakness of my understanding, that thongh it be un-
questionable that there is omnipotence and omniscience in God our maker, and I
cannot have a clearer preception of anything, than that I am free; yet I cannot make
freedom in man consistent with omnipotence and omniscience in God, though I am
as fully persuaded of both, as of any truths I most firmly assent to.  And, therefore,
T have long since given off the consideration of that question, resolving all into this
short conclusion ; if it be possible for God to make a free agent, then man is free,
though I see not the way of it.””— Works, vol, iii. p. 487, ed. 1751.

It is evident from this interesting, though semi-melancholy, state-
ment, that the freedom of which Mr. Locke had the clearest possible
conception, as a thing inherent in himself, and of the reality of which
he was ‘“as fully persuaded as of any truths he most firmly assented
to,” is not the freedom that is consequent on choice. Such a freedom
was never yet supposed by any man to present the smallest apparent
antithesis to the omnipotence and omniscience of God. Never yet has
it been imagined that it would be impossible or difficult for God to
make an agent possessed of such freedom. The freedom referred to is
that which is antecedent to choice. It is the freedom for which the
Evangelical Union contends; and which it is said in the Docérinal De-
claratson, is denied ¢ (as would appear) by all classes of infidels.”

INFIDELS AND THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL.

The statement of the Declaration, as will be noticed, is not, that ¢ the
scheme of a necessitated will is held by all tnfidels.” It would have
required something like a little omniscience to have warranted such an
averment. And to this omniscience in miniature, the draftsman of the
Declaration and his brethren made, we are certain, not the slightest
pretension. 'We do not know precisely the meaning which the drafts-
man himself attached to the expression which he employed. And
perhaps it would have been better had he said, ‘‘ by almost all classes
of infidels.” But when, for ourselves, we consented to the expression,
as part of the Declarative Document of the Conference, we understood
it as simply denoting that ¢ the scheme of a necessitated will was held,
not by Calvinists only, but also dy tnfidels sn genoral.”” We understood,
in other words, the expression ‘“all classes,” as Calvinists often under-
stand the single word ‘‘all.” And most assuredly snfidels sn general
do maintain the scheme of a necessitated will.
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Take, for example, all that class of infidels, who have, for the
‘prominent feature of their creed, the doctrine of atheism. Of these
the late Professor Dugald Stewart says, ‘Every modern atheist I
have heard of has been a necessitarian.” (Dsssertatson, Part is.,
Nots MM.)

Take, again, all that class who have pantheism for the prominent
feature of their belief. In modern times these are the followers
of Spinoza, whose whole system is, from centre to circumference,
a strictly concatenated scheme of absolute necessity. He says, ¢ There
is nothing contingent; but all things are, by the necessity of the divine
nature, determined to exist and to operate in a definite manner.”
(Zthica, i. 29.) He says again,  Will cannot be called a free, it is
only a necessitated, cause,” (non potest dici causa libera, sed tantum
necessaria, vel coacta). ¢ God,” he adds, ‘‘ does not act from freedom
of will.” (Ditto., i. 32.) He says again, * Things could not be pro-
duced by God in any other way, or in any other order, than they have
been actually produced.”” (Ditto., i. 23.) We quote one other pro-
position,—¢* In the human'mind there is no absolute or free will; but
the mind is determined to will this or that by a cause, which is also
determined by another cause, and that by another, and so on to infinity.”
(Drtto. ii. 48.) Such is Spinozism. d indeed, it is demonstrable,
we think, that every pantheist, of every school, if he only be capable
of logically thinking out his system, must be opposed to the doctrine
of free-will. Yet, as all are aware, a very large amount of the infidelity
of the present day, more especially in Germany, is nurtured in the
bosom of pantheism.

Then there is that large class of infidels, who have, for the prominent
feature of their creed, an artificial socialism. These, in this country,
are, in general, the followers of the late Robert Owen. And he founded
his entire system on the doctrine of necessity. He says,—

¢ Hitherto, the world has been Joverned under the supposition, that the feelings
and convictions have been produced by the cAoice of the individual, and that they are
under the control of what 1s called fres-will. The lan of all nations are filled
with the terms, that z:u must love or hate, believe or disbelieve, certain qualities and
creeds, or if you disobey, you will be punished here and hereafter; and for so loving,
bating, believing, or disbelieving, men are now praised and rewarded, as though there
were great merit in so doing.”—New Moral World, chap. iii.

Mr. Owen, in opposition to all such notions of free-will, contends
that ¢ the character of man is, without a single exception. always made
JSor him,” and not by bim. Every man, he holds, i8 ‘the creature of
his circumstances,” and therefore there can be no such thing as sin,
properly so called; no man can be morally responsible. (See Essays on
ths Formation of the Human Character.)

Perhaps we might refer to the French Encyclopwedists and their fol-
lowers as, in some respects, a distinct; class of infidels. Their philosophy
was the outgrowth of the sensationalism of John Locke, rigidly abstracted
from the modifying elements, with which that theory of the origin of
our ideas was, in his own mind, wholesomely connected. And their
infidelity was the most terrific that has ever yet burst upon the
world. It was necessitarian throughout the whole length of its
back-bone, and into its very core, and in-through and out-through to
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every point and pore of the whole system. ¢ Man's life,” says Baron
d’ Holbach, ““is a series of necessary movements; his conduct, whether
good or bad, virtuous or vicious, useful or prejudicial either to himself
or to others, is a concatenation of actions, a chain of causes and
effects, as necessary as all the moments of his existence.”—‘ The
sameé necessity that regulates the physical, also regulates the moral
world, in which everything is, in consequence, submitted to fatality.”
(System of Natuys, Part i., chap. xi.) Baron d’ Holbach was a disciple
of M. Diderot, one of the ruling spirits of the movement; and it may
be well to let Diderot speak for himself. He says to the Duke of
Saxe-Gotha,—

« Consider it clearly, and you will see that the word liberty is a word without
meaning ; that there are not, and that there cannot be, free beings; that we are
only what agrees with the general order, with organization, with education, and the
chain of events. It is these that dispose of us invincibly.”—¢ But if there is no liberty, -
there is no action which deserves praise or blame; there is no vice, no virtue, nothing
that should be rewarded or punished. What is it, then, that distinguishes men ?
Good-doing or evil-doing. The evil-doer is a man who must be destroyed, and not
punished. Good-doing 1s good fortune, and not a virtue. But although man, whether
doing good or evih‘is not free, he is nevertheless capable of modification ; and it is on
this account that the evil-doer should be {publicly destroyed. Hence the good effects
of example, of discourses, of education, o! gleauure. of grief, of grandeur, of wretched-
ness, &c. Hence, too, a kind of ghilosop y that is of commiseration, and that is
strongly attached to the good, but is no more % with the evil, than with a
hurricane which fills our eves with dust.”—* If you {t these principles, the{ will
reconcile you to others, and to yourself. You will neither be pleased nor displeased
with yourself for being what you are. To cast no reproaches on others, and to feel no
repentance for oneself;—this is the first step to wisdom.” (Correspondance Littéraire,
i. pp. 304-306. ed. 1814.)

‘Wo need not refer in detail to other classes of infidels. They
interlace with one another, and with those already specified. ~Our
reviewer himself specifies David Hume, Adam Smith, and Lord Kames,
and speaks of the * wicked use” which they made of their doctrine of
necessity. The party to which they belonged rejoiced, as if they had
gained a triumph, when Jonathan Edwards published his Careful and
strict Ingusry snto the modern prevasiing notions of that Fresdom of Will,
which 5 supposed to be essential to Moral Agency, Virtue and Vice,
Reward and Punishment, Prasse and Blame. And in our opinion they
did obtain a most notable triumph.

‘We might also refer to the associates and followers of George Jacob
Holyoake. But it is unnecessary. The expression in the Doctrinal
Declaration is sufficiently vindicated.

There may, indeed, be individual infidels, who hold the freedom of the
will, in the natural sense of the expression, the sense defined by the
Evangelical Union. But, most assuredly, these are exceptional cases.
And if they were only able to think consistently, their infidelity would
either drive out from their minds their doctrine of free-will, or their
doctrite of free-will would deliver them from their infidelity. There is
no consistent middle-ground, in thought, between absolute necessity, on
the one hand, which naturally runs itself up either into stark atheism
or pantheism, and christianity, on the other, which is founded upon the
assumption of responstbslity for chovces, and consequently, on the assump-
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tion of free-will. All who hold the doctrine of free-will, as the Evangeli-
cal Union holdsit, must regard man as morally accountable for his secret
character aswell as for his overt acta. And hence theycannot be far from
the recognition of christianity. Chnbb recognised christinnity. It is
utterly untrue that he belonged to ‘‘the very lowest of the tribe of infidels,”
or that any who sympathized with his sentiments belonged to those dregs.
“The lowest of the tribe of infidels” can never comprehend those, who
maintain that there is a God, and that He is glorious in holiness, and
that man has free-will, and is therefore the accountable subject of God's
moral government. And Chubb pleaded for these principles. He was,
indeed, staggered,—and who need greatly wonder 7—by the prevalent
notions of the eternal generation of the Son of God, and the eternal
spiration of the Holy Spirit, and he was thus driven into Arianism, and
thence led into notions inconsistent with the true inspiration of the
Scriptares. He had gleams, moreover, of the benign relation of God
to the whole human family ; and he could not reconcile these with the
prevalent notions said to be scriptural, regarding the absolute repro-
bation of the heathen. His difficulties grew within him. But he never
lost his hold of the existence and glorious character of a personal God.
He never lost his hold of the moral accountability of man, and of the
duty of all to live in love, and of each to live for others. He never
renounced christianity. His doctrine of free-will, learned from Dr.
Samuel Clarke, kept him from descending into the lowest depths of
doubt. And it was another class altogether, who, ‘in the end of the
seventeenth century and beginning of the eighteenth,” wrought havoc
among the moral principles of the population. So far as their principles
were affected by definite views regarding the freedom of the will, they
were, in the main, the followers rather of Thomas Hobbes and his
disciple Anthony Collins, who advocated the very same theory as that
té)i uv,ghich the Reviewer pleads, than of Dr. Samuel Clarke and Thomas
b.

LEIBNITZ AND FREE-WILL.

The reviewer makes another mistake in connection with this subject.
He supposes that Leibnitz held the same view of the will as he himself
holds, and as Jonathan Edwards maintained. He says, ¢ Calvinists
have no reason to be ashamed of any doctrine regarding human nature,
that received the deliberate support of men of such acumen as Leibnitz
and Jonathan Edwards.” The language is general, but the particular
doctrine to which our author refers, is, that ¢ the freedom of the will
consists in the liberty possessed by a rational being to follow without
external violence the bent of his own inclination, in whatever way that
inclination may have been formed.” This is indeed the doctrine of
Jonathan Edwards, as it was the doctrine of Collins and of Hobbes.
But it was not the doctrine of Leibnitz. Leibnitz, on the contrary,
says that ¢ if this were what men mean by liberty, when they ask
whether the will is free, their question would be truly absurd.”
( Nouveauz Essats. ii. 21, 15.) ““When men reason,” he says again,
‘ on the freedom of the will, they do not inquire whether man can do
what he wills, but whether he has sufficient independence in his will
itself.” (Quand on raisonne sur la liberté de la volonté, ou sur le franc

No. 1.] B [Vol. 1,
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arbitre, on ne demande pas, si 'hnomme peut faire ce qu'il veut, mais #'il
y a assez d'indépendance dans sa volonté méme. Nouv. K. ii. 21, 21.)
And, while it is the case that he held what he called  the principle of
determinant reason,” ( T'héodicée. i. 44), and applied it to the will, and
supposed accordingly that every volition is determined by something
extraneous to the will, he everywhere opposes the idea that the will is
*‘ necessitated.” (Nowv. Es. ii. 21. 49; Théod. i. 34, 43, &c.) “I am,”
says he, ¢ far removed from the opinions of Bradwardin, Wiclif, Hobbes,
and Spinoza.” (Zhéod. i. 67.) This will suffice for Leibnitz. It
would appear that it will require a more accurate mind than that of our
clt:itic, to make anything like reliable historical references to the opinions
of men.

But on another account still, it would have been better if the reviewer
had left unwritten his idea that ¢ Calvinists have no reason to be
ashamed of any doctrine regarding human nature, that received the
deliberate support of men of such acumen as Leibnitz and Jonathan
Edwards.” Romanists might on the same principle give themselves up
to repose, in reference to every one of their peculiar tenets and practices.
They might refer to Pascal and Fenelon, or point to Gregory and
Bernard, and say, that they ‘‘ have no reason to be ashamed of any doc-
trines or ceremonies which received the deliberate support of such men.”

THE REVIEWER'S MISREPRESENTATIONS OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE
EVANGELICAL UNION ON THE WwiLL,

It is more to our present purpose, however, to reiterate our sincere
regret that a vein of misrepresentation runs through all the statements
of the reviewer. Almost every thing he touches upon, whether
historical or logical, he more or less perverts. And the perversion
often amounts to unconscious inversion, or even caricature. On this
very subject of the will, for instance, on which, as we have seen, he
has committed so many historical blunders,—some of them as gross as
that concerning ¢ Sandemanianism,” and ‘‘ Morison and Pelagius,”—
he commits, in a way which it is extremely difficult to account for,
another class of mistakes. He misrepresents, egregiously, the Evan-
gelical Union. He gives the following definition of the dootrine of the
will, as held by the Evangelical Unionists :—

¢ According to the other class, man is not free unless the will itself can act cap-
riciously— he be, by the law of his nature, free from the necessity of following
any rule in the formation of the volitions of his will.”—p. 10. ‘

Now this is really a caricature of the doctrine of the Evangelical
Union. We do nof hold that  man is free from the necessity of following
any rule in the formation of the volitions of his will.” Every man who
thinks on these subjects knows right well that there are laws, accord-
ing to which man must act in the forth-putting of his volitions. But
what the Evangelical Unionists hold is this, tkat, sn matters of chosce,
man se free to choose. And although they also hold that in these mat-
ters of choice, man ¢ can act capriciously ;"—for the word * caprice”
exists, and is derived from consciousness, and is consequently the symbol
of a human phenomenon ;—yet they do not hold that he is generally, and
:Eu less that he must be invariably, capricious in reference to what he

00868,



THE FREENESS OF GOD'S GRACE TO ALL. 19

Our reviewer says again,—

“ But why has the Conference of the Evangelical Union introduced their members
to a controversy so thorny as this—a question confessedly fitted to exercise the powers
of the most acute and most gifted of minds ? Their object is by one bold effort to
erect an insurmountable barmer to the introdaction of the doctrines of free grace.
They wish to show that the special operation of the Spirit of God on the heart of man,
is a moral impossibility —and that whatever the Bible, according to its obvious letter,
may teach on that vitally important subject, cannot be consistent with soberness and
truth.” —p. 12.

Here is a string of egregious misrepresentations. For, first, it is not
true that the object of the Conference was, ‘“ by one bold stroke to erect
an insurmountable barrier to the introduction of the doctrines of free
grace.”” The members of the Union maintain, to a man, all *‘the doc-
trines of free grace,” and glory in them. Secondly, it is not true that
¢ they wish to show that the special operation of the Spirit of God on
the heart of man, is a moral impossibility.” They believe that there is
a special evangelical operation of the Holy 8pirit of God on the heart
of man: an operation eminently fitted to the wants of the heart, as
the seat of unholy affections. They are far from regarding this
as * a moral impossibility.” IZ ss only a will-necessitating snfluence on
Sreo-will which thoy regard as a moral smpossibility. Thirdly, it is
almost a positive calumny when the reviewer proceeds to say that the
members of the Evangelical Union wish to show ¢ that whatever the
Bible, according to its obvious letter, may teach on this vitally important
subject (of the influence of the Spirit on man’s heart) cannot be consis-
tent with soberness and truth.” The members of the Evangelical
Union, the members who are members indeed, desire to learn and em-
brace whatever the Bible really teaches. They bow to the entire
‘Word of God with deferential recipiency and reverence. They de-
light in the law of the Lord, and it is their joy to meditate on it
by day and night. They have ever, moreover, avowed their willing-
ness and their wish to have all their doctrines tested and examined by
a strict and bona fide exegesis of ¢ what saith the Lord.” We are sorry
that any ‘‘minister of the Church of Scotland ” should be capable, in
consequence either of culpable carelessness, or of moral recklessness, or
of an ungenerous wish to find everything bad, and to turn everything,
however sweet, into gall, of making misrepresentation so gross. It is
true, of course, that we cannot have the same ideas of free grace, or of
the special operation of the Spirit, or of the teaching of the Bible, as our
reviewer has. Such ideas as his, we earnestly say, be far, far, from
us! But this is no reason why he should assume that conscious op-
position to his notions, is conscious opposition to ¢ the obvious letter ” of
what prophets and apostles have written, when moved by the Holy
8pirit of God.

‘We need not detain ourselves much longer by the reviewer's additional
observations on the will. They are rambling and irrelevant, and, so
far as concerns the introduction of Dr. Whitby’s views, inaccurate.
They contain doctrinal insinuations too, which are entirely gratuitous,
and by much too nearly akin to the misrepresentations on which we
have been remarking. He says,—

4 Wieked as they (the fallen angels) are, they are free agents now, and had it pleased
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the Source of all holiness to determine to render them again angels of llg'l:lfa giving
them a bias to what is good, instead of to what is evil, he would be indeed a specu-
lator who would venture to assert, on the ground of any philosophical theory, that the

is impossible. If, again, on inquiry, it be found that the imagination of the
heart of man is evil, and only evil continually—if it be further found, on a careful
examination of the Bible, that the Blessed and the only Potentate has formed a scheme
for the transformation of such a sinner, that man must have more daring than becomes
either a good philosopher, or a good theologian, who presumes to assert that the thing
cannot be.”—p. 13.

It is insinuated, apparently, that the members of the Evangelical Union
maintain that God could not impart to fallen angels ¢ a bias to what is
good.” It is also insinuated that they hold that the scheme of the bles-
sed and only Potentate for the transformation of man's character is im-
practicable.  Such insinuations, we cannot refrain from saying, are
¢ more daring than becomes either a good philosopher, or a good theolo-
gian,” or, we may add, a good controvertist, or indeed a good Christian.
They are baseless. And yet, in his eagerness to throw them out, the
reviewer has forgotten that something objective, as well as something
subjective, is governmentally necessary in order to the conversion of
the sinful heart, whether human or angelic. And it is because of the
necessity of this that is objective, that scope is left for man, as a free-
willer, either to choose or to refuse.

CHAPTER Il
DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY.

The section of the Doctrinal Declaration. which has reference to the
divine sovereignty, is as follows :—

¢ By the sovereignty of God, we, in common with all our fellow Christians, under-
stand his supreme and absolute prerogative to do what it pleases him. Any controversies
we may have had, that bear on this point, have to do, not with the question, Is God in
this sense sovereign ? but with the ulterior question, What, in the exercise of this
sovereignty, has 1t pleased and does it please bim to do? These controversies are to
be determined by an appeal partly to fact, but mainly to-his own testimony in the
volume of inspiration.” —p. &,

The reviewer can find no fault with this statement. And yet he con-
trives to draw in under the heading, as it were by hook and crook, a
multitude of observations, which he supposes, we doubt not, to be more
or less relevant to the subject. He has apparently met with represen-
tations by some adherent or adherents of the Union, which have remind-
ed him that the Scripture meaning of the word ¢ mystery” is different
from +the acceptation which the term now conventionally bears. And
he says,—

¢But, when this is yielded to the adherents of the Union, what follows ? It
cettainly does not follow as a necsssary inference, that in the New Testamen, there
are no mysteries, in the common acception of the Phrase. They must themselves
concede that, were they to attempt an explanation of some of the doctrines mentioned
in the Introduction of the Declaration as implicitly believed by themselves and other
denominations, they would feel as helpless as do the Calvinists.” —p. 17.

We know not the writings to which he refers. But we have simply
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to say, for ourselves, that we find everything in us and around us run-
ning up into mystery. Our faith, therefore, embraces millions of mys-
teries. But a mystery is one thing, and a contradictory mystery is
another, Contradictory mysteries are contradictions; and these we
cannot receive : more especially when we find them, not in the Bible,
but in the books of mere men, who have no more authority to dictate to
us what shall be our creed, than we have to dictate to them what shall
be theirs. 'We believe that all Protestants are right when they disallow
the doctrine of transubstantiation, on the ground of contradictory mystery.
And we believe that all Christians are right, when they reject the Indian
myth that a giant once inhabited the island of Ceylon, whose bed was
12,000 miles long. When the Indians are asked how the giant’s bed
could be so much longer than the island itself, in which it was con-
tained, they say, it is a mystory. And there they stand still. But it is
more than & mere mystery. It is a contradictory mystery,—a contradic-
tion, like transubstantiation, or like necessitated acts of will. And
because it is such, it is justly tossed out of the mind by every Christian
who hears of it, as being really unworthy of sober diplomatic investi-
gation.

The reviewer proceeds with the application of his doctrine concerning
mystery to the members of the Evangelical Union :—

*¢ They cannot remove the objections of the Unitarians, they cannot reRl the sophis-
tries of the Deist and the Atheist, without taking refuge in the ples, ¢Thus saith the
Lord.’ Calvinists think that the adherents of the Union should follow the same rule
in the adjustment of the momentous questions now agitated.”—p. 17.

As for ourselves, we have not any difficulty, in the direction of
mystery, with the objections of Unitarians. There is not one particle
more of mystery to us in Trinitarianism, than in Unitarianism ; and
certainly we find no contradictory mysteries in the Trinitarianism of the
Bible. 'We are equally unencumbered in our controversies with Deists
and Atheists. Weneed not to take refuge in any contradictory mysteries.
And yet, in arguing on these subjects, we do not make an exclusive ap-
peal to the ‘“thus saith the Lord” of the Bible. For such reasoni
would be circular, and a mere begging of the questions in dispute.
we presume, has spoken in other tones besides those of words. He has
revealed himself ;ﬁwhere, as well as in the volume of the Book. And
we point Atheists to the unwritten revelations of His glarious existence
and attributes and will. With Theists, again, we take a wider range,
and join human testimony and human wants with the words of the lively

es. But with none do we insist on the reception of contradictory
mysteries. And whatever Calvinists may think, we must just ¢ follow
the same rule in the momentous questions now agitated.” Contradictory
mysteries we never can receive. But ‘“ thus saith the Lord,” whether
the voice emanate from the pages of the grand Old Book, which our
hands can handle and our eyes can see, or from the pages of that other
and inner book, also written by the finger of God, but which conscious-
ness alone can peruse, will always secure our assent and settle our belief.
And we need scarcely remark that, if psyehology be a legitimate science
at all, it must be a right thing to search within the inner book, for the

true nature of will.
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FURTHER OBSERVATIONS ON DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY.

The Reviewer says that Isai. v. 3, ¢ Judge, I pray you, betwixt me
and my vineyard,” is ‘“often quoted as a proof that every thing
connected with the divine administration and character is submitted to
human judgment.”—p. 17. It is not thus that we have been
accustomed to quote the passage; although it is certainly adduced,
legitimately, to prove that men are able to form an enlightened judgment
regarding some of God’s ways, and more especially regarding his ways
of dealing with those who persist in their opposition to his will.
¢ What could have been done more,” the High and Holy One asks, *‘to
my vineyard, that I have not dome in it?”” Suppose it could be
answered that the only thing that could, without Pelagianism, have had
any effect at all, had been divinely left undone,—what would be the
effect upon the minds of the divinely-constituted judges ? :

The reviewer says that he makes a reference to these modes of reason-
ing ¢ simply in the way of illustrating the danger of proceeding to the
study of the word of God, with the steadfast conviction that the doc-
trines of Calvinism canxor be the doctrines of that blessed volume.”
(p- 16.) We acknowledge that it would be a pity if any should proceed
to the examination of the only book, whose testimony can be decisive on
the great questions in dispute, with a fixed foregone adjudication of the
case. The book would then be examined, not in the spirit of the bench,
but in the spirit of the bar. Judicial impartiality and wisdom would
be wanting. But as for most in Scotland the counsel is not required.
Most go to the Book, as we went ourselves, convinced that it contained,
even to every jot and tittle, ‘‘ the doctrines of Calvinism.” And great
was our astonishment, and deep was our disappointment, when we did
not find what we expected to obtain. Our reviewer should rather, we
presume, have counselled his readers not to betake themselves to the
Book with the settled pre-judgment in their mind that it must be op-
posed to the doctrines of the freeness of the grace of God to all.

As for his own opinion of the divine sovereignty, we are glad that he
repudiates the idea that there can be anything ‘¢ arbitrary or capricious”
—*in the exercise of this attribute.” (p. 15.) And yet we rather
wonder that he does not bearin mind that his Shorter Catechism teaches
him, that God, * out of his mers good pleasure, from all eternity, elected
some to everlasting life.” (q. 20.) What is the warrant, we would ask,
for this word ‘‘mere”? and where is the consistency, if it be retained,
of disowning arbitrariness and caprice ?

CHAPTER IV.
DIVINE FOREKNOWLEDGE AND FOREORDINATION.

. On the subject of the divine foreknowledge, the Evangelical Union
holds that it is ¢ absolute and universal, embracing all events, actual
or possible, fixed or contingent, just as they are,—necessitated events as
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necessitated, free events as free, without making them either the one or
the other.” But as regards the divine foreordination, it is said,—** His
foreordination, on the one hand, is neither absolute nor universal.”
<In contrast to the doctrine of the Westminster Standards, we hold that
God’s foreordination is not universally absolute, but is conditioned b
his wisdom, as often inclusive of his foreknowledge ; and that thoug
his foreordination has relations to everything that comes to pass, he has
not foreordained whatsoever comes to pass, but only whatsoever he him-
self brings to pass.”—Doctrinal Declaration, pp. 6, 7.

Such is the sum of the views of the Evangelical Union on these
august topics. They do not please the Reviewer. And, seemingly with
mock humility, he says, ¢ We do not lay claim to the intimate acquain-
tance with those high subjects apparently possessed by the Conference
of the Evangelical Union.” He adds,—

‘ A number of the statements made under this head, are purely gratuitous. They
are necessarily beyond the reach of the human mind, and the Spirit speaking in the
Secriptares has not seen it meet to supply the defeot to the extent desiderated.” —p. 18,

But surely it is not the ‘“ statements,” that are ‘“n ily beyond
the reach of the human mind.” It was human minds that made t.{em
It must be the things concerning which the statements are made, to
which our critic refers. And yet, even in reference to these, he is certainly
not warranted to say that, because they are incomprehensible to him,
they are ‘‘ necessarily beyond the reach of the human mind.” We
would remind him of the remark, which his favourite Leibnitz made,
in reference to a similar statement of Des Cartes concerning the concilia-
tion of human freedom with divine providemce. ‘It has always

strange to me,’’ says Leibnitz, ¢ that Des Cartes, not contenting
himself with saying that he himself did not see the way of reconciling
the two doctrines, puts the whole human race in the same predicament.”
(Zhéod. Discours. §68, 69.) .

Our critio proceeds to quote a sentence from the Doctrinal Declaration,
and to make a remark upon it. The sentence is the following,—

“ The doctrine of the Westminster Confession, that God hath eternally, unchange-
ably, and nnoonditiom.lll{, foreordained whatsoever comes to pass, we take to be a
principle subversive of all morality and of all religion.”—p. 18.

The remark upon it is the following :—

% Of oourse, in the face of such wholesale condemnation, we can have little heart to
quote the word of God in support of a tenet so very offensive. The reader, however,
would do well carefully to study the following passages, as specimens of the clear
proofs of & doctrine so decried :—2 Sam. xvii. 14 ; Ps. xxxix. 9; cxv. 3; Prov. xix,
21 ;lw xiv, 26-27 ; xlvi, 10-11; Lament. iii. 37 ; Romans xi. 36 ; Phil. ii, 13.”—
PP- R

The reviewer not only thinks that it is God who has planned all the
wickedness that has ever been perpetrated; and who has determined,
mareover, that he shall bring it all to pass: heis convinced, in addition,
that in Scripture there are ¢ clear proofs ”’ of such a dootrine. And he
gives i which he commends to t:?ll oogsid:aation bzftlllxi' lxm::he::t

As the specimen-passages referred to, will, doubtless e

he could find, we shall look at them, ’
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ALLEGED PROOFS OF UNIVERSAL FOREORDINATION,
2 S8AM. XVil. i4.

The first is 2 Sam. xvii. 14,—* And Absalom and all the men of
TIsrael said, The counsel of Hushai the Archite is better than the counsel
of Ahithophel : for the Lord had appointed to defeat the good counsel of
Ahithophel, to the intent that the Lord might bring evil upon Absalom.”
‘But the ““good counsel” referred to, was good only for promoting the
wicked usurpation of Absolom. It was not absolutely good. It was
not morally good. It was merely good in a Machiavelian acceptation.
It was, in all higher acceptations, evil and evil only. And as God, the
Magistrate of magistrates, is the High Patron of good, and the everlasting
Enemy and Avenger of evil, it became him to overrule the diplomacy of
Hushai, for the purpose of bringing condign punishment upon the usurper.
‘What it became him to do, he had determined todo. He ‘had appointed
to defeat the counsel of Ahithophel.” There is nothing here of appoint-
ing to do evil.

PSALM XXXIX. 9, APPEALED TO.

The second passage appealed to, is Psalm xxxix. 9 ;—‘ I was dumb,
I ed not my mouth ; because thou didst it.” But what was it that
God did? Was it some moral evil, of which man seemed, but yet only
soemed, to be the subordinate agent ? Very far from it, in our opinion.
It was obviously some physical evil to which the Psalmist refers ; some
affliotion, under which, as a righteous chastisement, he was labouring. It
was & ‘ stroke,” a ¢ blow of God’s hand,” (ver. 10), which shewed him
‘“how frail he was,” and that his ¢ days were an hand-breadth.” (ver.
4, 5.) It was a “correction for iniquity.” (ver. 11.) It was this which
the Lord had done. And because the Lord had dome it, the Pealmist
opened not hig mouth. Bat certainly the fact that the Lord “‘ correots
for iniquity,” is wonderfully slender proof that he has foreordained

everything that comes to pass.

PSALM CXV. 8, APPEALED TO.

~ The third passage is Psalm cxv. 3 :—“ But our God is in the heavens;
he hath done whatsoever he hath pleased.,” Most assuredly. The Lord
always does whatsoever he pleases. But the question is, Does he please
to do, though it should be by means of the instrumentality of men, the
sins that come to pass ? That is the question ? And so far as affording
ground for an answer in the affirmative is concerned, the reviewer might
certainly have quoted, as legitimately, the very first words of the whole
Bible,—* In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” -

PROVERBS XIX. 21, APPEALED TO.

The fourth passage is Prov. xix. 21 :—¢ There are many devices in a
man’s heart ; nevertheless, the counsel of the Lord, that shall stand.”
Manifestly. What the Lord hath in infinite wisdom purposed to do,
that he will do, let the devices of man's heart be as numerous as they
may, His plan is laid in infinite wisdom. Itis a counsel. And his
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counsel is so comprehensive, that it, doubtless, will have reference to
every possible contingency. But the text by no means says, or implies,
that it is according to God's counsel that all the devices of men’s hearts
should be precisely what they are, whether they be good or evil. And
us it does not say or imply this, but implies something that is the con-
trary of such an itlea, the adduction of the passage is as irrelevant, in
order to prove that God has foreordained whatsoever comes to pass, as
would be the quotation of the words, ¢ God is good unto all, and his
tender mercies are over all his works.”

ISAIAH XIV. 26, 27, APPEALED TO.

TIsaiah xiv. 26, 27, is the next passage quoted :—** This is the purpose
that is purposed, upon the whole earth ; and this is the hand that is
stretched out upon all the nations. For the Lord of Hosts hath pur-
posed, and who shall disannul it? and his hand is stretched out, and who
shall turn it back ?”” The passage admirably proves that there is a pur-
pose of retribution in reference to all the persistently wicked, such as
the Assyrians of old. (ver. 25). And this purpose of retribution, no
mortals shall ever succeed in disannulling. e hand that executes it,
is Omnipotence. ¢ 'Who shall turn it back ¥’ But when Gill, Alexander,
and our critic, suppose that the prophet means, ‘ There’s nothing comes
to pass, but God has purposed; and everything he has purposed does
come to pass,” (Gill), they stretch the statement on the one side till it
rends, and on the other they patch their own unsightly notion on its

already perfect symmetry.

ISAIAH XLVI. 10, 11, APPEALED TO-

The next passage referred to is Isai. xlvi. 10, 11 ;—* Declaring the
end from the beginning, and from ancient times the things that are not
yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure :

ing a ravenous bird from the east, the man that executeth my counsel
from a far country : yes, I have spoken it, I will also bring it to pass:
I have purposed it, I will also do it.” 'We really cannot perceive what
connection the has with the question in dispute. It teaches us
the foreknowl of God. That is not disputed. It teaches us also
that God has a counsel or all-wise plan. That too is undisputed. It
teaches us that this plan shall be carried out; his counsel shall stand.
That too is nnd.ia%med. It teaches us that God will do all which it is his
pleasure to do. t too is undisputed. It teaches us that God gave a
commission to Cyrus, *the eagle from the east,”—¢‘ the man of his
counsel ”; and what he had spoken, that he would bring to pass; what
he had purposed, that he would do. And all this is undisputed. But
it is not said or implied that God had purposed everything and will do

everything.
: LAMENTATIONS i1l. 87, APPEALED TO.

Then Lamentations iii. 37, is quoted,— ¢ Who is he that saith, and it
cometh to pass, when the Lord commanded 42 mot ?” It will be noticed

that the ward ‘“ when” is a supplement. The verse is translated thus
in the Septuagint,—* Who hath spoken thus, and it hath come to pass?
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The Lord hath not commanded it.” And if the preceding verse be
correctly rendered in our version, the Sepfuagint version is undoubtedly
correct. Verses 34-36 form one sentence ;—‘‘ To crush under his feet
all the prisoners of the earth, to turn aside the right of a man before the
face of the most High, to subvert a man in his cause,”—all this ¢ the
Lord approveth not.” Then follows ver. 37,  Who is he that hath
said, and it hath come to pass?>"— Who s he that hath threatenod to do
what s referred to in verses 34-36, and hath done st # W hosoover he be,
¢“the Lord hath not commanded it.” The prophet continues in ver. 38,
‘“ Out of the mouth of the most High, proceedeth not evil and good.”
No, but good only. His mouth, unlike the mouth referred to by the
apostle James, is not a fountain that sends forth, incongruously, both
sweet waters and bitter. In all things moral, evil proceeds not from
God. It is far away from God. Such undoubtedly is the import of the
passage, if the 36th verse be correctly rendered in our version. But the
utmost diversity prevails among critics, apart altogether from questions
of theological issue, as to how the passage should be construed and
translated. The 38th verse is unhappily rendered interrogatively in
our English version. It was not so understood by Jonathan the Targu-
mist, and by the Septuagint translator. The reviewer should either
have passed over such a ,—the import of which, on critical
grounds alone, is so exceedingly uncertain,—or he should have given
reasons for the interpretation, w{ich he imposes upon it. As we under-
stand it, there is contained in it an express condemnation of the doctrine
of the reviewer, the doctrine, namely, that whosoever ¢ turns aside the
right of a man before the face of the most High, and subverts a man in
his cause—tAs Lord hath commanded it.” That, however, we say most
solemnly and earnestly, be far from God! That be far from the merciful
One, who is as holy as he is merciful, and ¢ of purer eyes than to look

upon iniquity " !
ROMANS XI. 86, APPEALED TO.

The next passage quoted is Romans xi. 36,—¢For of him, and
through him, and to him, are all things: to whom be glory, for ever,
amen.” It is the expression ‘‘all things,” to which, of course, the
reviewer would wish to direct attention. For however solicitous he may
be to limit the word *‘all”’ when it is used in reference to the objects of
the divine propitiation and mercy, he is, for some reason or other,
very far from being equally solicitous to have it limited, when it is em-
ployed in reference to the objects of the divine foreordination and opera-
tion. Butin this case, certainly, the word does denote some grand
totality. Yea, it denotes the grandest and greatest of all totalities, in-
finity apart. It has the article in the original,—the all things, the uns-
verse of things, oreation as a whole. 1t is thus that Calvin and Baxter
understood the expression,—‘‘all creatures.”” And so Alford, ¢ the
whole creation.” 8o Thomas Aquinas,  all things are to be understood,
absolutely, for all things that have trus being.”” But, as Elnathan Parr
remarks, ¢ sin is not a thing separate, having a being and existence b
itself, as the creature has,” and therefore it is not referred to. “‘Thoug
the creature,” he adds, ¢ who is evil, is from God, as from the cause,
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yet the evilnees and sin of the creature is not.” Such is the judgment
of Calvinists, and Calvinists of no mean repute. And yet, it would
appear, it does not satisfy our reviewer. He would stretch the expres-
sion farther out, so as to cover, not only all creatures, but also all the
wickedness of all wicked creatures. He forgets apparently that the
same expression occurs in 1 Cor. viii. 6 ;—‘“ but to us there is but one
God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in him ; and one Lord
Jesus Christ, by whom are al] things, and we by him.” ‘Was ¢‘ the Lord
Jesus Christ” needed, we would ask, in order that sins might be originated
by him? The reviewer forgets, too, that the same expreseion oocurs
again in Col. i. 16,—‘‘ For by him (Christ) were all things created, that
are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they
be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers; all things were
created by him and for him : and he is before @il thsngs, and by him e}
things consist.”” Understand the expreesion of fAe universe of oreatures,
and the whole passage is luminous as with radiance from heaven. Un-
derstand it as embracing ssns, and a blackness of darkness, that may, and
maust, be most oppressively felt, instantaneously overspreads it; for it
would then contain the blasphemy that sins were ‘‘ created ” by Christ,
and that by him they ¢ consist.” Will the reviewer, however, cling to
his first love? And will he then take refuge in ‘‘ mystery "’ ? If he do,
we must just leave him there, to the dearth, and dreariness, and darkness,
of his own meditations; while we proceed. As for us, we really cannot
think that Christ first created sins, and then came to atone for them.
Neither can we believe, though we should be tempted for our belief
with a bishoprick, that a glory-haloed mind like that of Paul the apostle,
could put into his doxology, that rises up from his soul like the seraphic
tones of an anthem, that ‘‘ from God, and through God, and to God, are
all the sins of the universe.”

PHILIPPIANS I, 18, APPEALED TO.

The last of our critic’s cluster of passages, is Phil. ii. 18 ;—¢ for it is
God which worketh in you both to will and to do of his good pleasure.”
It would appear that t{e reviewer understands the passage as either
explicitly or implicitly teaching that it is God who works in every man,
and in every angel and demon, whatever they will and do; for it is
quoted to prove that ¢ God hath eternally, unchangeably, and uncondi-
tionally, foreordained whatsoever comes to pass.”” We are sorry that
we are constrained to have an exceedingly unfavourable opinion of the
idea. It is to us, as regards its psychological aspect, a pantheistic out-
rage upon the principle of individual personality; and, as regards its
moral aspect, it is a pantheistic outrage upon the principle of essential
contrariety that distinguishes right from wrong. It is, moreover, as
regards its exegetical aspect, out of joint with the context. The apostle
had said in the P ing verse, ‘‘ work out your salvation with fear
and trembling ; ' that is, work out what ss nesded in the way of mestnsss
Jor your ultimats salvation; andwork it out with fear and trembling, *for,”
he adds, “it is God who, for his good pleasure, worketh in you both to
will and to do,” that is, ¢¢ és God who 1s graciously enadling you both to
il and to do what s needed as mosiness for your wliimate salvation. It
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wwill well become you, therefore, to work; and to work with foar and trembling,
lest you fail to smprove the exceedsng yiches of the divins grace. The pas-
sage has no more bearing upon the establishment of the notion of uni-
versal foreordination, than has the Saviour’s antithesis, ‘I would, but
ye would not.” (Mat. xxiii. 37.)

Such are the reviewer’s “clear proofs’’ of the doctrine that ¢ God hath
eternally, unchangeably, and unconditionally, foreordained whatsoever
comes to pass.” We leave our readers to judge of their relevancy.

FOREKNOWLEDGE IN PARTICULAR: DOES IT INFER NECESSITATION?

- It has often been alleged by such as hold the principles of our reviewer,
that nothing is gained by denying the universality of foreordination, if
the universality of foreknowledge is maintained. But the Evangelical
Union maintains the universality of the divine foreknowledge ; and the
Declaration says,— :

“Nor can we admit the justice of the retort that God’s universal foreknowledge,
which we hold, necessitates all events, sin included, as truly as universal foreordina-
tion. Not by any means. To Awow is an act or state of the éntsliigence, and never
necessitates its object ; and for God to know a crime, say the crucifixion of Christ,
before it comes to pass, no more identifies him with it, than our knowledge of it after
it has come to pass makes us sharers in its criminality.”—p. 6.

THE REVIEWER HOLDS THAT IT DOES. Hi8 REASONS.

The reviewer differs from these views, and thus attempts to reason
them into refutation :—

“ We cannot possibly have a better example than the crucifixion of Christ for trying
the principles so conﬁsently asserted in these quotations. It cannot be denied that
this solemn event, with all the circumstances connected with it, was predicted many

before it happened. It is true that these prediotions arose from the Divine in-
menoe. But the event, when foreknown and predicted, could be no longer con-
tingent. Thus it must be, and not otherwise. If t.go event was mot necessitated by
the foreknowledge, it was necessitated by some means; for, after it was foreknown,
it was no longer a casvalty. It must, from some cause, necessarily have happened.
1t was fixed before the parties concerned in it came into existence, and the certainty
of the event must, in its connection with the guilty perpetrators, partake of all the
consequences of a Divine decree.”—p. 19.

‘We admit and contend that the death of Christ, as a sacrifice for the
sins of the whole world, was not only foreknown and predicted, but pre-
determined. God’s hand and counsel determined before that it should
be done. (Acts iv. 28.) But we distinguish between the sacrificial
death, which was necessary if sins were to be forgiven, and certain mere
circumstantialities or adjuncts which actually accompanied it, but which
might have been different without detriment to the great end our
Saviour had in view, and which indeed could be of no moral significance,
a8 regards the sufficiency and value of the propitiatory decease. In so
far as these circumstantialities or adjuncts were the products of the free
volitions of men, and especially in so far as they were human sins or crimes,
we cannot, for a moment, suppose that they had the slightest atoning
value attaching to them, or that they were divinely planned and foreor-
dained. The reasoning of our critic, by which he attempts to establish
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the necessity of these circumstantialities or adjuncts, on the ground that
they were objects of the divine foreknowledge, appears to us to be any-
thing but satisfactory. .

FrrstLY, — I i3 rather strong assertion than reasoning. He says, * The
event, when foreknown and predicted, could be no longer contingent.”
‘Why could it not ? we ask. His favourite Leibnitz held that the fore-
knowledge and prediction of events were not at all inconsistent with their
contingency. But our aumthor says, ‘‘ Thus it must be, and not other-
wise.”” Why so? we ask again. The assertion is strong enough; but
where is the proof? ¢ If the event was not necessitated by the fore-
knowledge, it was necessitated by some means; for, after it was fore-
known, it was no longer a casualty.” ‘A casualty”! 'Who says it?
‘What does our critic mean by the word ? Does he mean ¢ a thing of
chance”? If he do, he is stepping out of the arena into which he has
spontaneously entered, for the Conference of the Evangelical Union
¢“ does not hold the heathen\doctrine of chance.” (Doet. Deo. 5) But
if he means ‘‘ a contingency,” why not use the proper word ? His fa-
vourite Leibnitz is sufficiently careful to impress and re-impress upon
him that itis ‘“‘contingency” which is the proper opposite of ‘‘necessity.”
But apart from that abuse of a word, the statement is a mere re-iterated
assertion,—an unsupported asseveration for the third time. He con-
tinues,—*‘ It must, from some cause, necessarily have happened.” Why
must it ? weask again. A re-re-repetition of an assertion does not prove
that it must. ¢ It wasfixed before the parties concerned in it came into
existence, and the certainty of the event must, in its connection with the
guilty perpetrators, partake of all the consequences of a divine decree.”
But why must it ? we ask for the fifth time, in answer to a re-re-re-re-
petition of the assertion. If this be reasoning, then a man may reason
admirably without ever adducing a single reason.

SecoxpLY,—T'As reasoning, if indeed such a siring of repeated assertions
may by courtssy receive such a worthy name, 1s, in tts moral sssus, mers

nozism and Owenism. 1t appends its seal to the moral hemisphere of
the system of Spinoza, and to the psychological hemisphere of the sys-
tem of Owen. For when our critic argues that the crucifixion was ne-
cessitated, because it was foreknown and predicted, his argument is, of
course, applicable to every event that is predicted or foreknown. It is
applicable, consequently, to every event, inner or outer, that has ever
transpired, or that is still transpiring, or that ever will transpire, in
heaven, earth, and hell. All events were from everlasting foreknown.
And consequently, if our reviewer’s argument or assertion be legitimate,
and logical, and sound, ¢ Every event, as being foreknown, can no longer
““be contingent. Thus it must be, and not otherwise. If the event is
“ not necessitated by the foreknowledge, it is necessitated by some other
‘““means; for after it was foreknown, it was no longer a contingency.
‘It must, from some cause, necessarily happen. It was fixed before the
“ parties concerned in it came into existence, and the certainty of its oc-
“currence, even when there is guilt connected with it, must partake of
“all the consequences of a divine decree.” 1t is hence impossible, ac-
cording to the reasoning of our critic, that any one event that has ever
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happened could have been other than it has actually been. This, as we
have seen, is just the doctrine of Spinoza. It is also, in its psychologi-
cal aspect, the consummation of the doctrine of Robert Owen; the doc-
trine, namely, that ‘“‘All men everywhere are the creatures of their cir-
cumstances.” They must be, according to our critic, if we only run up
their circumstances far enough into eternity, and find among them the
everlasting foreknowledge of God. Dr. John Maccovius, then, Calvinistic
Professor of Theology in the University of Franeker, was after all cor-
rect when he said, ‘‘a man can never do more good than he does, nor
commit less sin than he commits.” (Zheologia Polemsea, cap. xviii. § 6.)
This is what the doctrine of our reviewer ends in. And he certainly de-
serves for it either the thanks, or at all events the hearty hurrahs, of all
the atheists and infidels in the world.

But THIRDLY, His reasoning, such as st <s, amounts to a tolal densal of
the veal foreknowledge of God. For as foreknowledge is a mode of
knowledge, it cannot, if it be real forcknowledge, necessitate its object.
No knowledge does so. Our critic knows that Adam sinned ; but his
knowledge does not necessitate Adam’s sin. The necessitation, then, of
the objects of foreknowledge, if indeed these objects be necessitated,
does not spring from the foreknowledge of them. It must spring from
something else. Our author does not deny it. No author, we presume,
ever denied it. Our author evidently looks in another direction for the
necesgitation which he maintains. ¢ If,” says he, ‘“the event was not
necessitated by the foreknowledge, it was necessitated by some means.”
In short, he evidently holds, and must, to be consistent, hold, with
Calvin and Jonathan Edwards, that the universal divine foreknowledge
needs a universal divine foreordination for its base. ¢ It is in no other
way,” says Calvin, ‘‘ that God foresees the things that are to happen,
than because he hath decreed that they shall so happen.” (Instst. iii.
23. 6.) But if this really be the case; if God cannot foreknow except
what he himself has already foreordained, his foreknowledge is no longer
one of the marvels of the divine glory, and, as it were, an open eye,
looking directly forward into the future. It is a mere common-place
looking in upon foreordination. Itis a mere common-place perception of
a present purpose ;—a mere common-place consciousness, in short, of an
existent decree. And when God predicts, he does nothing more, if this
theory be correct, than what every man on earth is as perfectly able
to do, and actually does, when he tells what he intends to do.

FourTHLY, — Our reviewer, however, meant mors than he says ; and his
argument, we presume, if drawn out tnto a formal statement, would amount
to this ;—cvents divinely foreknown must take place, otherwise God's fore-
knowledge would be falsified, and would turn out to have been fore-ignorance.
But such a method of reasoning,—which is, however, the only method
possible to our author, on the ground he has assumed,—merely leads the
mind to play with itself, as at ¢ blind man’s buff.” It bandages the eyes,
and then leaves the thoughts to be beaten hither and thither at the mercy
of imagination, with its antics. It is not true that events divinely fore-
known, must, as such,—that is, must, as eventssimply foreknown,—take
place. The word ‘“must’” has no business here. The events do take
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place; and if they did not, they would not have been foreknown. This
is the whole matter. The knowledge of God is his eye,—the one eye
of divinity,—an eye of infinite lustre and range. His foreknowledge is
this eye—Ilooking forward. The future is to its gaze, as the present.
And hence every thing which it sees, wsll de. But it is by no means
the case, as Calvin had the sagacity to perceive, that every thing must
be, because it is divinely foreseen. ‘I would willingly concede,” says
Calvin, ‘¢ that mere foreknowledge imposes no necessity upon creatures,”
(Equidem praescientiam solam nullam inferre necessitatem creaturis,
libenter concessero. JInséit. iii. 23.6.) It is with foreknowledge as with
afterknowledge. Afterknowledge is the mental eye looking backward
and seeing into the past. Whatever it sees was. Bat it is not the case,
because of this afterknowledge, that everything that was, must Aave deen.
Afterknowledge has no adaptation to impart necessitation to past eventa.
Neither does it imply that they must have been. And foreknowledge,
in like manner, does not imply, that what will be, must be.

FOREKNOWLEDGE AND FOREORDINATION IN RELATION TO THE DEATH OF CHRIST,

Our reviewer proceeds,—

Tt is evident from the prophecies of the Old Testament that the method of our
reconciliation with God was definitely fixed before the advent of the Savi-
our, The prophets delight to dwell on all the particulars of the wonder-
ful story. In the writings of Isaiah the work is described with a minuteness that be-
lmalnolute arrangement on the part of God. What is the meaning of such
P as that Christ was ‘sent’ or ‘given’ by God? What is the meaning and
what the object of the adorations rendered by angels and saints in heaven, and by
God’s le on earth, to the Source of all blessedness for the death of the SBaviour, if
mere wledge constitute the substance of His concern in the momentous
occurrence ? ’—pp. 19, 20.

‘We it confounded, and scarcely able to believe our eyes. And yet
the accumulation of previous misrepresentations, might have prepared
us for the present climax. 'Who, on earth, we would ask our critic,
ever dreamed, if he believed in a God and a Bible at all, that God had
nothing to do with the death of Christ? Who on earth, ever supposed
that because some things contingent, in connection with the great pro-
pitiatory death, were simply foreknown, and not foreordained, therefore
the decease itself and everything connected with it, were divinely un-
P ? Who, on earth, ever dreamed that the words ‘sent” and
““ given "’ mean ‘foreknown ”? Is it come to this of it, that we must
be held to resolve everything into foreknowledge, because we maintain
that somethings are unforeordained ?

Our reviewer proceeds, however, and does us the honour to make
special reference to ourselves, though not in the most complimentary
terms,—

“We do not wish to use unfairly any authority inferior to the Conference in the
explanation of the doctrines of the Evangelical Unionists. But we may be allowed to
quote a few sentences from a pamphlet written by one, who from his position, must
have weight in the body : —* Small and narrow must be that man’s conceptions of the
significance and bearings of mere incidental circumstantialities, who should suppose
that any peculiarity of acting on the part either of men or of devils was essential to
the propitiatory decease, Had the deoease occurred in Gethsemane, it would have been
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as fall an atonement as was realized by its ocourrence on 0;1»3. And hed ne
human hand touched Him, it would have mattered nothing, if only the sword of
divine justice had awakened and smitten Him, either in the temple or in any other
amphitheatre of observation. In short, God’s hand and counsel hatr simply determined
that our Lord should suffer and die a sacrifice for sins, They had not gotermined an
of the free acts either of haman or of diabolic agents.’ Surely the msn who pennei
theso sentences must have read that all the particulars connected with the crucifixion
of Christ were predicted hundreds of years before they happened. He must be aware,
surely, that the fulfilent of prophecy in connection with Christ is one of the most
valuable of all the evidences of His Meesiahship and work. Surely he cannot mean
to say, that if the facts had been in entire discrepancy with the prophecies, we could
safely have rested on the atonement of Christ as the means of our salvation. We

_cannot, we must confess, admire the modesty of the man who can assert with o much
confidence, even apart from prophecy altogether, that any method of putting Christ to
death would have served the purpose of atonement equally well witg the plan adop-
ted.”—pp. 20, 21,

The quotation is made from our pamphlet, entitled, Wherein the Evan-
gelical Unionists are not Wrong but Wronged, written in reply to Mr. Gall
of Edinburgh. And we are sincerely sorry that we cannot accommodate
our present critic, by retracting our allegation of the ¢‘ smallness and nar-
rowness of the conceptions of the man’ who entertains the notions for
‘which he contends. We must repeat, and indeed intensify our allega-
tion. 'We must now say, that superlatively small and narrow must be
that man’s conceptions of what it was that gave value to the work of
Christ, who supposes that it could not have been accomplished without
necessitated criminal assistance. Superlatively small and narrow must
be his conceptions of the difference between essence and form, substance
and circumstantialities, when he imagines that the atonement could not
have been completed unless one disciple of our Lord should be necessi-
tated to betray him, another to deny him, and all the rest to forsake him ;
“unless the Jewish Sanhedrim should be necessitated to find the guiltless
to be guilty ; and unless a Roman procurator should be necessitated to
violate his conscience, and surrender the innocent One to the doom of the
“most ignominious of malefactors. And something still more than small

* and narrow must be the conceptions of the man, who thinks that God was
shut up, in his plan of mercy, to foreordain evil that good might come ;—
thus transgressing that very law, of whose transgressors he says, “their
damnation is just,” (Rom iii. 8), and virtually proclaiming to the uni-
verse that evil is really good,—good for the attainment of the highest
glory. These ideas seem to us to be the quintessence of a most erron-
eous conception of things. And the reasoning by which they are sup-
ported is anything but satisfactory or demonstrative. It is as follows :—

¢““Surely,” says the reviewer, ¢ the man who penned these sentences
must have read that all the particulars connected with the crucifixion
of Christ wcre predicted hundreds of years before they happened.” Yes:
his reading had extended thus far. But what then? ‘‘He must be aware,
surely, that the fulfilment of prophecy in connection with Christ, is one
of the most valuable of all the evidences of his Messiahship and work.”
Yes : heis aware that it is. But what then? ¢‘Surely he cannot
mean to say, that if the facts had been in entire discrepancy with the
prophecies, we could safely have rested in the atonement of Christ as
the means of our salvation.”” No; he does not mean to say this. But
whatthen? Why simply this,—if the circumstantial facts had been differ-
ent from what they were, the prophecies would have been different from
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what they are. Does the reviewer sco upside down? Does he think
that the facts were rather made to fit the prophecies, than the prophecies
to fit the facts? If such be his idea, he has already merged the notion
of prediction in prescription, and abolished prophecy, properly so called.
And if he has, we do not ask, neither indeed could we wish, his ¢ ad-
miration.”

SPECIAL PASSAGES ADDUCED TO PROVE UNIVERSAL FOREORDINATION.

Our reviewer proceeds : —

 Judas was to betray Christ; that was a deed of shocking bsseness ; and how does
the Saviour speak of that act of detestable meanncss ? ¢ The Son of man goeth as it is
written of him: but woe unto that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed ! it had
been good for that man if he had not been born’ (Matt xxvi. 24). If the Saviour
bad not meaut to make kuown a divine purpose in connection with the event—if He
bad not known that the remembrance o? the purpose might have been used by Judas
and others as the excuse for his m-imej there would have been no propriety in placing
the prediction and the criminality of Judas, side by side. We maintain that, accord-
ing to the creed of the Evangelical Union, these words of the Redeemer cannot be
explained.””—p. 21.

‘We maintain, on the contrary, that it is only on the principle of the
Evangelical Union that the words can be explained. On our author’s
principles, the deed of Judas was planned for him. He could not get
past it. He was the mere tool, so far as its execution was concerned,
of eternal foreordination. But if he was, there should not have been
any ‘“woe” unto him. He was not the original deviser of his own
““ shocking baseness’’ and *‘ detestable meanness.”” On the contrary,
these had been archetypically contrived for him, and ¢ fixed” to be
characteristic of him, ¢ before he came into existence.”” He was ‘ the
creature of his circumstances,”—more to be pitied than condemned.

JOHN XIX. 11, A GRAND APPEAL.

But our reviewer has another string to his bow, which he now fits
on. He refers, as quite decisive in favour of his doctrine, to our
Saviour’s words to Pilate, in John xix. 11, ¢ Thou couldest have no
power at all against me, except it were given thee from above : there-
fore he that delivered me unto thee hath the greater sin.” He says,—

* Calvinistic commentators have not in all cases been successful in presenting the
full force of the Redeemer’s inference. The words are indeed generally understood to
mean, ¢ Therefore Judas, who betrayed me, has greater sin than thou (Pilate) now
judging me." There would be little propriety in such a statement, and indeed it can
scarcely be discovered how the conclusion would arise from the S8aviour’s words. ~The
mtnni interpretation obviously is, ¢ As neither you nor any other human beirg
could have exercised over me any gower, had I not been put into your hands by the
ordination of God, and as Judas, from what he has seen and known of me, must have
been convinced of my innocent and holy character, and, at the same time, ought to
have been aware of my great power, his guilt in having betrayed me is peculiarly
aggravated.’ ’—p. 22.

But, ¢n the first place, it is not true that the words of - the inference
are ‘ generally understood to mean, Thorsfore Judas, who betrayed mo,
Ras greater sin than thou ( Prlate) now sudging me.” Expositors, in general,
whether Calvinists or others, have not supposed that the expression,
“he that delivered me unto thee,” refers to Judas. 8till less have they
supposed that the reference is to Judas alone. It is Caiaphas, who is

No. 1.] C [ Vel 1.
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meant, says Bengel. It is, says Alford, ¢ beyond question, Caiaphas.”
It is chiefly Caiaphas, says Lampe. Of course Caiaphas would be con-
sidered by these expositors, not so much in his individual, as in his
representative capacity, as the president of the sanhedrim. And hence
Baxter, Neander, Olshausen, etc., etc., suppose that the reference is
to the Sanhedrim. Doddridge, coincidently, explains the expression as
meaning ¢ the high-priest with his council.” The council or sanhedrim,
however, were, in this matter, but the representatives of the people.
And hence, many of the most eminent Calvinistic expositors suppose
that the reference is, collectively, to the Jews in general. This is the
opinion of Calvin himself, and of Musculus, Beza, Piscator, Cocceius, as
also of Tholuck, ete. It would have been marvellous, indeed, if Calvin-
istic commentators had generally interpreted the reference in the way
that our critic says that they have done. For the expression is not,
““he who delivered me unto the council,” but ‘‘he that delivered me
unto thee.”” And assuredly it was not Judas who delivered our Saviour
unto Pilate.

But, in the second place, as our reviewer’s interpretation of the passage
hangs upon his assumption that it is Judas who is referred to, ¢ Judas,
who from what he had seen and known of Christ, must have been con-
vinced of his innocent and holy character, and, at the same time, ought
to have been aware of his great power,”’—it cannot be correct.

In the third place, it is absolutely certain that the reviewer’s inter-
pretation must be altogether incorrect, on another account. It
takes no notice of the inferential word ¢ therefore.” Indeed, it sub-
stitutes, in place of it, the simple conjunction ‘“ and,”’—*‘ and as Judas
etc.” It was exactly thus that the precursors of the Straussians tam-
gred with the sacred text; as, for example, Kuinél on this very passage.

e says that the original expression ‘‘ cannot be conveniently rendered
therefore,”’ and hence ‘it is here a mere formula of tramsition, and
may be omitted in the translation altogether;”—just as is done by our
reviewer. There is not, however, a single critic alive at this day, in
Britain, Germany, Geneva, or elsewhere, and to whatever school he may
belong, who would not laugh to scorn such a method of handling the
language of Scripture. And yet our reviewer says of his expesition,
¢ the natural interpretation obviously is”” !

In the fourth place, as our critic supposes that the first clause of the
verse ‘‘can mean nothing else than that Christ was placed in the
power of Pilate by a divine arrangement”; and as the second clause is
really an inference from the first, the import of the whole statement
ought in consistency to be the following:—*¢ Thou, Pilate, couldest have
no power at all against me, if I had not been delivered to thee by God;
therefore he that delivered me to thee (viz., God) hath the greater sin.”
This is the blasphemy which is the legitimate deduction from the pre-
mises of our reviewer. He overlooks, altogether, that the word ¢ power "’
(#€ovsia) properly means authority, and is, as Augustin of old, as well
as Calvin, and indeed almost every other respectable critic, have
noticed, employed to designate, more or less definitively, the magis-
tratical office of the procurator. (Rectius meo judicio sentiunt, qui
locum hunc restringunt ad magistratus officium. Calvsn.) The
Saviour reminds the procurator, that, as ‘‘the powers that be are
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ordained of God ” (Rom. xiii. 1), and as, therefore, there is an element
of the will of the Supreme Magistrate of the Universe in every legitimate
office, he was bound to exercise his authority under a solemn sense of
the high and sacred trust that was divinely confided to him. Every
legitimate magistrate i8 a divinely constituted trustee, and is bound to
use his authority asin the sight of God. ‘‘The robber,” as Calvin remarks,
““who commits murder with his own hand, is justly detested; but much
more guilty is he, who, under the pretext of administering justice, con-
demns the innocent to death.” The Saviour, as it were, says to hi
Roman judge:—TAy office is a saored ons; God hath made it e : for it
i in his Providence that thou fillest thy present sphere, so as to have
authorsty esthor to liberats ms or to taks my life. _And because thy office
16 a saorod trust, which ought never to be prostituted to subserve the ends
of injustice ; therefore, they who delivered me to thes, tn order that thou
mightest a0 prostituts st, have the greater sin. They not merely abuse an
“ordinance of man ;" they desecrate an ‘‘ordinancs of God.”  Calvin,
Baxter, Doddridge, explain the first clause as we have done ; making it
to refer to the Providence of God. But our critic says, ‘it would be
trifling to speak respectfully of such a foolish interpretation’’! Whether
an interpretation of the passage, as * foolish ”’ as his own, can be found
within the compass of ancient or modern exegetical literature, we leave
to curiosity-hunters to investigate.

EFFICACIOUS PERMISSION,

Altogether unconscious, however, of having said anything the least
amiss, nay, manifestly elated with his exegetical success, as if it were
positively triumphal, the reviewer proceeds to say,—

“ The Conference of the Evangelical Union reject what they call the ¢ eficacious
permission’ of sin, as being the same with ¢direct ordination.”” We cannot find out
whether in the Declaration they deny the permission of sin altogether—certainly an

permission is not expressed. A decres to permit they cannot receive, because
such a decree would render God the author of sin.”—p. 23.

Perversion and inversion for ever! Is there really upon our critic’s
spirit, a fatality for making mistakes? ¢¢The Conference of the Evan-
gelical Union reject what they call the ¢ efficacious permission’ of sin ™!
Is it come to this of it? One who undertakes to review theological
subjects, one who professes acquaintance with Calvinistic literature, to
speak of ¢ efficacious permission,” as something so called by the Evan-
gelical Union! Does he really need to be informed that it is Calvinists,
and Calvinists only, who invented, who sanction, and who currently use
the phrase; and that the Union speaks of it, only to reprobate it as a
phraseological absurdity? The phrase is found ‘¢ as thick as black-
berries ” in Calvinistic literature on the Providence of God; and every
student, who has turned over a few leaves of such a common book as
Turretin’s Institutes is familiar with it. Calvin, indeed, scouted, as a
sort of milk-and-water weakness, the use of the expression, ‘“divine
permission of sin.” God foreordained sin, he said. But Turretin, and
almost all his successors, admit that the phrase is unexceptionable, pro-
vided it be understood that the permission is not oftose but eficacious
(non otiosa, sed efficax).
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But one mistake will not suffice for our critic. He must needs give
it a companion; and of a still less excusable description. He invents
for us a part—though indeed a negative part—of our creed, and then
boldly charges home upon us his own invention, as if it were our veritable
belief. He says of us,—‘‘ A decres to permit they cannot receive,
because such a decree would render God the author of sin.” Itisa
pure invention. We do not like, indeed, the phraseology—*¢ a decree
to permit.” There is, we conceive, an impropriety in employing, in
such a connection, the word ¢ decree,”” in as much as the permission is
as really subjective as the decree; and the word ¢ decree” is more ap-
propriately used in reference to what is objective. But if the kindred
word ‘¢ purpose’’ were substituted in its place, we have not the slightest
hesitation in saying, at least for ourselves, that we acknowledge, and
have all along held, that “ God purposed to permit sin.” We see that He
does actually permit it. He ¢ suffered,”” says the apostle, thatis, he * per-
mitted (e/xaev) all nations to walk in their own ways’ (Actsxiv. 16). He
did not indeed, and he does not, give his moral permission for sinning.
He does not sanction sin. But nevertheless he does not hinder its perpe-
tration. He allows men to exercise their free-agency both in choosing
and in refusing; although he invariably uses what moral influence he
wisely can to induce them to choose only what is good, and to refuse
evil and only what is evil. God then does, in time, permit sin. And
as whatsoever He does in time, he purposed from eternity to do, it must
be the case that he purposed to permit, what he actually permits. Itis
really too bad in our reviewer to invent our creed for us, and then to
run on, as he does, throughout a couple of pages, refuting his own in-
vention, as if he were reviewing the Doctrinal Declaration.

But although he runs on refuting his own invention, he does not con-
fine himself to that one primary blunder. In the course of his refuta-
tion, he piles blunder upon blunder. And his blunders exert upon our
spirit an almost irresistible temptation to gibbet them for inspection.
But we shall, in the exercise of *the freedom of our will,” deny our-
selves, and have mercy, and pass on.

CHAPTER V.
ORIGINAL SIN.

The section of the Doctrinal Declaration that has reference to original
sin is the following :—
¢ On this topic it may suffice to state, in order to prevent or correct misconception,
that we hold as strongly as any the doctrine of the depravity of man and his utter
helplessness and hopelessness in the matter of salvation till he-comes under the gracious
rovisions of the plan of mercy. We believe the divine constitution with Adam to
ave been federal in its character, and that his sin in consequence is, to the extent of
the primeval curse, imputed to his posterity. We believe that the imputation of
Adam’s sin extends to the whole race, and thus embraces infants ; but as infants were
in no respect morally implicated in that transgression, we reject with abhorrence the
dogma that any who die in infuncy are subject, on the ground of Adam’s first sin,
‘ to the pains of hell for ever.’ ”—p. 7.
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This does not please our reviewer. For, first, it does not mention
depravity and the imputation of Adam’s sin, in the order he would
choose.—

“ The doctrine of human depravity and the imputation of the guilt of Adam’s first
sin do mnot bere a%pee.r in the order usually assigned to them in Calvinistic systems.
According to the doctrine of Paul (Rom. v. 12-21), the imputation of guilt is the
origin of the temporal and spiritual privations under which man labours, The re-
membrance of this order is necessary to explain the parallel drawn by the apostle
between Christ and Adam, who is the figure of him that was to come. _As certainl
as justification precedes sanctification according to the Christian scheme, does condem-
nation, according to the covenant with Adam, precede, in the order of nature, the
moral blight, vitiating our understandings and our hearts.” —pp. 26, 26.

A man less eager to discover faults would have considered that, in a
Declaration which is not intended to be a systematic exhibition of the
fulnessof the truth, there wereat least two ways, which were equally avail-
able for representing the salient points of the doctrine in hand. One might
proceed, inductively, as Jonathan Edwards has done, from the more
obvious element to the more hjidden and ulterior. This is the ascending
method. Or, secondly, one might proceed, deductively, as Francis
Turretin has done, from the primary and more obscure to the secondary
and phenomenal. This is the descending method. In a popular docu-
ment, it is for many reasons better to take the ascending method ; seizing
first what meets the observation of all, namely depravity ; and thence
proceeding to what is equally certain indeed, but not so evident prima
Jacte, the imputation of the sin of Adam. This is the method that the
draftsman of the Doctrinal Declaration has taken. And when our
reviewer remembers that the phrase ¢ original sin ”’ is commonly restric-
ted to the first of the two elements specified, namely, depravity,—as his
Catechisms, Larger and Shorter, as well as his Turretin, and a hundred
other authorities may inform him, he will see that there was the greatest
propriety in beginning with that, which is commonly meant by the
phrase, which constitutes the heading of the section.

‘We agree with our reviewer, that, as certainly as the imputation of
the second Adam’s righteousness precedes sanctification, so does the
imputation of the first Adam’s sin precede depravity. But we do not
agree with him, when, in the course of a few lines, he unconsciously
contradicts himself, and maintains the opposite of what he has so em-
phatically declared. He says,—

¢ The cause of depravity is the guilt of Adam’s first sin; so that to speak of the
depravity as causing the guilt is to reverse the Bible statement; and to speak of the
removal of guilt while the depravity reigns in all its virulence, is in terms a palpable
contradiction,”—p. 26.

The whole of the phraseology which he here employs we regard as
objectionable. But we refer, at present, to the idea that is intended in
the concluding clause ; ‘‘to speak of the removal of guilt,” which accord-
ing to him is justification, ¢ while the depravity reigns in all its viru-
lence,” which according to him is the sim?le absence of sanctification,
“is,” says he, ‘“a palpable contradiction.’”” In other words, he here
maintains that it is not true that justification must precede sanctification;
while a few lines before he has maintained that it must. What is there
to be expected from a critic, who, on such a subject, cannot maintain
his consistency for five minutes ?
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INFANT SALVATION.

He is not disposed to be very violently displeased with us for indi-
cating our belief in the final bliss of all infants, who die in infancy.
¢ Whether true or not,” he says, * that is a pleasing view of the divine
character, and we have no wish to controvert the sentiment.” ‘We are
glad of it. For truly, the idea of Calvin, who holds that ‘the fall of
Adam has involved many nations, along with their infant children, in
eternal death without remedy’ (Instit. iii. 23, 7.), presents a very
dreadful aspect of the divine decrees. (Deoretum quidem horribile,
fateor.) And yet the compilers of the Westminster Confession meant to
endorse the great reformer’s idea, when they spoke discriminatively of
¢ elect infants.” (Conf. x. 3.) We are glad, we say, that our reviewer
is not greatly displeased with the doctrine of the Evangelical Union on
this subject. Although, we trust, that he will not veer about with Dr.
Candlish, and take advantage of an accidental vagueness in the phraseo-
logy of the Confession, to hold a tenet which is contrary to what the
Confessionists really meant by thetr phraseology. It is worthy of con-
sideration whether such procedure be consistent with the most sterling
and straightforward integrity of character.

ARE INFANTS GUILTY AND MORALLY DEPRAVED P

But, passing this, we proceed to notice that our reviewer is very
gravely suspicious of the grounds on which we ‘‘ reject with abhorrence
the dogma, that any who die in infancy are subject, on the ground of
Adam’s first sin, to the pains of hell for ever.” ¢ Infants,” says the
Declaration, ““were in no respect morally implicated in Adam’s trans-

jon.” The scent of heresy is here snuffed up by our reviewer’s
distended nostrils.—

“Why are they not morally implicated if there be an imputation of guilt to the
whole race? Are other human beings morally implicated, and when do they become
80 ? To say that they are not implicated until they arrive at years of discretion, and
show by their own acts that they bear the i of apostate Adam, is to overlook
entirely the distinction between original and actual sin; and, accordingly, the eighth
of the charges brought against Morison, the founder of the Union, in the United
Secession Synod, was, that he taught ¢that men could not deserve eternal death on
account of Adam’s first sin.’ Am‘ﬁne says in one of his Catechism, ¢ All infants
who die in infancy, being innocent, die in safety. * ’—p. 27. -

These, we presume, the reviewer regards as very dreadful sentiments.
They do not involve two of his favourite ideas :—Firstly, that infants
are guilty of Adam’s first sin; and, secondly, that their souls are
morally depraved on account of it. 'We are truly sorry that we cannot
accommodate our theology to his notions of things. But if we were to
attempt the accommodation, we should be simply playing into the hands
of all the infidels of the world, and doing violence at the same time to
the ineradicable intuitions of our soul in reference to right and wrong
on the one hand, and the respective spheres of divine and human activity
on the other. If we could believe that human beings could be constituted
guilty of sins, which they never committed, to which they never yielded
their consent, and in the commission of which they had no hand what-
éoever, and which indeed were perpetrated thousands of years before
they were born, then we might and must believe that guilt is a thing of
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which conscience is incapable of taking the alightest cognisance. And
if, again, we could believe that the souls of infants are morally polluted
or depraved before they choose evil or refuse good, we might and must
believe either that they have not come from the hands of the infinitely
pure Jehovah, or that He Himself has put into them their moral corrup-
tion. The whole system is, as we conceive, rank with germinant heresies
of the most serious character,—indifferentism in things moral, material-
ism in things spiritual, and pantheism in things divine.

That the nature of man, viewed in its complexity, has undergone some
great deterioration or depravation is, indeed, unquestionable. That this
deterioration has to do with those elements of our being which surround
the moral faculty with motives, and which must consequently exert a
powerful influence in the direction either of good or of evil, is also be-
yond dispute. That, as a matter of fact, ‘‘ the flesh lusteth against the
spirit,” so that the will is beset and besieged by inducements to inord-
inate self-indulgence, is obvious. That all this damage is traceable to
the first sin of our first parent, is suggested at once by reason and
by scripture. And that there is a most important sense in which that
first sin is imputed to Adam’s posterity, is evident from Rom. v. 12-19.
But to suppose that men are really sinful before they sin, and that they
are guilty of a sin which they never committed and to which they never
gave their consent, is to land ourselves in a quagmire, in which the moral
distinctions between right and wrong are m and in which, conse-
quently, it is utterly impossible to lay any solid substructure, in order to
wrt, in our thoughts, the superstructure of the moral government of

The reviewer seems to think that it is impossible to hold the imputa-
tion of Adam’s ein to his posterity, if infants are not morally implicated
in the paradisiacal transgression, so as to be guilty of it. ‘ Why,”
asks he, ‘‘ are they not morally implicated, if there be an imputation of
guilt to the whole race ?”” 'Why, we would ask in return, is not Jesus
morally implicated in all the sins of the elect,—to speak at present of no
others,—eo0 as to be guilty of them, or on account of them, since all the
elect’s sins were imputed to him? If in the one case there could be
imputation of sin, without moral implication or guilt; in the other case
too the same kind of imputation could take place, without involving, so
far at least as the nature and bearing of imputation are concerned, the
eriminality of the representees.

Before leaving this subject, the reviewer says,—

% The origin of man’s misery and sinfulness is to many a most revolting subject ;
and were not the means of relief provided, no one could Kn.r the contemp! tioxt;J of a
scene so melancholy.”—p. 28.

‘We beg to remind him, that, according to his own principles, ¢ the
means of relief”’ are not provided for “man.” They are provided only
for a very limited, and that too, an unconditionally and immutably
limited, company. What then is to become of the rest? How_are they
to “bear the contemplation of a scene so melancholy ’? All, it seems,
are made guilty without their consent, and morally depraved before they
sct morally wrong. Such is the scope of the dispensation of God in the
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direction of evil. But when it comes to a dispensation in the direction
of good, it would appear, if wo may judge by our critic’s theology, that
the liberality which gave guilt and moral corruption to all, witheut
waiting for the least concurrence of their own wills, becomes suddequ
contracted, and refuses to dispense with equal bountifulness the opposite
blessings. The bane is thrust in upon all. The antidote is reserved for
afew. It is not with niggard hand, it seems, that the evil is scattered
But the good !—that must be more sparingly bestowed! Is it, we
ask, like our God ?—like that God, the holy, holy, holy One, who is of
purer eyes than to look upon iniquity, and who is ‘‘good unto all,”
encircling ““all his works” within the lustrous rim of the immense
circumference of his glorious tender mercies ?

MISREPRESENTATION IN THE CLIMAX.

The reviewer, before proceeding to the 5th, 6th, and 7th sections of
the Doctrinal Declaration, pauses for a moment, and looking gravely
backward on the stretch of topics, which he has already overtaken, thus
sums up the whole :—

*We have now gone over the four preliminary topics, intended, as we believe, to
serve as the bulwark of those that are to follow. The great object of the compilers
of the Declaration, is to have the minds of their readers foniﬁed with those four ele-
mentary principles before proceeding to the statement of their views of what may be
called the essential doctrines of Christanity. It is an axiom with them that God has
no control over man’s mind, unless as far as man is disposed to invite Him. Though
not in this Declaration directly expressed, it is a first principle in this creed also, that
man is a qualified judge of the wl;xole character andp proceedings of God, and that
nothing of which man is inclined to disapprove can, by the Father of his spirit, ever
be accomplished. The third principle is, that God exercises no moral government
over wicked men—that He has no concern direct or indirect, with any part of their
conduct as far as it is sinful—that if they do not repent of their own accord, He has
reserved to Himself merely the right of punishment. The views stated as to the
disease of human nature, when tﬁey are taken together, are very deficient, and very
erron;gcmzs9 But the topics are arranged with the art of a consummate tactician.”—
Pp- 28, 29.

Our reviewer must excuse us, if we cannot find it in our conscience,
to accept the concluding compliment. For no particular strategy was
intended. He must likewise excuse us if we decline accepting the
theological axioms and first principles which, in the preceding sentences,
he invents for us and palms upon us. He must, toreover, excuse us
still farther, if we decline characterising these same inventions and im-
positions as they deserve. 'We must use moderate terms. And we
would simply say, therefore, that they constitute the superlative degree
of misrepresentation. Or, to come a little nearer to the reality, they are
misrepresentation run mad. And, indeed, instead of saying—‘‘ It is an
axiom with them that God has no control over man’s mind, unless as faras
man is disposed to invite him," he might just at once have said that it isan
axiom with us that God knows nothing at all, except so many lessons of
things, as man is disposed to teach him. And instead of saying, that,
¢ It is a first principle in this creed also, that a man is a qualified judge
of the whole character and proceedings of God, and that nothing of which
man is inclined to disapprove can, by the Father of his 8pirit, ever be
accomplished,” he might, when he was inventing at any rate, have added
a little eighth or eightieth fraction of an inch to the already enormous
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length of his hank, and have affirmed, that it is a first principle with us,
that it is men who are the infinites, and that every man in particular,
dwelling in the vastness of his own immensity, holds in the hollow of
his hand the whole will and werk of God. He says again,—‘ The
third principle is, that God exercises no moral government over wicked
men—that he has no concern, direct nor indirect, with any part of their
conduct as far as it is sinful,—that if they do not repent of their own
accord, He has reserved to himself merely the right of punishment.”
But why, we would ask, does his inventive genius flag? Why did he
not mount a still more dashing pegasus, and, rushing up sublimely beyond
all ordinary superlatives, take his oath, and aver, that he has heard
with his own ears every minister apart, and every member apart, of
every one of our churches apart, and also every child apart, begonging
to every family apart, connected with every one of our churches apart,
solemnly declare that the Sovereign of the universe has his throne, not
in heaven, as is generally supposed, but somewhere or other in, or over,
that particular house on earth, called the ‘ manse” of the parish of
Dalton ? Why not say this? The one averment would have besn, in
every respect, as veracious and as oredible as the other. But when he adds,
that ¢ the views stated as to the disease of human nature, when they
are taken together, are very deficient, and very erroneous,” he merely
states an opinion,—and to that we have not the slightest objection. He
is entitled to form any opinion he pleases regarding our views. But,
¢ minister of the church of Scotland ” though he be, we beg to tell him
that he is not entitled to fancy for himself, as if his fancy were moon-
stricken, monsters and hobgoblins of theological notions, that never ex-
isted but within the wildnesses of his own grotesque imagination, and
then to assert that they are, not only our doctrines, but the very first
principles of our creed. A little candour, now and them, is not the
worst possible attribute of a controvertist; or of any man, indeed;
especially if he profess to be a Christian, and a christian minister.

CHAPTER VI.

UNITY OF THE GODHEAD IN THE REMEDIAL PLAN. THE NATURE
AND EXTENT OF THE LOVE OF GOD THE FATHER. THE NATURE
AND EXTENT OF THE ATONEMENT OF THE SON.

The reviewer agrees, as we understand him, with the Evangelical
Union, in maintaining that there is unity in the Godhead as regards the
Remedial Plan. He does not suppose that the love of the divine Father
overlaps the atonement of the divine Son, or the influence of the divine
Spirit. Neither does he suppose that the atonement of the Son covers
a greater area, than that love of the Father, in which it originated, and
that influence of the Holy Spirit, in which it issued. ¢‘In the form-
ation and execution,” he says, ¢ of the Covenant of Bedemption, all the .
persons of the Godhead concur. They have their tive functions
asgigned to them, and they exert their powers harmoniously for the de-
velopment of the principles of mercy and truth, on which the covenant
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is based.” (p.29.) He differs entirely, however, from the Union, as
to the objects of the divine Father's love, and consequently as to the
compass of the atonement of the divine Son.

THE LOVE OF THE DIVINE FATHER.

The section of the Doctrinal Declaration on ‘¢ the nature and extent
of the love of God the Father,” is as follows :—

“In its nature the love of the Father is free, sovereign, unbought ; embracing us
as sinners, guilty and ruined ; so compassionating us as to contemplate not only our
deliverence from hell, but also our elevation to heaven; and of such unparalleled ine
tensity as to embody itself in the akable gift and sacrifice of his own Divine and
well-beloved Son. In its extont, this love of the Father embraces all mankind, of
every age and land, without distinction, without exception, and without respect of
persons. The dogma of a double contradictory will in God the Father,—a public
will and & secret will, a will of command and a will of deoree,—we reject as a libel
alike on God’s truth and love. Scripture expressly disowns and contradicts it. ¢ God
is no respecter of persons.’ ¢ The Lord is good to all, and his tender mercies are over
all his works.” ¢ As I live, saith the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death of the
wicked” ¢God commandeth all men every where to repent’ He is ¢ not willin
that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance.’ He *will have all
men to be saved and to come unto the knowledge of the truth.’ ’—pp. 7, 8.

The reviewer says that ““there is no difference between Calvinists and
the authors of the Declaration, as to the existence of a free and uncaused
love toward the human race on the part of the Father, as the representa-
tive of the Godhead in the momentous transaction” of the covenant of
redemption. 'We have no wish to be hypercritical ; but there is a dif-
ference between us and our critic as to the propriety of the word ¢ un-
caused,” which we have italicised. 'We do not believe that any love
whatsoever can be uncaused, or even unoccasioned. And we have
likewise italicised the expression ¢ toward the human race,” for the re-
viewer and the Unionists do differ, wide as the poles asunder, as to the
objects of the divine love, in the momentous transaction of the propitia-
tion. The Unionists hold that it is * the human race,” strictly so de-
signated, who are loved. The Reviewer, on the other hand, really main-
tains that it is not ‘‘the human race,” but merely an unconditionally
selected fraction of the family, who are embraced within the Father’s
compassion. And if his opinion be that of Lewis du Moulin, he will
hold that the fraction is very small indeed, and ¢ that not one in a hun-
dred thousand, nay probably not one in a million, from Adam down to

our times,” belongs to it. ( Moral Reflactions upon the Number of the
Elsot. 1680.)

IS GOD A RESPECTER OF PERSONS P

Speaking in the name of Calvinists in general, he says,—

“ They believe that ¢ God is no respector of persons.’ If a distinction is made
between one man and another, it never enters their minds that the difference is caused
by God's being a respecter of persons. They see in society marked distinctions in the
bodies, minds, characters, and outward circumstances of the children of men—distinc-
tions that can be fully accounted for only by a regard to the providence of Him who
is wonderful in counsel and excellent in working. If no pious mind can fail to see
that the hand of God is concerned in such arrangements—if no fault is found with
them by those who love the Lord, Calvinists cannot see that a distinction made bz
divine ordination, as to the enjozment of spiritual and everlasting good, woul
necesearily constitute the Most High a respecter of persons.’’—p. 30.
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" We have no wish to prees, unduly, the expression respecter of per-
sans.”” It isnot used uniformly in the Scriptures. But the illustrations
of our reviewer are certainly not to the point. For no man, possessed
of the smallest degree of scientific attainment, supposes that the ¢ marked
distinctions in the bodies, minds, characters, and outward circumstances
of the children of men ” are unconditionally apportioned to men by the
mere good pleasure of God. Itis not by an unconditional decree of
God that a poor man’s children are born, not in a palace, but in a cot-
tage, not in wealth, but in poverty. It is not by an unconditional
decree that the posterity of the diseased are the heirs of special tendencies
to disease, or that the children of the vicious are not so virtuously trained
as the offspring of the holy. In the matter of these distinctions, we
are in a different field altogether, from that of unconditionalism. And
then, moreover, God does not command the poor to be rich; nor the
diseased to be healthy. Neither doeshe hold the children of misfortune
to be criminal, and deserving of everlasting woe, because they were not
ushered into being within the circleof the virtuous. Butin the things that
are essential ‘‘ totheenjoyment of spiritual and everlastinggood,” the case,
according to the reviewer, is altogether different. In these things God
acts, he maintains, unconditionally : paying no regard whatever to ‘‘any
foresight of faith, or good works, or perseverance in either of them, or
ony other thing in the oreaturs, as conditions or causes moving him” to
what he does. (Conf. iii. 5.) And besides, He punishes the non-elect
for not having the graces which adorn the elect, and which were pur-
chased for the elect; but which, nevertheless, the non-elect are bound
to lay hold of and possess. There is, truly, something like ¢ respect of

" here. At all events, the case is totally different from the
ordinary distinctions which abound in society, as to the ‘‘body, mind,
character, and outward circumstances of the children of men.”

18 GOD GOOD TO ALLP

Our reviewer continues :—
¢ Calvinists believe ¢that the Lord is to all, and that His tender mercies are
over all His works,’ Still, much temporal and spiritual misery do exist on the earth ;
aud the inference, that such words prove all human beings to be on the same level as
to their eternal interests, is at variance with the fact.”” —p. 30
Evangelical Unionists do not hold that ¢ all human beings are on the
same level as to their eternal interests.’” They do not think, for
example, that their reviewer is in such favourable circumstances for
impartially considering the things that concern the gospel of salvation,
and consequently his own eternal weal, as multitndes who have not
committed themselves, in their comparative immaturity, to the main-
tenance of an extremely elaborate creed, and suspended their position
and comfort in society on their adherence to a vow. Neither do they
think, on the other hand, that all others in all nations are equally
ivileged with their reviewer. But they believe, nevertheless, that
will graciously take all diversities of ciroumstances into account,
and while requiring much of those to whom much is given, will deal
with those who have had little, not according to what they had not,
but according to what they had. They also believe that God is so
“good to all,” and that so ** tender ” are his * mercies” over *all his
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works,” that not a single soul on earth but may be saved, through
Christ, if it only,—as it may,—repent and believe and live by faith.
But, on the other hand, they cannot see that the reviewer is entitled,
except on the ground of simple deference to an inexplicable averment of
the Holy Spirit, to say that God is ¢ good to all,” and that his tender
mercies over-canopy all. According to the current notions of goodness
and tender mercy, men in general would not say that it is a good or a
very tenderly merciful act, to kiss a man;—when the first and last aim
is to get him stabbed to death under the fifth rib. And as little of real
goodness and tender-mercy could we see in the dealings of God toward
the non-elect, if we were shut up by our creed to believe that all the
kindness which he manifests to them, is simply, as regards the first
and last aim of his heart or will, that they may be ¢ fitted, as vessels of
wrath, for destruction.” Surely it is not what is usually regarded as
goodness and tender-meray to preach the gospel to such: for, as Beza
says, ‘ God causeth them to hear, by preaching, the outward word of
the gospel, but, because they are not of the number of the elect, being
called, they hear not; and for as much as they are not able to receive
the Spirit of truth, therefore they cannot believe, because it is not given
unto them. Wherefore, when they are called to the feast, theg refuse to
come, so that the word of life is folly unto them and an offence, and
finally the savour of death to their destruction.” ¢ There are yet
others,” he adds, *“ whose hearts God openeth to receive and believe the
things that they hear; but this is with that general faith, whereby the
devils believe and tremble.” And there are others still, he continues,
‘“ the most miserable of all, who climb a higher degree, that their fall
might be more grievous; for they are raised so high by some gift of
grace, that they are a little moved with some taste of the heavenly gift,
so that for the time they seem to have received the seed, and to be
planted in the church of God.” ¢ But this is plain,” he proceeds,
“‘that the spirit of adoption is never oommunicate«f unto them. For if
they were of the elect, they should remain still with the elect. All
these, therefore,” he adds, ‘‘ because of necessity, and yet willingly, as
they which are under the slavery of sin, return to their vomit, and fall
away from faith, are plucked up by the roots, to be cast into the fire.”
(Table of Predestination, chap. v.) Is this, we would ask, the divine
style of goodness and tender-mercy ? Is this to be good unto all, and
be very tenderly merciful even to the non-elect ?

HAS GOD PLEASURE IN THE DEATH OF THE WICKED P

The reviewer proceeds :—

¢ God hath no pleasure in the death of the wicked;’ and His memorial through-
out all generations has been, ‘ The Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious,’ His
ambassadors have been instructed to urge upon every man the message of everlasting
life, to address unqualified offers of mercy to the very chief of sinners. In presecut-
ting such a work, Calvinists believe that they obey the command of one whose nature
is the embodiment of perfect aincerity and the fondest love.”—p. 30, 81.

‘We should have preferred that the fondling expression with which
the quotation concludes,—an expression certainly which Calvin never
employed, and which the Westminster Confession of Fusth does not
sanction,—should have been omitted. It is particularly offensive when
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it is used by one who expressly approves of Calvin’s views of election
and reprobation, and of foreordination in general ; and who is doubtless,
therefore, prepared to add his amen, to what the reformer confesses,
when he says,—‘ I confess, indeed, that it is 3y ths will of God that all
the posterity of Adam have fallen into this miserable condition, in which
they are involved.”” (Imstst. iii. 28. 4.) God, according to Calvin and
the Westminster Confession of Faith, unconditionally willed the fall;
and he thus willed it, that he might unconditionally choose only some
of the race to the enjoyment of bliss, and unconditionally ¢ pass by the
rest,” that they might be ultimately condemned ‘to dishonour and
wrath for their sin, to the praise of his glorious justice.” This might
indeed be ‘‘ the fondesi love” to g part of the great family. But if it
be the fondest love to all, we should like to know what, according to
our author’s lexicography, is the meaning of the words ‘ love” and
¢ fondness.” Are they to be explained, as the antiquated etymologists
used to explain the Latin word lucus, by the rule of contraries, & non
Jucendo ? )

If the system of our author be in accordance with the Scriptures, the
words “ God hath no pleasure in the death of the wicked "’ ought surely
to have been omitted from the second page. For if God, as the Confes-
sion maintains, ¢ freely and unchangeably ordained,” and * worketh
too, ‘‘ whatsoever comes to pass,” (Chap. iii. 1.) it must have been,
according to our author’s theory of the will, his pleasure and inclination
thus to ordain and to work. The will is free, says our author, when
“‘a rational being possesses liberty to follow, without external violence,
the bent of his own inclination.” (p. 10.) God has this liberty;
for he is a “rational being,” and does ‘ follow without external
violence, the bent of his inclination,” in all that he does, "When,
therefore, the death of the wicked comes to pass, it was, with
all its antecedents, worked and willed and wished by God. And
the mere fact that the preachers of the gospel are ‘‘instructed to urge
upon every man the message of everlasting life, and to address un-
qualified offers of mercy to the very chief of sinners,” is, according to
our author's system, of no significance whatsoever, in the way of dis-

roving that ¢ the Lord hath pleasure in the death of the wicked.”
e instructions are intended, after all, not for the benefit of the uncon-
ditionally reprobated, but for the exclusive benefit of the elect. As
preachers are not omniscient, and do not know the elect, they must
needs, it seems, exhort all to accept the great salvation, lest any of the.
chosen should be passed by. Is this the love of God to man, as man?
—to every man, as a man? Is it thus that God has ‘“so loved the
world”? If it be, then either love ” means no-love, or ‘ man’’
means only elected-man, while ¢ world”” means only that fraction of
the world,—the elect.

GOD COMMANDETH ALL MEN TO REPENT.
Our critic proceeds ;—
¢ Calvinists do not doubt that repentance is a prescribed duty; for God ¢ com-

mandeth all men everywhere to repent.’  Unwillingmess to discharge an appointed
work cannot divest any of God's cre%iures of rapomlity."—p. 31,

Very true, we reply ;—if you understand unwillingness according to
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the doctrine of the will, which is maintained by the Evangelical Union,
and opposed by our reviewer. Unwillingness, when a man is free to
form his volitions, does not discharge from responsibility. But it does,
and it must, if it be inevitable and necessitated : and this is what our
author, along with Calvin and Jonathan Edwards, maintains. This in-
evitable, and divinely necessitated unwillingness, is, according to these
theologians, characteristic of all the non-elect. And being so, how can
it, we ask, be out of kindness, or from a desire for their everlasting weal,
that they are ¢ everywhere commanded to repent”? If the theology,
on which we are animadverting, were scriptural, the universal command-
ment of God might, in its relation to the non-elect, be a development
and embodiment of unconditional hatred, but it could not possibly be a
demonstration of ¢ unbought and sovereign love.”

GOD NOT WILLING THAT ANY S8HOULD PERISH.

Our critic, howover, continues; though, apparently, with a little
more difficulty. He says of Calvinists,— ,

4 They believe, further, that God ‘is not willing that any should perish, but that all
should come to repentance ’ ; still they cannot see that the will of Gud so expr
necessarily proves that the will must be carried into accomplishment, or that, if not
carried into accomplishment, the failure must be accounted for by the impossibility of
God controlling the free will of man. ¢ God does not aflict willingly, nor grieve the
children of men;’ still he does afflict them ; to speak with reverence, other considera-
tions overcome His unwillingness, and they are often exposed to many sorrows.” —p. 31.

Precisely so. Higher and wider considerations, than those which
terminate on the bliss of single individuals, afford to tho loving God a
good and sufficient reason for giving his behests to afflictions, or even
for dismissing, and ‘“in hot displeasure " too, the persistently impenitent
from the grace and glory of his presence. Many are afflicted ; though
God does not “ afflict willingly.” And many perish; though  God is
not willing that any should perish.” There is nothing strange in all
this, when we take our stand-point on the doctrine of the will, as main-
tained by the Evangelical Union. Bat, if descending from Gerizzim, we
go up to Mount Ebal, and take our position by the side of our ecritic,
the whole procedure of the Almighty becomes instantly shrouded in
clouds of thick darkness. For, according to what is seen from his stand-
point of curses, the non-elected must perish, and cannot will to come to
repentance. And God, besides, has unconditionally willed that they
should be brought into such a state that their repentance shall be an
impossibility, and their everlasting destruction an inevitability. Hence,
He connected them federally with the first Adam, that their fall might
be secured. But He did not, it seems, connect them federally with the
second Adam that their rising again might be a possibility. And they
could hardly be expected to repent of themselves. According to our
author's system, then, God never had any other bona-fide will in reference
to the non-elect, than that they should remain impenitent and perish.

THE ATONEMENT.

The reviewer procceds now to the consideration of the extent of the
atonement, a doctrine, which is the vitalising heart and lungs of the
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entire Doctrinal Declaration. Some of his introductory words seem to
give promise of something pleasant to contemplate. He says,—

¢ Christ, as far as sincere offer is concerned, is the gift of God to the whole world.
Sinners in every country and in every clime have a warrant to believe. They are
honestly invited to lay hold on eternal life (John xvii. 2).”—p. 31.

‘We do not like, indeed, the somewhat ungenial and ungenerous word
“offer.” It has often an idea of distance and reluctance, and perhaps
even niggardliness, associated with it. Or it suggests too strongly the
notion of exacted conditions, and perhaps even of barter :—¢ I offer you
this, and it shall be yours, if you do this, orif you give me that.” This
does not seem to us to be the magnificent munificence of the Monarch
of the universe. Still, we should not be disposed to be over-scrupulous
about the term; if there be indeed a bona-fide reality behind it, which
is veritably brought within the reach of the parties to whom the offer is
made. Well; is there this bona-fide reality, according to our author’s
theology? His words would seem to intimate that there is. ¢ Christ,
as far as sincere offer is concerned, is the gift of God to the whole world.”
The words look well to the eye, upon the whole, and, with the one ex-
ception of the stintedness of the term * offer,” they sound well to the
ear. And then they are well backed up. ¢ Sinners in every country
and in every clime have a warrant to beﬁeve. They are honestly invited
to lay hold on eternal life.” The word * warrant,” indeed, is as
strange to us, as the word ¢ offer.”” For we cannot see that there
should be any great difficulty in the matter of believing an infinitely
truthful Being. Still, if men without distinction are ¢ honestly invited
to lay hold on eternal life,” there must surely be something good for
men without exception, behind all that repulsive array of ideas which
is apt to start up, when one hears of a mere * offer ”’ of something, and
a bare ‘ warrant "’ to believe on it. But is there, according to our critic’s
theology? Is there a propitiation for. their gins? He tells us;—no.
Is their any provision for their deliverance from the curse and guilt and
depravity of original sin? He tells us;—no. Is there any scheme of
mercy for including them within the number of the elect, for whom alone
Christ died, and in whose hearts alone the Spirit works to will and to
do that which is good ? He tells us;—no. What then is it that is
really brought within their reach? 'What is the bona-fide reality ?
‘Why, it is nothing whatsoever, but mere words about unattainabilities
and impossibilities! And yet, in reference to these very things, our
eritic speaks of a ‘ sincere offer,” and ¢ a gift to the whole world,” anda
‘¢ warrant to believe,” and an ‘‘ honest invitation to lay hold on eternal
life!” Emptiness, in other words, is fulness. Mockery is mercy.

He proceeds ;—

“The Jews were a very narrow-minded people. Much of the same bateful quality
has been prevalent even in the Church of Christ, and we have great cause of thank-
fulness that the expressions applied in Scripture to the atonement are of such a kind

as to banish all exclusiveness.” —p, 31.

‘What !—¢“all exclusiveness’? Are the non-elect, then, included ?
No! Or is it within their power to be included? No! For the atone-
ment is already completed, and not one drop of bloed, according to our
author, was shed for their sins. In what way, then, is it that ‘all ex-
clusiveness is banished”? 'Why, who sees not?—in the words
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employed, and in nothing else besides! For all that follows in our
author's review, to the extent of fourteen comsecutive pages, is a
laboured attempt to prove that the non-elect are in reality excluded.

THE NATURE OF THE ATONEMENT, IN RELATION TO ITS EXTENT

Like many others, who find it easier to spin out a theory of things,
than to travel laboriously, in the Baconian way, from testimony to
testimony in the Record, our author asks, in the first place, *‘ what is
the nature of the atonement?’”” And he declares that * this question
must be satisfactorily answered before an inquiry into the extent of the
atonement is competent.” (p. 32.) He only issues his declaration,
however, as if his simple afidavit were abundance of evidence. We
entirely question his right of affirmation. And we maintain, on the
other side of the subject, that he, who, in forming his theory of the
nature of the atonement, does not take into consideration, the express
Scripture declarations regarding its extent, is not taking with him all
the evidence which it is possible to collect. For this is precisely one of
these important cases in which the question of extent reacts upon the
question of nature, just as truly as the question of nature influences the
question of extent. And in whichsoever direction we find explicit
Scripture evidence, we are bound, if we would reverence the authority
of the Spirit on the one hand, and preserve the Baconian method of
induction on the other, to take the testimony into account. No theory
on the extent of the atonement can be correct, which contradicts any
express testimony by the Spirit concerning its nature. And, reversely,
no theory of the nature of the atonement can be in harmony with the
archetypal idea of God, if it be at variance with any express declarations
in the Record regarding its extent.

If this be the case, the question is conclusively scttled ; for in the
Scripture there is a remarkable luxuriance of explicit declarations to the
effect that Christ is the ¢ Saviour of the world”’; that heis ¢ the pro-
pitiation for the sins of the whole world ”’; that he died “ for all”; that he
““tasted death for every man”; and that he ¢ bought even those who
deny him and bring upon themselves swift destruction.” (See 1 Jo. iv.
14; ii. 1, 2; 1 Tim. 1. 1-6; Heb. ii. 9; 2 Pet. 1i. 1; &c.) And on
the other hand there is not onc passage from Genesis to Revelation, in
which it is said that Christ did not die for all, or in which reference is
made to any one, as an individual, for whom Christ did no¢ die.

Dr. Candlish of Edinburgh has lately written a large volume to prove
that the atonement was wrought out for the elect alone. (ZT'Ae Atone-
ment ; sts reality, completensss, and extent.) And to every argument in
that volume, one after another, from beginning to ending of the work,
we have replied in our Pindication of the Unsversality of the Atonement.
‘We might be excused, therefore, for passing over this part of our
critic’s review ; and all the more readily, as it is not likely, judging
from what we have already seen of his reasoning qualifications, that he
will handle his subject with greater ability or subtlety than the Free
Church champion. But as it is not improbable that this Apology
will fall into the hands of readers who have not seen our Vindication ;
and as, besides, every man has a stand-point of his own, from which he
views his subjects, and sees them in a peculiarity of light, we shall
proceed to pass our critic’s arguments under review.
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THE ATONEMENT IN RELATION TO OLD TESTAMENT SACRIFICES.

In the Doctrinal Declaration, it is said,—

“As mﬁu the Nature of the Atonement, we believe the Saviour’s ¢ obedience unto
death’ to have been strictly vicarious or substitutionary, and to have constituted a

itiation, or sacrificial satisfaction for the sins of men.”—p. 8.

“ We reject the teaching of those who would strip Christ's work of its piacular or
expiatory character, and make it efficacious merely in the way of moral influence upon
men, as the grandest moral act ever performed in our world. That it was indeed the

est moral act ever performed in our world, and that its moral influence, as such,

s mighty, through God, to promote our sanctification, we admit and have all along

But we hold, that it was an expedient introduced intothe moral govern-

ment of God, in which, to the extent required, Christ ®as treated as we deserved, that

we might be treated as he deserved; in which his obedience until death so fills the

Place of the sinner’s punishment as to render the remission of sin’s penalty morally

possible and safe, and thus remove all legal barriers to the salvation of man; and on

the ground of which, accordingly, God can be at once ¢ the !"ust God and the 8aviour,’
—at once ‘just and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.’ ”"—pp. 8, 9.

Our critic grasps at the observations regarding the ‘* strictly vicarious
or substitutionary *’ nature of the atonement. And he says,—

“To what quarter are we to repair in order to obtain an explanation of such

? Undoubtedly to the Ohf’l‘esmnent, where ample means are furnished of
tanding the nature and object of vicarious sacrifice.” —p. 34.

‘We regard his decision as one-sided. And we think, moreover, that
the side which he has actually chosen, is by far the more obscure
of the two. He seems to have forgotten that the Old Testament
sacrifices were merely adumbrative, and that, as shadows, they were
necessarily exoceedingly imperfect. They were rude rudiments. Th
were rough sketches. They were simply elementary hieroglyphs, whic
derived all their value from the fact that they were nevertheless, and
notwithstanding their dimness and indistinctness, outlines of a sur-

i ory that was to come. They pointed, like rs, forward.
They drew before the imagination a sensuous picture of what was to be.
But the substance and reality and perfection of all that was thus
obscurely signified, belong to the new Testament, and are embodied in
Chmist Jesus. To go, then, to the Old Testament sacrifices, the mere
umbratile prefigurations of the one only true atonement for sins, rather
than to the New Testament atonement itself, in order to learn the
nature of the New Testament atonement, is to go backward when one
might proceed forward. It is to go down when one might mount up.
It is to prefer starlight to sunlight. It is to be contented to dwell amid

and shadows, when the Antitype Himself, and the Substance, might
be found hard by. Now that the glorious Object, which was faintly
pictured in the old dispensation, is Himself revealed in the new, it would
be wonderful indeed if we should find it wisest and best rather to judge
of him by the imperfect pictures, than by the immediate inspection of
his own perfect glory, fully unveiled. The New Testament, indeed, is
#n the Old; as the man is in the child, and as the oak is in the acorn.
But the Old Testament, again, is also in the New, as is the child in the
man, and as is the acorn in the oak. The New Testament is more
emphatically a key to the Old, than is the Old to the New. The

1 tgen, of the nature and of the extent of the atonement must
be decided, still more emphatically by an appeal to the completion. tham
by an appeal to the incipiency, of revelation.

No.1.] D L[Vol. 1.
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THE ATONEMENT, THE REMOVAL OF LEGAL BARRIERS.

‘We have no objection, however, to follow our author to the Old
Testament. He says,—

“ The authors of the Declaration admit, that in sin-offerings, a symbolical trans.
ference of guilt from the offerer to the victim took place. The death of the animal
stood, in law, as the punishment due to the transgressor, Sometimes the sacrifice
was offered for one individual, sometimes for one family, and sometimes for the whole
. oontﬁregatign of Israel ; but in all dases there was the imputation of guilt, the efficacy

of the sacrifice being believed to be proportioned to the extent of the imputation. Bat
the question arises, after the guilt had been imputed and the animal slain, What was
the position of the offerer ?  Did it depend on circumstances whether he did or did

ot escape from the evil, for the removal of which the sacrifice has been appointed ?
Is there 1n the Old Testament a single passage which implies that sacrifices contem«
plated no further object than the removal of ¢legal barriers’ to the individual or
ublic welfare of the Jewish people? In all cases they are described as efficucious
or the object for which they were presented.”—pp. 34, 35.

If the reviewer would only deliberately consider what ‘¢ legal barriers”
are, he would see that it was not possible, in the nature of things, that
there could be anything else contemplated in the Old Testament piacular
sacrifices, than their removal. ¢ Legal barriers’ are, of eourse, just
the barriers to the enjoyment of privileges, which arise from the nature
of moral government. They are governmental barriers,—the barriers
that lie on the side of the government as distinguished from the side of
the governed. They are the barriers, that are objective in relation to
the governed, as distinguished from the barriers—actual or potential—
that are, on their part, subjective. In God's moral government, whether
of the Jews, or of the world at large, the legal barriers that prevented
the governed enjoying any privileges which it was within the scope of
the divine government to bestow, were simply those constitutional claims
of the divinely administered commonwealth, which demanded that the
laws of the realm should not be violated with impunity. Nothing but
the punishment of the transgressors themselves, or what would,
vicariously, have an equal governmental effect, could satisfy these claims.
Either, then, the transgressors themselves must be punished, or a substi-
tute must be found, whose relations both to the government and the
governed were such, that his mediation could be safely admitted. Such
a substitute has been found. And the moral necessities of the empire
demand that he should suffer in the room of the guilty. He was willing.
He was wishful. He was able, without ultimate injury to himself. He
was able to endure all that was requisite, and then to rise triumphantly,
an everlasting conqueror. But as he was only to appear in *the
fulness of the time,” there was a grand propaedeutic pre%uation for his
advent, and more especially among the people, with whom he was to
be, by birth, allied. And, as part and parcel of that preparation, many
of the spiritual privileges, which were to be the fruits of his mediation,
were sensuously hieroglyphed in typical rites, and in outward political
aots and relations. The outward and hieroglg'phical privileges enjoyed
by the Jews, in virtue of their typical sacrifices, were brought within
their reach, only when the legal or governmental barriers were outwardly
and hieroglyphically removed. In short, nothing more was secured by
the Old Testament sacrifices than what was objective to the governed :
that is to say, nothing more than legal barriers were removed. And it
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is, we apprehend, beyond the power of man, if he really think, instead
of disporting himself with the mere symbols of thought, to conceive of
anything else as secured by the Old Testament sacrifices than the
removal of those legal or governmental barriers, that stood up between
the transgressing people, and the everlasting realities of blessing which
emanated from tbe throne of the Governor. If, however, any subjective
barriers remained in the persons of the people themselves, the blessings
objectively thrown open could rot be enjoyed: and ¢ he that despised
Moses’ law died without mercy under two or three witnesses,” notwith-
standing the sacrifice of atonement. (Heb. x. 28.)

AN OVERLOOKED PECULIARITY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT SACRIFICES. -

The reviewer overlooks another peculiar characteristic of the Old
Testament sacrifices. 7 Aoy were furnishod, and brought to the altar, by
the sndisoiduals in whoss behalf they were offored. And, if the atonement
was made for the whole congregation, as on the great annual day of
atonement, the victims wors furnished by ths congregateon. ‘‘ And Aaron,”
saith the Lord, ‘ shall take of (or from) the congregation of the children
of Iarael, two kids of the goats for a sin-offering, and one ram for a
burnt-offering.” (Lev. xvi. 5.) The partics, therefore, who are
typically and hieroglyphically represented by ¢‘ the congregation of the
children of Israel ”’ are not so much the component members of the great
commonwealth of men, embracing multitudes of future believers, as the
much smaller commonwealth of those who have already believed, who
are subject to the constitutional laws of the City of God, and who volun-
tarily approach their Sovereign through the mediation of the great Atoner.
In short, it is the relation of actual believers to the Atoner, which
is, under a dim yet sublime hieroglyph, emphatically exhibited in
the circumstances of the Old Testament sacrifices. And hence, when
the legal barriers were removed, the blessings, for the attainment
of which the offerings were presented, became actually enjoyed. 'When
the reviewer, then, appeals to these sacrifices, to prove, that the
sacrifice of Christ must be followed by the pardon and ultimate salvation
of all those for whom it was presented, he commits the very great
mistake of supposing that the hieroglyph of the relatiomship of actual
believers is ustive, in its significance, of all the relationships in
which man can stand to the great antitypical Atoner.

THE REVIEWER'S APPEAL TO PAUL.

But our reviewer prosecutes his argument :—

“ When the apostle Paul, who wasso well acquainted with the principles of the Jewish
faith, is correcting the erroueous impressions prevalent in the Jewish mind in his
day—while he claims for the sacrifice of Christ exclusive influence in bringing about
our reconcilation with God, he uniformly preserves the great in respect
of real substitution between the ancient offerings and the sacrifice of Christ. On all

b he most carefully excludes the idea that atomement was intended
m open the door of mercy—merely to remove legal bm—merel{’to render it
compatible with the divine character to save—merely to secure man's agginen, if
man should, in the exercise of his free will, sue for such a blessing. 2 Cor. v. 18,
18; Eph, il 14, 16; v. 2; Heb. ix. 28; x. 13.”—pp. 85, 36

We acknowledge that, as for ourselves, we should not be disposed to
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represent the atonement as “ merely opening the door of mercy,” or as
¢ merely rendering it compatible with the divine character to save,” or as
‘“ merely securing man’s happiness, if man should, in the exercise of his
free-will, sue for such a blessing.” It is not thus that we are
accustomed either to exhibit, or to view, the atonement. But certainly
'we do believe that it was the design of that great propitiatory offering
to remove ‘‘ legal bars.”” And we believe, moreover, that its design,—
so far as distinctive and proximate aim is concerned,—was exhausted in
the removal of these bars. 'We cannot see how any one can doubt this,
if his notions concerning the nature of moral government in general, and
what it is that constitutes legal or governmental bars in particular,—
bars to the enjoyment of the privileges, which it is within the scope or
province of any government to bestow,—we cannot see, we say, how
any one can doubt this, if his notions only rise sufficiently above the
superficial in thought, or if they deepen to any perceptible degree at all
beneath the shallow. Our author himself, as we imagine, if he could
only master to the full the theory of atonement for which he contends,
and oould also couple with it any tolerable theory of what is com-
prehended in moral government, would not object to our representation.

But not to dwell on this, it suffices for the present to note, that our
critic believes that the apostle Paul is ¢ on all occasions’ most careful
to inculcate the idea that the atoning sacrifice of our Lord secured the
faith and ultimate salvation of all for whom it was presented. And he
refers to five passages in support of his belief.

FIVE NEW TESTAMENT PASSAGES APPEALED TO BY THE REVIEWER.

The first is 2 Cor. v. 18, 19,—*¢ And all things are of God, who hath
reconciled us to himself by Jesus Christ, and hath given to us the
ministry of reconciliation; to wit, that God was in Christ reconciling
the world unto himself, not imputing their trespasses unto them; and
hath committed unto us the word of reconciliation.” But it seems
evident at a glance, that our critic must, so far as this passage is con-
cerned, have misunderstood the apostle. For, ta the first place, there is
express mention made of ‘‘the world,” as constituting the great
collective object, toward which God’s conciliatory aim was directed in
the work of Christ Jesus. And yet it is not the case that the world's
faith and pardon and purity and everlasting bliss have been secured.
In the seoond place, the apostle mentions in the following verse the way
in which he exercised his ministry of reconciliation. He ‘¢ prayed men
in Christ’s stead, and said, Be ye reconciled to God.”” He dealt with
them as beings who were free in the matter of their inner choices. He
appealed to their free-will ; and called upon them to use it in a way
harmonious with the propitious relationship of God. And, tn the third
place, the very fact that the apostle thus entreated others to use their
free-agency in being reconciled to God, is a proof that when he himself
was reconciled, and that too by the gracious agency of God, it must have
been through the intervenience of faith and his own free will. There
is nothing, then, in this passage, to shew that Paul held our author’s
notion of the essential nature of the atonement. Let us look at the next

passage.
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- It is Eph. ii. 14-16 ;—* For Christ is our peace, who hath made both
one, and hath broken down the middle wall of partition between us;
having abolished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of commandments
contained in ordinances; for to make in himself of twain one new man,
%0 making peace ; and that he might reconcile both unto God in one
body by the cross, having slain the enmity thereby.” The paseage con-
tains nothing which can be construed either into an assertion or into &
denial of the idea, that the reconciliation of both Jewish and Gentile
Christians to God, and to one another in God, was conditioned on the
intervenience of faith. But we know from other passages, as for
example from the eighth verse of this very chapter, that the recon-
ciliation was invariably thus conditioned. And if the condition, faith,
was not merely a privilege, but also a duty, then there must- have
been, in addition, the intervenience of free-will. For nothing can be a
duty to man, which he is not free to choose or to refuse.

The third passage appealed to is Eph. v. 2,—‘Walk in love, as
Christ hath loved us, and hath given himself for us, an offering and a
sacrifice to God for a sweet smelling savour.” But what sort of bearing
the passage can have upon the reviewer’s argument, we cannot divine.
Does he imagine that the mere word ¢‘sacrifice”’ is a suficient demon-
stration that all his notions regarding it are correct '

The fourth passage, which he adduces, is from the epistle to the
Hebrews ;—which epistle, by the by, our author decides, in the assump-~
tive way, to be the production of Paul. It is Chapter ix. 28, to which
he appeals ;—* 8o Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and
unto them that look for him shall he appear the second time, without gin,
unto salvation.” But we are again at a loss to divine why such a passage
should be referred to. It certainly does not teach that all for whom
Christ was once offered, as a sacrifice, shall be saved. It says, indeed,
that it was to bear the sins of ‘“many” that Christ was once offer-
el. But the word ‘“many” is used, qualitatively, to denote a cer-
tain aspect of the numerical proportion of the all for whom he died.
The ali, for whom he died, unlike many other totalities, were many.
Even Calvin remarks that the sacred writer here ¢ uses the word many
for all, as in Romans chap. v. 15.” (Multos dicit pro ommidus, sicuti ad
Romanos, cap. v. 15.) Headds, ‘it is true indeed, that it is not all, who
shall derive benefit from the death of Christ; but this happens, because
their own unbelief prevents it.”” 'When the inspired writer proceeds,
in the second clause of the verse, to say that ‘‘unto them that look for
him, Christ shall appear the second time, without sin, unto salvation,”
he uses an expression which seems to indicate that, from among the
vast multitude, or the ¢ many,” for whom he died, there are only some
“who look for his second coming,” and ‘ love his appearing.,” And
all this presentsa view of things, which is exceedingly unlike our eritic’s
ideas regarding the limitation of the atonement.

The last to which he appeals, is Heb. x. 12,—*¢ But this man,

after he offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right
band of God.”” Once more we are at a loss to divine the relevancy of
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the quotation. The passage makes no reference whatsoever to the num-
ber of the persons for whom the sacrifice was presented, or to the num-
ber of the blessings which it infallibly and unconditionally secured.

‘When our critic had the epistle to the Hebrews before him, and was
even engaged in scanning its tenth chapter, we rather marvel that his
eyes should have been remarkably unobservant of several other verses
within its limits, which bear momentously upon his argument. They
bear in a peculiar way indeed. They bear down upon it. They demolish
it altogether. And this, perhaps, would be the reason why his eyes did
not choose to take notice of them. There are, for instance, verses 26,
27,— for if we ein wilfully after that ws have recesved the knewledge of
the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins; but a certain
fearful looking for of judgment, and flery indignation, which shall
devour the adversaries.”” It is here supposed that some who have
made use of the sacrifice of Christ, having ¢ received the knowledge of
the truth,’”” may yet ¢ sin wilfully,” and finally apostatize from chris-
tianity. (Comp. verses 29-31, and chap. vi. 4-8.) But since the in-
spired writer makes such a supposition, his idea of the sacrificeof Christ
must have been totally different from that of our eritic. He cannot
bave regarded faith, and perseverance in faith, and final salvation, as
absolutely secured by the sacrifice. The other verses immediately suc-
ceed ;—* He that despised Moses' law, died without mercy under two
or three witnesses: Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall
he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, and
hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewsth ke was sanctified, an
unholy thing, and hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace ?”’ The
inspired writer manifestly refers to apostates, ‘‘ who draw back unto
perdition,” and whose ‘‘latter end is worse with them than the begin-
ning.” (2 Pet. ii. 20-22.) Butif it be possible that there should be
such apostates, who have been actually ¢ sanctified by the blood of the
covenant,” it cannot be the case that the sacrifice of our Lord secures
the faith, the perseverance in faith, the pardon, the purity, and the
final glorification, of all for whom it has been presented. And if, on the
other hand, it be impossible that there should be such apostates, the in-
spired writer would be dealing in mere horrifio chimeras of supposition ;
and he would not be harmonious in sentiment with Paul, who tells us
expressly of Hymeneus and Alexander, that ‘‘ having put away a good
conscience; concerning faith, they made shipwreck.” (1 Tim. i. 19, 20.)

. Hétherto, then, our author has made little progress, indeed, in the
way of demonstrating that the atonement has been wrought out for the
elect alone. Every tittle of evidence, on which he tries to lay his hand,
recoils. Itis either against him altogether ; or, if not absolutely against
him, it is most decidedly not for him. And it is to be borne in mind,
that on all the counter-evidence, he is careful to say not a single word.
He proceeds, however, to call more witnesses for his own view ;—hope-
ful, perbaps, that quantity will make up for quality. And we must
proceed, we presume, to cross-examine them, as they appear.
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ROMANS V. 12-19, APPEALED TO.

“There is & parallel drawn, as we have said, in Rom. v, 12-19, between Adam and
Christ. If the passage has any distinct object, it is to t the federal headship
or sqretgehip of Christ Jesus, There is, according to Paul's reasoning, the same con-
pection between him and those who are to be saved by him, as between Adam and his
spostate descendants, Through Adam’s guilt the curse was entailed on his offspring
without any choice on their part, and there is no doubt, from the language of the

e, that the blmn}g‘ ﬂo‘“ﬁ, from the death of Christ are equally determinate,
¢ For if by one man’s offence death reigned by ome: much more they which receive
abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness shall reign in life by one Jesus
Christ’ ¢ For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the
obedience of one shall many be made righteous.’ There is a contrast expreseed
between thomn&evhom made ‘sinners’ by Adam, and the many who are made
:nﬁ?m' by work of Christ. Their being made sioners, as the argument
implies, refers to the imputation of Adam’s g-u]% to the many. Death, in all the
senses in which it is used in Scripture, was the consequence of that imputation. In
the same way the removal of the effects of the curse, resting on the many for whom
Chr':; d;;d, is the certain effect of the righteousness produced by His obedience.”—
PP- 99, /.

We are astonished that our critic should imagine that he had done
justice to the apostle’s idea. For, sn the first place, that idea, certainly,
cannot be, barely and baldly “‘to represent the federal headship or
suretyship of Christ Jesus.”” The apostle was not writing, in what goes
before, of ‘the federal headship orsuretyshipof Christ’’; and Rom. v. 12~
19 is evidently an illustration of what has been taught in the preceding
part of the epistle. 'We admit, however, that Christ is exhibited, in the
paragraph, as a second Adam, a second and more glorious Head of the
human race. But, tn tAe second place, our author imports too much of
his own theoretical system of theo{ogy into his exegesis of the paragraph,
when he says,—*‘ There is, according to Paul’s reasoning, the same con-
nection between Christ and those who are to be saved by him, as between
Adam and his apostate descendants’”” The expression ‘‘ those who are
to be saved by him” is not warranted by the hermeneutics of the pas-

It has too much of the fore-fixed, and the *cut and dry,” about
it. And the intromission, again, of the word ¢ apostate,” is significant.
It is not warranted by the exegesis of the passage. For many of the
descendants of Adam who are spoken of, are those ‘ who have not sin-
ned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression : ”—that is, they have
not apostatized. We admit, however, that the apostle does teach, by
what he says in the passage, that in some momentous respects those who
are connected with Christ by faith are treated, as regards ¢ life,”’ in the
highest acceptation of the term, on the same principle on which those
who are connected with Adam by birth, are treated as regards ‘‘ death,”
in one of the lower significations of the word. In the thsrd place, it can-
not be the case that the idea of the apostle has been seized in the follow-
ing sentence :—* Through Adam’'s guilt the curse was entailed on his
gl‘:prhxg witho;:h:ny choice ]t:n ?ileirbfm; and there is no doubt, from

language o apostle, that the blessings flowing from the death of
Christ are equally determinate.” It would appear :lfat our critic thinks
that the blessings flowing from the death of Christ, are emtailed on
“those who are to be saved by him,” ‘¢ without any choice on their
part.” The blessings referred to, he would eay, we presume, involve
within them, as an integral part of themselves, all the right choices which
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may be requisite for the present pardon and peace, and for the final and
everlasting salvation, of the elected few. But the relation of the
entire paragraph to the scope of the preceding chapters,—in which the
necessity of faith, on the part of sinners, is insisted on,—leads us to the
conclusion that when the apostle says, ‘‘they which recerve abundance
of grace and of the gift of righteousness,” he uses the word ‘‘receive
in its peychologically active signification, as denoting the forth-putting
of the vital activity and receptivity of the soul. This is the interpreta-
tion of Thomas Aquinas; and also of Wiclif, who renders the word,
‘“ taking,”’—‘* Myche more men that takynge plente of grace, etc.” It is
Calvin's interpretation too. He explains the expression * who receive "’
as meaning ‘‘the believing”’ (fideles); and he says, ‘It is necessary
that you be a believer, if you would enjoy the righteousness of Christ ;
JSor it 18 by faith that union with him ¢s attained,” (ip. eum inseri nos per
fidem oportet). Melancthon gives the same interpretation. So does
Beza. His note is emphatically to the point :—*‘ who recesve, that is,
who accept the proffered (gift), namely by the hand of faith,” (id est,
oblatam dsxéueres, fidei videlicet manu). Our great Scottish critic,
Andrew Melville, takes the same view of the case. He explains the
word thus, ‘‘laying hold by the hand of faith’ (prehendentes fidei
manu). Musculus 18 of the same opinion. He asks ‘ who are they who
receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness?” And
he answers his question thus,—* They are those who apprehend it by
faith.” It is, then, unwarrantably assumptive on the part of our
critic, to take quietly, we might almost say magisterially, for granted
that the word ‘‘receive” is used by the apostle, in such a sense as
his peculiar theology may happen to require, or, in what Bengel calls
its ““neuter-passive’ signification. If he be determined to understand
the verb in this manner, he is bound to give reasons for his interpreta-
tion. And it would, we think, have been of more moment for him to
have noticed, with de Wette, Krehl, Mehring, and others of the best
modern critics, that.the present tense of the verb brings into view, “ the
continuousness of the appropriation of the grace,” (das Fortgehende der
Aneignung der Gnade;—.Ds Wetts). Or,as Krehl remarks,——¢¢ the taking
of the gift, the grasping of the grace, is viewed as a continuous act,”
(das Nehmen des Geschenkes, das Ergreifen der Gnadengabe, als eine
fortdauernde Handlung, gedacht wird). It is not the case, then, that the
blessings of the atonement are secured to the elect ¢¢ without any choice
on their part.” They receive ; they accept ; they apprehend ; they take ;
they choose :—and thus they enjoy. There is, as Ca?vin himself notices,
some difference between Adam and Christ in relation to their respective
representees. And one element of the difference, as is also pointed out
by him, is the link of union between the two representatives. In the
one case, it is birth. In the other, it is faith. This, we conceive, is
at once a scriptural, and a rational view of the passage. And it is cer-
tainly to be infinitely preferred to that which is merely assumed by
our critic. But, sn tAe fourth placs, his interpretation of the passage
cannot be correct, for he says,—** Death, in all the senses in which it is
used in Scripture, was the consequence of that imputation.” In other
words, he holds that when it is said of the multitude of Adam’s represen-
tees, that they be dead ” on account of the one primary “ offence " of
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the first father, the reference is to the fulness of what is currently re-
presented as *‘ death temporal, spiritual, and eternal.” But this cannot
be. For the apostle speaks of a death actually suffered. And if all
Adam’s representees did actually die, in the fulness of the sense conten-
_ded for by our critic, then, not only do infants die spiritually, but, along
with all the rest of the human race, whether believers or not, they die
eternally! 'We almost begin to get impatient! The longing rises up
within us, to get away from under the reign of nonsense !

ISAIAH LIll. APPEALED TO.

Our reviewer proceeds, however, to supplement the imperfections of
all his previous testimonies by appealing to Isaiah liii.

“The 53d ehapter of Isaiah exg:e-u very clearly the idea of vicarious substitution,
sod with equal explicitness unfolds the ‘definite results arising from the atonement.
It is scarcely pomsible for a Christian to read that chapter and believe that any one for
whom, in the strict sense, Christ died, shall ever perish. ‘He was wounded for our
trangressions, and bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was laid
upon him; and with his stripes we are healed’ (ver. 5). *All we, like sheep, have
menm:q: we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lord hath laid on

the iniquity of us all’ (ver. 8). There is unfolded, also, the closest connection
between the purchaze and the application of the blessings of salvation. ¢When thou
shalt make his soul an offering for sin, he shall see his seed, he shall prolong his days,
and the pleasure of the Lord shall in his hand’ S"r. 10). It cannot
denied that the pest humiliation an t exaltation of Christ are connected as
cause and effect (Phil. ii. 8, 10). ‘ﬁil eceing his seed,’ is connected with His
sufferings with equal stringency, ¢ He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be
satisfied : by his knowledge shall m riEhteoul servant justify many, for he shall bear
their iniquities’ (ver. 11)—words which imply, not only that the atonement of Christ
would enable Almighty consistently to justify any sinner who might be led from
auy cause to seek such & blessing, but they teach also that such is the effect of His
death—such the effect of his bearing their iniquity, that they mus¢ be brought to know
Him so as to be justified by His blood. The success of the gospel is, throughout the
whole chapter, entirely based on the efficacy of the atonement ; but, according to the
views of the Evangelical Union, the atonement gives rise to a mere possibility of the
eause prospering ; it provides no security.” —pp. 37, 38.

But our author, we presume, has simply forgotten to look to the
beginning of the chapter. If he had looked there, he would have found
that the inspired preachers of the gospel were not contented with the
actual results of what was proclaimed by them. They thought that still
more, than were actually converted, might have been ¢ brought to know
the Saviour, so as to be justified by his blood.” And hence they
exclaim, at once in sorrow and in surprise, *who hath believed our
report? and to whom is the arm of the Lord revealed ?”” If they had
had our critic’s opinions, they would have been thoroughly satisfied
with the results, as embracing all that was actually intended; and
therefore all that was, without pelagianism, possible ; and thus all
that was really willed and wished, by the Divine Father and the
Saviour. 'When our critic says, that ‘it is scarcely possible for a
Christian to read this chapter and believe that any one for whom, in
the strict sense, Christ died, shall ever perish,” he furnishes a singular
example of the blinding effect of prepossessions. Does he not know that,
our little Scotland apart, almost all the Christians in the world, who
read the chapter, believe that Christ died for the whole human race
without distinetion or exception ? Does he think that Wesleyan
Methodists never read the chapter? Does he think that the ministers
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and members of the Church of England never read the chapter, or that,

in reading it, they think they see in it a contradiction to their 31st

Article? Does he think that the English Independents never read the

chapter, or, when reading it, find in it a refutation of the belief of
Payne, and Wardlaw, and Angell James? Does he think that the
American Independentsand the American New School Presbyteriansnever

read the chapter, or only read in it the condemnation of their own creed ?

Does he thm,i: that the Lutherans never read the chapter, or that, when

they read it, they find that, from Luther and Melancthon, downward,

they have all been in error as to the extent of the atonement ?

JOHN X, 16, 16, 26, 28, APPEALED TO.

Our author has a palmary argument, however, to prove that the
atonement is for the eleet alone: and he now proceeds to produce it :—

“InJohn x. 15, 16, 26, 28, the Baviour himselfsays: ¢As the Father knoweth me,
even 20 know I the Father: and I lay down my life for the sheep. And other sheep
I have which are not of this fold, them also I must bring, and they shall hear my voice :
and there shall be one fold and one shepherd. But ye believe not, because ye are not
of my sheep, as I said unto you. My sheep hear my voice and 1 know them, and they
follow me. Aud I give unto them eteme:f life; and the{ shall never perish, neither
shall any man pluck them out of my hand. My Father which gave them me is greater
than ;ll,l;z;ul2 ;zo man isable to pluck them out of my Father’s hands’ (Compare John
xvii. .

«No toubt t)he Conference of the Union have 8 method of their own by which to
mterpret theee verses, though we cannot confidently conjecture what their interpre-
tation will be, as they are not in the habit of quoting such passages ; but if their mode
of solving the difficulty arising from these words is to consider those as the sheep of
Christ, who believe on Him, the explanation will not suffice. Christ, it will be
observed, does not say, ye are not of my sheep because ye believe not. His statement
is different altogether. Ye ¢believe not because ve are not of my sheep’—words
which, when united with the second clause of verse 15, connect inseparably the Jpro-
duction of faith with the efficacy and the intention of atonement. (See also John
xiv. 6; Eph. v. 29.)"—pp. 38, 39.

But if our critic’s interpretation of the passage were the correct one,
our Saviour would have furnishing an excuse for the unbelief of
the Pharisees, instead of administering to them a rebuke. For certainly
they could not be reasonably or righteously blamed for not exercising
faith, if it had not been provided for them, but, on the contrary, was
utterly unattainable by them. It cannot, then, be the case that our
(ériti.c's view of the passage is in accordance with the mind of the

aviour.

It is the isolation of the verses from their context that lends any
plausibility, that it possesses, to the interpretation of our critic. 'When
the verses are read in their full connection, and without violent pre-

ssession, their import becomes manifest. In the expression, ‘‘ye

ieve not,” the reference is not to the gospel, as distinctively under-
stood, or as unfolding, alike for all ages, the way of salvation. The
reference i8 simply to the Messiahship of Christ. This is rendered
manifest, when the two preceding verses are read,—

“Then came the Jews round about Him, and #aid unto Him, how long dost thou
make us to doubt ? If thou be the Christ, tell us plainly.

¢ Jesus answered them, I told you, and ye believed not : the works that I do in my
Father's name, they bear witness of me.”—John x. 24, 25.

‘When our Saviour, then, says to the captious and malignant ques-
tioners, (see ver. 31, 89,) who no doubt were seeking occasion to en-
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tangle him in his words, that they might accuse him to the Romans as
anival to Ceesar,—when he says to them, ‘‘ye believe not,” he simply
means ‘‘ ye believe not that I am the promised Messiah.” And when
he adds, ‘‘because ye are not of my sheep,” the meaning is, at bot-
fom, really this,—‘‘ because ye are not believers of the Goepel.” If
they Aad been trus beliovors of the Gospel, they would have had no difficulty
8 belioving that Jesus was the trus Mossigh. He had told them, though
not in express terms, that he was. He had told them the full truth so
far es the times would permit him to utter it. He had said, ¢ before
Abrabam was, I am ”; and that implied that he was the true Messiah.
He had said, that “ Abraham rejoiced to see hisday afar off”; and that
implied that he was the true Messiah. He had said that *if the Son
shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed " ; and that implied that he
was the true Messiah. He had said that he was ¢ the Good Shepherd”;
and that implied that he was the good and true Messiah. If, then, they
had been genuine believers of the Gospel, as they professed to be; if they
had been genuine members, by faith, of the church of God, as they pro-
fessed to be; they would have easily penetrated intothe importof the veiled
utterances of the Saviour, and have believed that he was the Gracious One,
on whom, as exhibited in the law and the prophets, they had been here-
tofore believing for the salvation of the soul. Z'Ae¢ shesp would Aave known
the votos of the Shepherd. But they did not believe that he was the
Messiah, becanse they did not truly believe in the Messiah as exhibited
in the law and the prophets. They did not know his voice, for they
were not his sheep. Or, as he elsewhere expressesit, they did not come
to him; because they had not learned of the Father, so as to be drawn
toward Him. (John vi. 44 and 45.) They were ‘““of their father the
devil,” and not ‘‘ of God.” If they had been ‘ of God,” if they had been
‘“the sons and daughters of God,” by true faith in the gospel of God,
they would have readily recognized their elder brother, God's peculiar
Son, and known the Father's words, which he spake. (John viii. 42-47.)
The passage quoted, then, is very far indeed from being a proof that
‘the production of saving faith is inseparably connected with the effi-
cacy and the intention of the atonement.” And as for the 15th verse,
“I lay down my life for the sheep,” it is not intended, as we have shown
in our Vindication of the Unsversality of the Atonement, to define the ex-
clusive objects of the atoning death. The Baviour is not contrasting the
sheep and the goats. He is contrasting himself as the true Shepherd,
with false messiahs as only hireling shepherds. These hireling shep-
herds were selfish; and when danger came, as, for example, when the
wolf sprang into the fold, they fled, so that ‘ the wolf caught the shee;
and scattered them.” But as for Jesus, he was ‘ the good Shephen{
who laid down his life for the sheep.” There is no more intentional re-
ference to the entire circumference of the intended objects of the atone-
ment, than there is in that other passage which contains the words of
the apostle Paul,—‘ he loved me, and gave Himself for me.” (Gal. ii.

20.)
THE REVIEWER'S CONFIDENT CONCLUSION.

. Whatever others, however, may think of the validity of the evidence
adduced, and of the conclusiveness of the argumentation attempted, the
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reviewer himself has no misgivings. On the contrary, he proceeds
to say,—

“If these passages can be explained consistently with the doctrine of the Evangelical
Union, we will abandon the argument, It is very little to the purpose to say that all
men would be saved by Christ’s atonement would they but believe. There is now no
other obatacle to the salvation of any man. But what is unbelief? Unbelief is a part
of the curse of Adam’s apostasy cleaving to our nature, and if provision is not made
for its removal, the effects of the atonement on the sinner’s happiness are purel
visionary. But is the removal of that obstacle, under the Christian dispensation, 1
to the free-will of any sinner for whom Christdied ? Is it from a regard to the willing-
ness of inmense multitudes, of their own accord, or by the urgency of their fellow-men,
to embrace Christ, that the Almighty speaks so eonﬂﬁently regarding the result of the
travail of Christ's soul? If so, why, in so many , connect their willingnes
with the death of Christ in their special stead ? It Christ died for all equally, what is
the explanation of the special efficacy of His death in bringing into a state of know-
ledge and faith those that are saved ? There is no explanation but that condemned in
the Declaration. There must be a special and efficacious referenco to the elect in the
work of atonement.”—p. 39.

But there must not, we maintain. There must not, unless the con-
clusion of an argument may be established without the slightest refer-
ence to the validity of the premises. 'We have gone over all the details
of evidence, every item apart, on which our critic attempts to find a
foundation for his conclusion. And every part in particular, has been
found wanting. Every atom has recoiled; and has struck, indeed,
against the object for which the sum-total has been adduced. Every

adduced has, on the strictest laws of exegesis, been * explained
consistently with the doctrine of the Evangelical Union’’; and we therefore
call upon our author to redeem his pledge, and ¢abandon his argument.”

It 18 not the case, as we have seen, that there is any passage which
teaches the ¢ efficacy of Christ's death, in bringing intoa state of know-
ledge and faith,” all for whom he died. Neither is it the case, on the
other hand, that the Evangelical Union holds that it is ‘‘ from a regard
to the willingness of immense multitudes, of their own accord, or by the
agency of their fellow-men, to embrace Christ, that the Almighty speaks
so confidently regarding the result of the travail of Christ's soul.”
Evangelical Unionists believe in the agency of the Holy Spirit. And if
our reviewer would himself put into requisition some of the ‘‘ acumen,”
which he recognises in Leibnitz and Jonathan Edwards, he would not
fail to see that it is something verging on the ridiculous to represent
‘ unbelief,” as ‘ a part of the curse of Adam’s apostasy cleaving to our
nature,” which cannot be removed but by a necessitating influence
emanating from the atonement. Unbelief, in relation to the gospel,
presupposes indeed the fall; but not the fall only. It also presupposes
the remedial scheme which is intended to counteract the fall. And it
therefore cannot be itself included in the fall. TUnbelief is the rejec-
tion of Christ : but Christ was not given,—or offered,” if our anthor will
have that phrase,—before the fall, or in the fall, but only after the fall.
The io triumphe strain of our critic has, we suspect, been rather prema-
ture,

WHAT COMES AFTER THE CONCLUSION.

Our reviewer, however, though his argument is concluded, has not
quite done with his observations. Weshall classify them, and make
such remarks upon them as may be requisite.
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(1.) He n&—

“It 2 Cor. v. 19, 20, that the heralds of the cross are commanded to
beseech all men to be reconciled to God. No one who has ever read the New Testa-
ment can deny that it is the duty of every man invested with the office of a minister of
the Word, most solemnly and most affectionately to invite all sinners to believe the
Gospel and be reconciled to God. He is not in his ministrations to proceed on any
unknown distinction between the elect and the non-elect among his hearers. Every
:rbﬂ is chargeable with the awful guilt of handling the word of the Lord deceit-

y?; ;h:ontuches any limit to the freeness and the universality of the Gospel call.””—
” But if a preacher who holds our author's views were to be thoroughly
honest with his people, and to proclaim to them what he regards as the
whole trath, he would address them in some such manner as the follow-
ing :—*Be it known to you that Christ died for the elect only. No
¢ others can be saved. No others can believe : for faith is part of the
‘ purchase of Christ’s death ; and God, indeed, does not really wish any
¢ others either to believe or to be saved. Nevertheless, out of his great
¢ compassion for all, he commands all without exception to believe and
¢ be saved—whether Christ died for them or not. And I tell you that
if you don’t believe, though you can't, it will be far worse with you
‘ throughout eternity, than if you had never enjoyed the high privilege
“ of hearing this glorious gospel from my lipa.”

2.) He says again,—

‘Q‘Je pmnm{sthe charge is, that we cannot do 80 comsistently with our principles.
As to the practice there can be no dispute,”—p. 40,

‘We dispute it, however. And we maintain that if & man is not pre-
pared to say to every company to whom he preaches, ¢ Christ died for
our sins,” “ours,”’ that is “yours and mine,”” he does not preach the
gospel fully and freely. We saynot that he does not preach the gospel ;
for the gospel may be exhibited in many aspects, and it may be proclaimed
more or less adequately or inadequately and imperfectly. But we can-
not hesitate to say that the proclamation of it is neither full nor free.
Surely, moreover, our critic is aware that a full and free invitation to

* believe the gospel,—which is in general what is meant by ‘ preaching
the gospel freely,"—is something altogether different from a full and
free gospel to be believed. 'We would not be greatly surprised, on second
thoughts, though our reviewer should find, and though his more intelli-
gent parishioners should know, that he has been confounding these
things that differ.

(8.) Our reviewer says again ;—

“The practice adopted by the ministers of the Evangelical Union, of encouraging
their people to believe that the atonement is not deserving of any attention, unless it
can be shown to be absolutely universal, does not, we maintain, rest on a principle
adopted by haman beings in any other enterprise.”—** When a father commits one of
his children to the charge of a well-qualified instructor, he hopes for the best. He
cannot tell whether the child will prosper in his studies—whether he will ever possess
the moral prin:ln;fle necessary for causing his acquiremerits to prove a blessing—or
whether the child will live to reduce to practice the lessons he is receiving ; but those
doubts have not the slightest effect in rendering him indifferent to the work of edu-
cation. The farmer, in the season of spring, cheerfully commits his seed to the
ground, without demanding and without expecting the assurance—which cannot be

iven—that he, or those who are dear to him, will ever reap the bounties of the comin,
ﬂnut. When an individual is anxious to prosecute his interests in a foreign lund,
he does not, before leaving the country of his birth, require certain information that
be will not meet a watery grave in the wide ocean, that he will not fall a victim to the
pestilences of an unwholesome clime, or dis by the hands of savages, still more danger-
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ous. Absolute certainty is not necessary for calling forth the greatest nctivig and
ardour in any human pursuit; and why should the members of the Evan'ﬁ.ie-l nion
conjure up a principle as essential for religion that has never once been thought of in

any other of the interests of mankind? Men are stimulated in their ordunr{ oon-
cerns by the mere desirableness of the objects on which their hearts are set. They dé
not, in those instances, seck to 1:3 into unknown futurity. They will never allow
their spirits to sink until they find by asperionce that their efforts are hopeless. Why,
then, adopt a different law in the concerns of our immortality ? "—pp. 41, 42.

‘We do not adopt a different law in these concerns. And hence the
entire pile of our critic’s illustrations is a mere harmless battery, which
may be fired off indeed at something or other, but not one single shot of
which can ever reach “ the practice adopted by the ministers of the
Evangelical Union.” It is not the case that its ministers encourage
their people to believe that the atonement would not be deserving of any
attention, unless it could be shown to be absolutely universal. At least
this has never been the practice of any of those ministers of the Union
with whom we are acquainted. And itis really too bad in our critic to
exercise his ingenuity in inventing not only our doctrines for us, but
our practice too.

But his pile of illustrations is not only a gratuitous superfluity. It
contains within itself an explosive element, which threatens to blow
up into atoms more, we apprehend, than he himself would, after all,
be very willing to part with. The whole pile is constructed on the
principle that it is the duty of the sinner to work laboriously for
salvation. He should add work to work, it seems, service to service,
and toil to toil, in the hope that thus he may perchance reach salvation
in the end. We scarcely expected that a minister of the Church of
Scotland would have vented, so very obtrusively, such a doctrine.
Does he really need to be informed that it is the duty of the sinner,
instead of himself working for salvation, to believe in the work of
Another, in the atoning work of the Saviour, that he may be saved.
‘Whether or not he needs to be informed of this, we know not; for the
most manifest incongruities are found in abundance within his creed.
But this we do know, that in erecting his pile of illustrations, he forgot
that fasth Aas to do with certainties and not mere probabilities, when it has
to do with the word of the living God, who s a fasthful and true Witness.
For assuredly it is more than probable that what God says is true.

A father, indeed, may have his doubts as to whether or not his child
will make a shining scholar or a shining man. And, notwithstanding
these doubts, he may put his child under the charge of a well-qualified
instructor. But if he knew that only a limited number of pupils was
received by the well-qualified instructor, we presume that he would
like to have certainty as to whether his boy would be admissible or not,
before he should actually send him. The farmer, doubtless, commits
his seed hopefully to the prepared soil, without being absolutely certain
that he shall reap the bounties of the coming harvest. He is thus
contented with a probability in that particular matter. But suppose
that there was only a limited amount of territory that could be divided
into farms, would not a farmer wish certainty as to whether there was
really a farm for him, before he would begin to purchase stock and to
make his preparations for obtaining harveet-returns? Merchants too, in
prosecuting their pursuits in foreign lands, must content themselves
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with many mere probabilities. But they need certainties likewise.
They would need to be certain, for example, before embarking for
the voyage, that there were bona-fide berths for them in the vessel ;
and that the ship was reallt{ bound for the desired destination, and not
for some other quarter of the globe at the opposite pole. And then,
besides, if they had a supernatural testimony from heaven that assured
them, that provided they embarked in a certain specified ship, they
would reach their-hoped for haven in safety, and find all well, and well
to perpetuity, would they, in such al ciroumstances, be likely to
ocontent themselves with mere perhapses and peradventures? Through-
out the whole of our critie’s illustrations, he forgets that it is faith in
the express revelation of the unerring and infallible Jehovah, that is the
duty of the sinner. He forgets that illustrations should not only illus-
trate something or other at random, but should also be to the point in
band

(4.) Our reviewer says again,—

“1t is said, in some of the Tracts published by those connected with the Union
that, acoording to Calvinistic teaching, a man may desire salvation aud not obtain it,
because it has not been provided, We would hops, for the honour of human nature,
that such an allegation never has proceeded from the lips or the pen of any of the

sbler men connected with the body, for a statement more at variance with truth never
was uttered.” —p. 42

“ When, again, a Calvinistic minister is asked by a hearer, Can you assure me that
Christ died for me ? If the hearer have no other motive than the gratification of idle
curiosity, the minister may be puzzled to return a satisfa answer, and there is nothing
sserificed by his not being able to indulge such frivelity; but, if the hearer is in
earnest—if the man knows what salvation means, and desires the enjoyment of its
blessings—the Calvinist occupies the highest possible vantage-ground; he can not
merely offer a fall and certain salvation, which a minister of the Evangelical Union
cannot do, but, believing that the divine intentions towards the man are siscovered by
the production of a desirs, in his heart, to be saved, he can proclaim the word and the
oath of God—everything dear to the Divine nature—as pledged, on the sinner’s rest-
ing on Christ, for his present security and his everlasting peace.” —p. 45.

Another evidence, we suspect, that our reviewer is handling implements,
of the nature of which he is not adequately informed ; and which he
may be consequently apt to use in a somewhat dangerous manner. He
thinks, it seems, that a desirs {0 de saved, on the part of sinners, affords
the advocate of an atonement for the elect alone sufficient warrant to
tender them the assurance that Christ died for their sins. He thinks,
in other words, that a dessre to de saved on the part of sinners, is an in-
fallible evidence of unconditional and immutuble election! We had not
expected to find one single minister of the church of Scotland led captive
by such an imagination. Has he had so very little intercourse with men
in reference to their apiritual relations, as not to have known many, who
once were awakened to concern about their souls, and ardently desired
selvation, but who by and by became cool, cold, indifferent, careless ?
Is he so little versant in theological literature, as not to know that
almost every practical theologian warns the awakened,—who all, of
course, desire salvation,—that conviction is not conversion; and thatit
by no means invariably culminates in salvation ? Has he forgotten that
our Saviour himself teaches us that some with joy receive the word of
salvation,—and receive it, of course, because they desire what it pro-
claims,—and yet, baving no root in themselves, t{eybynd by, more
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especially if hot persecution arise, wither away? Has he foxtioﬁen that
others receive the same word,—also, of course, because desire
what it proclaims,—who yet by and by allow it to be choked by the
deceitfulness of riches or the cares of this world? Has he forgotten
that the Apostle Peter tells us of some who have forgotten that they
were purged from their ¢ old sins,” and who hence become * barren and
unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ'’? Has he for-
gotten that some, after having risen far above mere deeires for salvation,
‘¢ after they have escaped the pollutions of the world, through the
knowledge of the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,” are ‘‘ again entan-
gled therein and overcome, so that their latter end is worse with them
than their beginning” ? (2 Pet. i. 8, 9; ii. 20.) Has he never heard
of the unrelieved remorse of awakened apostates? Or has he never at-
tempted to expound Heb. vi. 4-8, or Heb. x. 25-39? Or has he never
thought of those who have ““ a zeal of God, but not according to know-
ledge,” and who ‘‘ obtain not that which they seek” ? (Rom.xi.7) In
reference to these latter persons, one of the noblest of the Puritan di-
vines, and a very high Calvinist, Elnathan Parr, remarks,—* There is
‘“in every man a natural desire of salvation. The veriest reprobate,
““when he dies, had rather go to heaven than to hell. Content not thy-
¢ gelf with a bare desire of salvation. Thou must desire and seek it by
¢ the means, and in the way that God hath appointed. Many ask and
¢ have not, becauss they ask amsss. And Every one that sirives for mastery
““ 43 not crowned, excopt he strive lawfully. So, many seek salvation, and
¢ are not saved ; not because they seek, but because they seek amiss.”
(Zxpos. of Romans, xi. 7.) This is good sense, indeed. And Jonathan
Edwards, one of our author’s great oracles, goes a great deal farther.
He not onlyholds that a man may be *‘affected "’ in reference to the things
of the salvation of the soul, and yet never be saved,—he maintains that
¢‘ a man’s having much affsction does not prove that he has any true re-
ligion.” And he says that ¢ it is the concurring view of all orthodox
divines, that there may be religious affections rassed to a very high de-
gres, and yet nothing of true religion.”’ (The Religious Affections. Part
L §3; Part I1. § 1.)

CHAPTER VII,
JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH,

The strength of our critic is now exhausted. And the back-bome of
his argument is shivered, beyond the possibility of cure.

Our work for the remainder of our Apology will thus be comparatively
light, and may well afford to be comparatively brief. 'We shall just
need to touch, as it were, by jottings, the salient points of his review,
that strike out here and there into some kind of prominence and pre-
eminence.

Under the titlo *Justification by faith,” for example, he finds nothing
to object to the real teaching of the Evangelical Union. He admits,
indeed,—though apparently much to his own chagrin, and perhaps even
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a little to ours,—that “‘ the language of the whole section is Calvinistio.”
(p.46.) We can sincerely say, that we did not intend it to be so. We
only meant it to be Boriptural. And yet we cannot but be glad that
although, no doubt, ¢ with desire he desired” to find faults and flaws,
bo has failed to succeed. We need not then defend what is not
impugned. We would merely refer our readers to the Doctrinal
Declaration itself.

‘We would, however, have had a higher idea of the controversial
magnanimity of our critic, if, having nothing to object, he had simply
said nothing at all on this part of our Declaration. But he could not,
apparently, deny himself the gratification of venting some of his personal
suspicions in reference to the Unionists. * We do not happen to know,”
he says, ‘““‘any of those who are gvowed members of the Evaugelical
Union; but we should not be astonished to find, if we did know them,
that humility is not one of the most prominent of their virtues.” (p.
48.) What would he think of us, if we should say, in like manner,
that, though we do not happen to have the honour of his
acquaintance, we should not be astonished to find, if we should be
admitted to that distinction, that assumption and pride, both of intellect
and of ecclesiastical position,—assumption and prids too, for which thers
s, to say the loast, exceedingly littls ground,—are prominent features
io his character ? Of what use to the public would such surmises be ?
It is disgraceful to introduce them into controversy.

Then, again, he takes the opportunity of sat{ing, that although the
ministers of the Union maintain and proclaim the necessity and fulnees
of the influence of the Divine Spirit, ‘“he cannot think that the
privilege enters into the calculation of any of their hearers.” (p. 48.)
Such a thought would, it seems, be too generous; more espeeia.ll{ as,
with his views of things, he would set but little store by such an
influence. We beg to tell him, however, that it is one of the elements
of our exceeding great joy, as it is certainly our only hope for spiritual
victory and purity, that we are ever, with all our receptivities,
surrounded and urged, laved and flooded, with the presence and the
power of the Almighty Helper,—the great Instructor, Sanctifier, and
Comforter.

He represents us again as “ naturally believing that it is our own right
arm that has certainly not the umn.lieat share in securing to us our
spiritual victory.” (p. 48.) But why persist in such vile and
unhallowed surmises as tq our character? If he cannot understand
how it is that we “can do all things,” only * through Chiist, which
strengtheneth us,” yet why s;i;pose that we too must be equally dull of
apprehension ? And, especially, why please a morbid moral feeling by
mdu.lgm? in disparaging imaginations as to what our spiritual character
must be? We beg to tell our accuser, that ¢ this,” and this only, “is
the victory that overcometh the world” in our experience, ‘even our
faith,” which goes out, forgetful of iteelf, and fastens on our Saviour.
It is when we keep, by means of faith, close by the side of our Saviour;
it is when we walk by that side, putting, as it were, our hand into his,
and feeling ourselves divinely led; it is then, and then alone, that we
triumph. It is ever the presence of our Saviour that discomfits for us
all our spiritual enemies. -

No.L] B [ Vol 1.
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Passing from these painful personalities, we may mention, before
proceeding to the remaining topics of the Declaration, that while our
- critic finds nothing to find fault with in our section on justificatson by
JSaith, we find something to find fault with in his views on the
subject. He cannot touch on any doctrinal topic, no more than on any
historical, or philosophical, or exegetical, or personal matter, without
committing mistakes. It almost seems, as we have hinted before, that
there is resting on his spirit a Calvinistic fatality for making blunders.
He thinks, when taking into account the views of the Evangelical
Union in reference to the atonement, that the righteousuness, which is
admitted in the Doctrinal Declaration to be the only ground of justifi-
cation, ¢ can have no existence.” (p. 46.) There is, he says, ‘ no pur-
chase of righteousness,” in the system of the Union. And he adds,
that ¢the sinner cannot have righteousness imputed, unless it has
been purchased.” (p. 46.) He thinks, then, that Christ needed to pur-
chase righteousness for the elect, as their ground of justification. But
if our Saviour did purchase this righteousness, wherein, we would ask,
consisted the purchase ? and what was the price which was paid? Was
it something different from the righteousness ? or was it the righteous-
ness itself P If our critic shall say that it was something different, we
ask him what it was, for as for ourselves, we know nothing that Christ
did that was not part and parcel of his righteousness. But if he shall
say that it was the righteousness itself, then he introduces into the
nature of things an entirely new kind of purchasing, hitherto unknown
by any mortals, and unimagined, we presume, by immortals; and in
virtue of which an article purchased may be purchased by the payment
of itself. This is another kind of invention. And for once the
world finds itself returning to its good old-fashioned condition: and
fiction is again stranger than fact. How comes it to pass that he could
not see that all the Scripture representations of the work of Christ,—
propitiation, obedience until death, ransom, putting away sin (in so far
a8 it is & bar), sacrifice, righteousness, are but partial aspects of one
and the saine grand reality ? and that it is impossible to ride any one
of the aspects to extremity, without riding one’s whole theological sys-
tem to death?

CHAPTER VIIL
THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE WORK OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

In the Doctrinal Declaration, it is maintained that the indispemsable
influence of the Holy Spiritis moral and resistible as regards its nature,
and universal as regards its extent.

Our critic allows that this doctrine regarding the work of the Spirit
is in * perfeot consistency >’ with the other articles of our belief; and
that these other articles are consequently in perfect reciprocal consistency
with it. ‘It must be allowed,” he says, ¢ that there is a perfect con-
sistency in the different articles of the belief of the Evangelical
TUnion.”—* The whole system is harmonious.” (pp. 49, 50.) The fact
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of this testimony is a noteworthy phenomenon. For if any one of the
items of our theology, such as our doctrine regarding the will, or our
doctrine regarding foreordination, or our doctrine regarding predestina-
tion, or, above all, our doctrine regarding the atonement, be the genuine
reflection of the archetypal ideas which form the intuitions of the divine
mind, all the other component parts of the great whole are likely to be
emanations from the same eternal source of verity. There must be con-
sistency and brotherhood in the divine ideas. And if some of the ideas
of the Evangelical Union are manifestly images of the divine,—if, in
other words, they are manifestly Scriptural, it is likely that in virtue
of the fact of their “ perfect consistency ”’ and ‘‘harmony,” all the rest
of them, that are really distinctive, will be divinely ‘ orthodox.”

§ 1. THE COMMON INFLUENCES OF THE SPIRIT.

Our reviewer is unable to deny that the Holy Spirit does use influ-
ence with some who are ultimatefy unsaved. He maintains that there
are ‘‘ common operations of the Spirit,” which may not only be tem-
porarily, but also finally, resisted and quenched. These operations are
vouchsafed to the non-eleot : while all the elect, he holds, are the sub-
jects of a special operation, which is insuperable or invincible. But we
should like to ask him, what, on his principles, he conceives the divine
intent to be in granting these common influences to the non-elect?
Surely it cannot be to remove them out of the number of the uncon -
ditionally reprobated. No. For the number of the unconditionally
elected is complete, and cannot, as his Confession determines, be ¢ in-
creased.” (Chap. iii. 4.) It cannot be to enable them to be saved with-
out being included within the number of the elected. For his Confes-
sion binds him to hold that ‘‘no others are redeemed by Christ, effec-
tually called, justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved, but the elect only.”
(Chap. iii. 6.) It caunot be, then, to enable them to get advantage of
the atonement, on the one hand, or to get to heaven, on the other, with-
out it. For the atonement, he holds, was wrought out definitely and
exclusively for the elect; and he admits, we presume, that the Bible
speaks the truth when it declares that * without the shedding of blood
there is no remission ” of sins. For what purpose it is, then, we would
ask, that the common influences of the Spirit are vouchsafed to the non-
elected? 'We would press the question : for it will be noticed that the
bestowment of these influences is something altogether different from
the universal call of the gospel. Man makes the call, or at least echoes
it. And the excuse, which Calvinists plead for its universality, is, that
the preacher does not know who the elect are, and that he is therefore
obliged to exhort and urge all. But it is not man who dispenses the
influence of the Holy Spirit. It is God himself. And we presume
that our critic will allow that He is omniscient and knows his own
elect. Why then, we ask, does He vouchsafe the common influences of
tl:tial ?pirit to the non-elect? Is it to do them good ? or is it to do them
3

Our critic seems to be willing to answer the question so far. He
maintains the following idea :—

“ Resistance to the voice of oonscience is held by Calvinists to be a very grievous
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iniquity, not so much because it is an invaluable faculty of man’s nature, as because,
when it speaks soundly, it is to be regarded as a light from heaven, as one of the in-
struments employed by the Holy Ghost to urge sinners into the path of safety.”—p. 61.
. It is, then, our reviewer maintains, the aim of the divine Spirit, in
his common operations, ‘to urge sinners into the path of safety.” But
why, we would ask farther, is it his aim to urge non-elect sinners into
the path of safety ? Does he really wish the non-elect sinners to enter
that path? Or is there a path of safety for the mon-elect? Christ
has not died for them. This our reviewer not only admits, but
strenuously maintains. Christ, then, is not, for them, a *path of
safety,” a *“way " to the Father, and to the Father’s right hand, and to
the everlasting glory that is there. Is there, then, some other way of
safety besides Christ? Surely that cannot be: for ‘there is no other
aname under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved, but
the name of Christ.” When the Spirit urges, then, the non-elect “ into
the path of safety,” what is it that he wishes them to do? Does he wish
them to make a Saviour for themselves? Or does he wish them to get
safety without a Saviour? Or what else does he wish P—especially,
what else that is “ goodness” and ‘‘tender-mercy "? 'We would press
our %I;e:itions: and we should like extremely well that they should be
answered.

§ 2.—WHY THE OCCABIONAL LAPSES8 OF THE ELECT P

Our critic holds that even the elect ‘‘ may occasionally fail to act in
accordance with the holy impressions produced in their heart,” (p. 52.)
He says that ““ A Christian may, according to the Calvinistic system,
grieve the Spirst; he may even for a time quench the Spsrst.” (p. 53.)
But why is this, we ask? And how is such a tenet consistent with
Calvinistic principles? According to these principles, as expounded by
our critic, God’s will is always fulfilled. Both Augustin and Calvin
maintain, again and again, that ‘the will of God is the necessity of
things.” The Shorter Catechism alleges that every thing “ which comes
to pass "’ is “foreordained by God.” The Confession declares that “ God
hath not decreed anything, because he foresaw if as future, or as that
which would come to pass upon any supposed conditions.” (chap. iii. 2.)
‘Why, then, is it that the elect ‘“ occasionally fail to act according to the
holy impressions produced”” by the Spirit in the heart? Why do they
sometimes “ grieve,” yea even “quench,” the Holy Ghost? Why has
God foreordained that they should ? and unconditionally foreordained it ?
‘Why does His will, which is “the necessity of things,” necessitate it
Is it for their good? If it be, then does he mnot seem to will and
necessitate evil that good may come; although he himself has legis-
latively announced of all those who thus act, that ¢ their damnation
is just” ? (Rom. iii. 8.) Or, in other words, does he not seem to con-
found the most fundamental of all moral distinctions? But if it be for
their evil, is he kind ? is he Love P

§ 8.—SHIPWRECK OF FAITH.

In the Doctrinal Declaration it is said, that ¢ every instance in which
a believer makes shipwreck of his faith, is a proof of the moral and
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resistible nature of the Holy Bpirit’s influences.”” But our eritic
remarks :—

« The “esﬁon in dispute is, whether such a case ever occurs, The expression
¢ making shipwreck ’ is undoubtedly used in the New Testament as an affectin ﬂfun
of the issue of apostasy. But certainly, in such cases the language of the apostle John
is worthy of copsideration. ¢ They went out from us, but they were not of us; for if
they hnx been of us, they would no doubt have continued with us; but they went
out, that they might be made manifest that they were not all of us.’ ”—p, 64.

But there is more, we must remind our reviewer, than the bare
expression “making shipwreck.” The full expression, as we have
already had occasion to note, is, “conoerning faith have made ship-
wreck.” (1 Tim. i. 19.) What mean the words * concerning faith ”?
Or will our critic inform us how a man can make ¢ shipwreck concern-
ing faith,”"—who never has had any faith to make shipwreck of ? Need
we remind him, moreover, that in the very passage where the  affecting
figure >’ occurs, the apostle actually specifies two cases of the kind of
shipwreck mentioned ;—not imaginary cases, but cases of actual occur-
rence ? They were those of Hymeneus and Alexander. Why then is it
that our reviewer says, that ¢ the question in dispute is, whether such a
case ever occurs”’ ? The apostle has settled the question. Asto 1 John
ii. 19, again, the passage which our reviewer quotes in order to show that
no man can make shipwreck of faith ;—it is perfectly consistent with the
idea that the anti-christian secessionists made shipwreck of a
previously faith, and had thus ceased to be parcels
of the christian community. They had become apostates in heart, so
that the apostle could no longer say of them, ‘ they are of us.” And
hence they ¢ went out.” ¢ After having escaped,” as Peter says,
‘‘the pollutions of the world, through the knowledge of the Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ, they were again entangled therein and overcome.”
(2 Pet. ii. 20.) And it was therefore well that they went out, instead
of continuing in, to be ¢ as spots in the feasts of charity.” (Jude 12.)

§ 4.— 18 MAN AN AUTOMATON P

The reviewer makes reference to that portion of the Doctrinal Declar-
ation, in which it is alleged that ‘‘ every warning, entreaty, remonstrance,
promise, and threatening of the Book of God, is a proof of the moral and
resistible nature of the Holy Spirit's influences.”. And he says,—*‘ The
authors seem to be convinced that Calvinists treat man as if he were an
automaton.” (p. 563.) And does our reviewer, we would ask, really
objeot to the idea that man is an automaton ? Does he think that such an
idea is inconsistent with the dignity of a spiritual being? Would he
be ashamed to avow and proclaim such a view of human nature? We
beg to press our question. Does he answer that he would not ?
‘Then why, we ask again, find fault with us for being apparently
convinced that ¢ Calvinists treat men as if they were automata”?
Does he answer that he would? Then we beg to remind him that he
should keep a longer memory. For he says, in an earlier part of his Re-
view, that ¢ Calvinists have no reason to be ashamed of any doctrine re-
gording human maturs, that received the deliberate support of men of
such acumen as Leibnitz and Jonathan Edwards.” Does he remember
the averment Will he abide by it ? Then we beg to inform him that
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it was one of the favourite notions of Leibnitz ¢ regarding human na-
ture,” that man’s soul is *“a spiritual automaton.” (L 'dme humaine est
une espéce d’automate spirituel. Z%dod. i. 52. Compare also his Re-
plique auz Reflexions.) Why then be ashamed ? we ask.

CHAPTER IX.
THE REMAINING DOCTRINES.

‘We must put spurs into our steed, and hasten still more swiftly along
the remainder of our course. Neither, we are sure, will our readers
think it necessary that we should stop to pluck up, and then pull to
Pieces, every thistle that is growing by the way. ey are somewhat
nuwerous, and sometimes rather jagged; but the hoofs of an ordinary
war-horse need scarcely be expected to smart very severely, when
brushed by their prickles.

§ 1. CONCURRENCE OF THE DIVINE AND HUMAN AGENCIES IN THE MATTER OF
S8ALVATION.

On this subject, the Doctrinal Declaration of the Evangelical Union
8ays,—

“It will be seen that we believe in a synergism or concurrence of the Divine
agency and the human, in the matter of salvation. Instead of running away with
the Divine element, as Calvinism does, to the virtual exclusion of the human, and to
the stultification of the innumerable statements of Scripture that teach us our respon-
sibility and urge us to action ; and instead of running away with the human element,
88 Pelagianism does, to the virtnal ignorement of the Divine, and the contradiction of
every text that sets forth the free grace and sovereignty of God ; we believe in the in-
dispensable necessity and harmonious concurrence of both, and are thus enabled to re-
concile all the varieties of Scripture phraseology, otherwise irreconcileable, on the
agencies and instrumentalities connected with salvation.”—p. 13.

It was the maturer views of Melancthon which gave rise to the
¢“‘synergistic ’ controversy. And with that illustrious reformer’s ideas
of synergism,—which were indeed a simple restoration of the views enter-
tained by the Fathers of the first three centuries,—the Evangelical
Unionists substantially agree. He strenuously maintained, along with
the early Fathers, that the will is not “otiose” in the matter of con-
version, and in subsequent good works. ¢ The free will,” he says,
‘¢ does something ”; although he admits, with the Union, prevenient

. (See his Loes Com., ds libero arbitrio, &o., &c.) He held, in
other words, that God is always first with the sinner. But he at the
same time maintained, that the sinner must, in the second place, respond
to the call of God, and concur with the gracious influence which is
divinely energising in the soul. . Such are the views of the Evangelical
Union. And it is in virtue of these views that they can account for the
fact that man is called upon, again and again and again, o convert him-
self, or turn himself to the Lord, (see, the original, Acts iii. 19;
Matt. xiii. 15; Mark iv. 12; Acts xxviii. 27; and Eszek. iv. 6; xviii.
80; xxxii. 11; Jas.ii. 12; &c.); while, at the same time, he is also,
in other passages, represented as being divinely converted or furned,
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namely, by the agency of the Bpirit of God. (See Matt. xviii. 3; Is.
xii. 40; Jer. xxxi. 18; Jo. vi. 44; &c.)

Our critic, however, seems to marvel that the Union should say,
as it does, ‘‘'We trace faith, in every instance, with all its antece-
dents and consequents, to God’s free, sovereign, anticipating grace.”
And he says,—

“If the ¢ free, sovereign, anticipati e’ of God is exercised in isposi
sinner to act fa;;h, the lvgv?mi s,,uﬁ‘;f.ma be used in the unsepgdwm:gnth i:
usually employed.””—p. 56.

But we maintain that it can. And it is thus employed. And to say
that it * cannot,” is simply another instance of our reviewer’s proclivi
toward historical inaccuracies. He adds, however, as if he had made a.
great discovery,—

“ We are disposed, howerer, to think, on a careful perusal of the whole documen
that ¢ anticipating grace’ is not used to express grace previously in operation, an

isposing the sinner to receive what Christ offers, but grace previously ezisting in the
sinner’s mind when he believes—grace existing even when Ee is in a state of utmost
carelessness a8 to the matter of salvation—in short, grace in readiness for exercise as
soon as the sinner is inclined to call it forth.”—p. 55.

His supposition is an invention, which will run extremely little risk
of being pirated. 'We shall never dispute his undivided claim to its
honours. It is alike opposed to the whole of our philosophy, and the
whole of our theology. We believe that the Spirit of God is ever
active and acting; although, of course, we also believe that He never
necessitates the human will, and thus never supersedes that vital self-
determining activity in the heart of our being, without which we would
be automatons indeed, or mere Conscious Balances, the scales of which
must needs turn hither or thither, according to the weights which may,
from without, be put into them. Our critic continues,—

“ We are disposed to consider it as certain that, according to the system of the
Evangelical Union, grace can accomplish nothing until it be rendered active by the
sinner's own exertions,”’—p. 65.

He is disposed, in other words, to hold it for a certainty that, in the
estimation of the Evangelical Unionists, a torpedo rests on the activity -
of God, until man comes to the rescue, and lifts it up, and flings it away.
A most generous supposition, in sooth ; and with an immensity ‘of veri-
similitude attaching to it! There isno torpedo, however, resting on his own
imagination ; and as his subject expands in his warm and plastic hands, he
says, by way of exhibiting, in a kind of appaling climax, the errors of
the Unionists,—* but according to the Evangelical Union, whatever the
work of the Spirit means, the sinner’s power exists as an entirely distinct
agency”! (p. 55.) A formidable heresy! Beitso. Hurrah! Our
reviewer has hit the nail for once. He represents, for once, without
misrepresenting. And the man, we would add, is either a pantheist in
thought, or he is utterly impotent in his capacity to think, who does not
believe ¢ that the sinner’s power exists as an entirely distinct agency.”
‘We are wearied of impotency ! Do our readers wonder ?

He reverts to the subject of the Spirit’s work, and quotes John xiv.
:l?’ 17, as a proof that his influence is not universal. The verses run

us,—

“And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you anothcr Comforter, that he
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may abide with you for ever; Even the spirit of truth; whom the world cannot re-
ceive, because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him; but ye know him for he
dwelleth with you, and shall be in you.”—John xiv. 16, 17.

But why did he not see that the Spirit might, by one kind of influence,
act on & man, although he might not, in another element of his influence,
be welcomed info a man. Surely there are steps and stages in the divine
grace, and in man’s relation to it. And if there be, then nothing can
be simpler to conceive, than that a man ‘‘cannot” take the second or
the twenty-second step, who has not taken the first. He who yields
not to the Spirit as a Convincer, ‘‘ cannot " receive him as a Comforter.
And ““the world ” at large is composed of such persons.

Our critic refers to John xvi. 8,—one of the passages on which
Unionists rely, to prove the Universality of the Spirit's influence.

¢ And when he is come, he will reprove the world of sin, and of righteousness, and
of judgment.”

He says that as this ‘““refers to the exercise, and not to the
possession, of the Spirit’s power,” it cannot, whatever may be its mean-
ing, ‘“ prove the doctrine of the Evangelical Union.” p. 57. A specimen
of most cogent argumentation! Did he not see that 1t is far more likely
that the Spirit should universally exercise his influence, than that man
should universally receive and possess it P

He says that ¢ the adherents of the Evangelical Union feel themselves
particularly puzzled to explain Paul's words in Rom. viii. 7, ¢ the car-
nal mind is enmity against God.’” p. 58. But he only dreams of our
perplexity; or if not, he only wishes it. We feel none. The words
mean, as every man who can read the simplest passage in Greek, might
in a moment perceive,—*to be carnally minded is enmity against
God,”—to give oneself up to the things to which the flesh solicits and
tends, instead of giving oneself up to the things to which the Holy Spirit
prompts and leads and draws, is enmity against God. '

§ 2. HUMAN ABILITY AND INABILITY.

On the subject of human ability and inability, the doctrine of the
Evangelical Union is the following : —

“ Man as a sinner under condemnation, and hopelessly depraved, is wholly unable
by his own resources to save himself. He cannot make atonement : for this he is en-
tirely dependent on God the Son. Nor can he, after stonement has been made, bring
himself, by his own unaided strength, under its saving influence : for this he is en-
tirely dependent on God the Holy Ghost. In these respects, we are truly described as
¢ without strength.’ (Rom. v. 6) But when the atonement has been made, and the
Holy Spirit has not only embodied the record of it in the inspired l, but is him-
self present to persuade and guide the sinner to the faith of it, the sinner is able to
surrender himself to this divine influence, and believe, and be saved. Surely if we
can ¢believe the witness of man,’ the witness of God, being greater and infallible,
may be more easily believed. (1 John v.9.) Eise on what ground is man responsi-
ble for his belief ? "—Doct. Dec., p. 14.

Our reviewer does not like, it would appear, to dispense with the idea
of man’s responsibility. He says,—

. * Whatever differences may exist between Calvinists and the authors of the Declara-
tion, it cannot be said that the former ascribe to human nature such an inability as
destroys responsibility. It is evident from the whole dealings of the Almighty with
man, whether in providence or grace, that he is ever treated as responsible, and any
system ulglahted to weaken the sense of responsibility must be erroneous and danger-
ous.” —p. 60.
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We are glad to find something, in which we can agree with our eritic.
And this we find when he says that ‘‘ any system calculated to weaken
the sense of responsibility, must be erroneous and dangerous.” But what
then? We would simply request him to consider, what was the system
that not only weakened but a.nmhﬂaf i h]tled Bl?bcillt Owen's sen‘;oilzf Tes-
ponsibility. It was the system of philosophical necessity. t was
the s‘ysteg that not only weakened but annihilated Diderot’s sense of
responsibility ? It was the system of philosophical necessity. What
was the system that weakened and annihilated Spinoza’s sense of res-
ponsibility ? Philosophical necessity. What was the system that tre-
mendously weakened, if it did not altogether annihilate, the sense of re-
sponsibility in Hobbes and Hobbists in general? It was philosophical
necessity. 'What was the system that annihilated Shelley’s sense of re-
sponsibility ?  ¢‘ Necessity, thou mother of the world!” What was the
system that swept out entirely, for a season, the idea of responsibility
from the mind of France, and that still wipes it out from the minds of
vast masses of English infidels in our great manufacturing districts ?
Necessity. The doctrine of necessity, then, as opposed to the doctrine
of free-will, must, our author himself being judge, * be erroneous and
dangerous.” For that dootrine,—our critic’s to wit,—really * ascribes
to human nature such an inability as destroys responsibility.”

It is manifest thatit does. Our critic holds that, in their morals
men are only free to do what they will ; and that they are not free to
will what they do. He maintains that they cannot will freely. He
contends that they cannot freely choose whether they shall do good or
do evil. They are only free to do outwardly the one kind of thing or
the other, after they have been inwardly necessitated to choose the one
in preference to the other. Whether this is not ¢ such an inability as
destroys responsibility,” we leave to the judicial consideration of our
critic himself.

He says, indeed, and says truly, that some Calvinistic writers make a
- % distinction between natural or physical inability and moral inability,”
—and ascribe the latter only to men. And hence, as they think, the
responsibility of man is sufficiently salved, guarded, and maintained.
But the distinction, so far as the bearings of the subject on responsibility
are concerned, is mere illusion. Moral inability, according to the
speculatists referred to, is want of will, not want of power to do as one
wills. And hence, as they argue, since man has power to do good, if
he should actually will to do it, he is justly held responsible for not
doing it ; although it is true, they at the same time admit and contend,
that, without the special influence of the Spirit, which is given to the
elect alone, he has no power to put forth a single volition in the direc-
tion of spiritual good. Man, it seems, is unable to will to do good.
And yet, in the midst of this utter inability, there is, it is alleged, a
sufficient foundation for responsibility !

But our anthor continues,—

“It is a fixed artiole in the creed of all sound ethioal writers, that whatever action
of evil quality is done solumiarily by a reasonable being, is eriminal.”” —p. 61.

Yes. This is admitted by all sound ethical writers, because they pro-
ceed, consciously or uncousciously, on the supposition that the voluntary
outward act has its origin in inward free-wﬂgom It is “the will,” says
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Sir George Mackenzie, *that is the only fountain of wickedness.”
(Crimes in general, § 4.) And it is capable of being the only fountain
of wickedness, just because it is free.

Our author continues ;—

¢ Sure we are that all the ingenuity possessed by the Evangelical Union Conference,
or by any body of men, howev?; distinguished, never will prove that we occupy a false
position when we say that a sinner may be reasonably called to any service, and
punished for not rendering any service from which he refrains, from no other cause
than disinclination produced by the love of wickedness.” —pp. 61, 62.

But, most assuredly, a false position is occupied, when it is held that
the sinner’s disinclination is inevitable and necessitated.—We weary.

§3. REPENTANCE, FAITH, REGENERATION.

On the affiliated topics of ¢ repentance” and ¢ faith,” the Doctrinal
Declaration says,—

¢ In harmony with the usage of the original terms, we understand repentance
to mean simply a change of mind, and faith to mean simply ¢ the belief of the truth.’
‘When both terms are employed in connection with the gospel, they denote a clm:ge
of mind that iseues in the reception of the truth. When only one term is used, the
other is implied. Each is to be distinguished from its consequents—such as peace,
love, godly sorrow, or godly joy. As respects faith, there 1s but one term in the
original for the two El:glish words which are indiscriminately used to represent it,
namely, faith and belief; and this denotes simply what is understood by belief in
every-day life, the difference between saving and common faith consisting not in
{;h;; m:;‘net of believing, but in the saving and sanctifying virtue of the gospel-truth

ieved.”—p. 15.

On “ regeneration,” again, it speaks thus :—

“ With all evangelical Christians, we understand this to denote a vital change of
disposition and character ; but considering the Jewish usage from which the term
was borrowed, it may be a question whether the prior change of relationship implied
ought not also to be ineluded. If so, regeneration will embrace adoption, or the re-
alt;red relation of sonship, and the initial stage of sanctification, or the restored filial

isposition.”

‘I‘)OT‘Le agencies concerned in regeneration are, First in the order both of nature and
of time, and transcendently so in the order of importance, that of the Holy Spirit;
ooncurrent with which are, Secondly, that of the sinner himself, in the way of volun-
tarily attending to and taking in the regenerating truth of the gospel; and Thirdly,
that of the preacher, or other Christian agent, bﬁ whom, through voice or that
gospel-truth has been exhibited and enforced. Hence regeneration, while the result
of free sovereign grace, is at the same time the sinner’s duty : who accordingly is ex-
g{euly commanded to ¢ make himself a new heart, and & new spirit” (Ezek. xviii.

”»

¢ Regeneration, then, is not fo faith, but tArough faith—not before ¢, and im order
{o ¢t, but after it,and dy means of it. The notion that regeneration is an immediate,
mysterious, and 1n fact miraculous renewal of the human faculties, before believing,
and to enable them to believe, we reject as unscriptural, as subversive of free-agency
and moral government, and as of pernicious tendency in the way of leading the sinner
to postpone the immediate duty of believing the under the fatal and delusive
expectation of a so-called ¢ day of power.’ *’—Doet. Dec., pp. 19, 20.

Our eritic does not like these views. He holds, on the contrary,
that ¢ the exercise both of saving faith and repentance is an act of a
regenerated nature, that is, regeneration must precede both repentance
and faith.” (p. 63.) ‘‘ Regeneration,” he says again ‘‘is understood,
according to the Calvinistic system, to imply a communication of divine
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light and holiness to the mind of man, for the purpose of enabling him
to repent and believe.” (p. 63.) Such are our critic’s views. And if
we could now be astonished at any amount of incongruity, or of contradic-
tion at once to the express letter of Scripture, and to his own express
utterances of his belief, we should marvel in the extreme. For, 1 the
Jfirst place, the Scripture determines, explicitly, that men are regenerated
instrumentally, by or through, the Word of God. Men, says Peter,
are ‘‘ born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by (or
through) the Word of God, which liveth and abideth for ever.” (1 Pet.
i. 28). They are ‘‘ begotten,” says James, ¢ of the Father’s own will,
with the word of truth.” (Chap i. 18.) But they could not be thus be-
gotten and born again by means of the instrumentality of the word of
truth, if that word of truth were not received or believed. The instru-
ment would otherwise have no point of contact with the soul, and could
not possibly be put into operation within the soul. John, moreover,
expressly says, in his Gospel, ‘‘ As many as received him, to them gave
he power to become the sons of God, even to them that believe on his
name : which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor
of the will of man, but of God.”” (Chap. i. 12, 13.) It is they who
receive Christ, or believe in his name, who get the power or preroga-
tive of becoming the sons of God ;—by being, of course, ‘‘ born not of
blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.”
It is not said that they must first be born into the divine family, and
then, after having become sons or daughters of God, believe on Christ.
And, sn the second place, when our critic thus reverses the words
of the Holy Spirit,—putﬁng the last first, and the first last, he reverses
his own previously maintained opinions; and thus most strenuously
does battle with himself,—battle to the very death. He commits con-
troversial suicide : not consciously, of course, but really; and most mer-
cilessly too. In his eagerness to refute the doctrine of the Evangelical
Union he maintains, as we have seen, that “ regeneration implies a com-
munication of divine light and holiness to the mind of man, for the pur-
pose of enabling him to repent and believe.” (p. 63.) He repeats and
re-repeats the same idea. Faith, he says, * may be, strictly speaking,
an exercise of the understanding ; but he must have read the Bible to
ve? little purpose who does not perceive that it is the exercise.of an
understanding in most intimate alliance with a sanctified heart.” (p. 69.2
He thus maintains stoutly that a regenerated heart, ‘‘ a sanctified heart,’
¢ a communication of holiness to the mind,” is necessary ‘ for the pur-
pose of enabling & man to believe.” Such is, at this stage of things,
the doctrine of our critic. And yet; when he was discussing
the doctrine of ¢ original sin,” and oblivious of this subject of
regeneration and faith, he said, *‘as certainly as justification precedes
sanctification, according to the christian scheme; does condemnation,
according to the covenant with Adam, precede in the order of nature,
the moral blight vitiating our understandings and our hearts.” (pp. 25,
26.) Justification, as he and every other Calvinist, and we too, admit,
succeeds faith, and never precedes it. The apostle, again, and again,
and again, and yet again, teaches us that a man is ¢ justified by fatth.”
The order of things, then, while our critic was discussing original sin,
was the following :—Firstly, faith; secondly, justification; thirdly,
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sanctification. But, at present, when he is discussing regemeration,
and finding it necessary to institute an effective polemic against the
views of the Union on that subject, the order of things must do duty,
it seems, inversely, and as if with heels over head. For at this stage of
the review, it would appear, it is necessary that there be, firstly, sanctifica~
tion or holiness, and then secondly, faith, and thirdly, justification. It
is really too hard on the order of things to turn it upside down in so un-
ceremonious a manner. And then to be so positive, at each time, suc-
cessively, when the ends are alternately uppermost, that the order
specified is the only one that is possible! Admirable reasoner! Pro-
digy of consistency !

He proceeds to say,—* We have always been very suspicious of the
reality of those alleged conversions, in which the abettors of Evan-
gelical Union doctrine have been concerned, directly or indirectly.”
(p. 63.) What wonder? It is the invariable attribute of littleness of
soul to be large in everything that really needs no largeness of soul,
such as ungenerous suspicion. To be unsuspected by minds of that
description, is almost ground sufficient for suspecting that suspicion is
deserved.

But he returns to doctrines. And, touching on repentance, he says,—

“ Now, we would seriously ask the authors of the Declaration, and all accustomed
to preach such doctrines, what authority they have for calling ¢godly sorrow’ a con-
sequent of repentance ? *’—p. 64,

‘We beg to inform him, in answer to his question, that the repentance
spoken of in the Declaration, is expressly defined to be that which
‘‘igsnes in the reception of the truth.” It is, in other words, the
repentance which is spoken of, in such passages as Mark i. 15, ¢ Repent
ye, and believe the gospel.” And the reason why * godly sorrow ’’
must be ““a consequent” of this repentance is simply this, that godli-
ness is holiness or sanctification, and holiness or sanctification succeeds
justification ; and consequently must succeed the faith which precedes
justification. If, nevertheless, our critic will insist on contradicting

imself, and controversially slaying himself a second time with his own
hands, by holding that the godly sorrow of the soul must go before its
godliness, we really cannot help it.

He quotes the 51st Psalm to prove that godly sorrow is a main
ingredient in repentance. But we beg, in the first place, to remind
him that the 51st Psalm is the experience of a penitent believer.
‘We beg, tn the second place, to inform him that we distinguish between
penitence and repentance. We beg, tn the third place, to state to him
that the term repentance does not occur in the P ; and the question
in dispute is a question about the meaning of a term. And, sn the fourth
place, we beg to assure him that we do most sincerely hold that there
can be no penitence without sorrow, and no godly penitence without
godly sorrow ; and, if he will, there can be no evangelical repentance
without sorrow, and a sorrow that will culminate in * godly sorrow.”

He touches on the subject of faith ; and refers to the second chapter
of the Epistle of James, to prove that there are different kinds of it, as
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regards the nature of the act, as well as regards the nature of the object.
‘We need not enter into argument on the subject, though nothing could
be easier. As he quotes in another part of his Review, ¢ the late very
distingnished Dr. Wardlaw,” who ‘‘ departed from the strict doctrines
of Calvinism ” only, he says, on the subject of the extent of the atone-
ment, we would quote a paragraph from his Exposition, recently pub-
lished, of the Epistle of James. He says, in reference to the passage
e e of ds of faith, Th

“There is nothing in the different kinds of faith. ere is simply fastA :
and of this faith, tl:f apuﬁewaﬂm that without works it is dead! In cucll.:g gmeo-
tion, I am at a loss to conceive what else he can mean, than its being in profession

only ; shown to have no reality by the absence of its only unequivocal indication.”—
p. 169,

§ 4. RELATIONS OF PRAYER AND FAITH.

Our critic says, ‘Calvinists maintain, as the Bible teaches, that where
there is no real faith, there can be no genuine grayer.” (p. 78.) Thisis
almost all, so far as the relations of prayer and faith are concerned, that
Evangelical Unionists plead for. It is perhaps even a little more than
all. We would by no means stifle the earnest aspiration of the inquiring
unbeliever. But we do hold that the man who is able to pray to the
Father, is also able, if he is really satisfied that the Bible is the Book of
God, to believe on the Son. And we deprecate with all our energy the
substitution of circuitous prayer to the Father in the place of direct faith
in the Son, as the subjective way whereby the sinner is to enter into
¢ peace with God.”” We commend to our readers’ perusal the section
of the Doctrinal Declaration on this subject.

§ 5. PEACE WITH GOD.

““We had always,” says our critic, ‘ understood that the adherents
of the Evangelical Union expressed the blessing immediately following
g'a;don, by a much stronger phrase than ¢ peace with God.”” (p. 82.)

en he had always misunderstood the teaching of those who are the
proper representatives of the Union. Of course, however, neither on
this subject, nor on the subject of prayer, and perhaps scarcely on any
of the subjects, which constitute the details of theology, do Unionists
hold anything like the notions of the reviewer.

§6. ELECTION AND REPROBATION.

The views of the Evangelical Union on election and reprobation, are’
substantially those of Melancthon, in his maturity ; and of the Fathers
of the first three centuries. 'We believe, with the Fathers and the illus-
trious German reformer, that election, ““like justification,” is condi-
tioned on faith ; and that the demeritorious cause of reprobation is man's
own sin. We also believe that both election and reprobation are,
strictly speaking, events that occur in time, although of course they run
up, us regards the element of purpose, into eternity. :

Our reviewer holds that the purpose of election was strictly uncon-
ditional. But he surrenders the unconditionality of the decree of repro-
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bation. And he maintains, moreover, ¢ after a careful perusal of nearly
all the theology that Calvin ever published,” that the Genevan reformer
took the same view of the subject, and ‘‘applied to the doctrine of
reprobation the same exercise of free will, on the part of the sinner, as
regulates the decisions of the Evangelical Union regarding the decree of
election.” (p. 94.) This will be news to the other Calvinists of the
world! And indeed it is a new thing, at last, under the sun! Bat,
alas, like some other new-fangled things, although it is new, or
rather, just because it is new, it is not true! It is merely one invention
more, added to the long, lon§ list that has already emanated from the
inventive genius of our critic! He has misunderstood the controversy
that has been waged among Calvinists, as to the position of Calvin in
relation to the supra- and sub-lapsarian question. And because some
have maintained that Calvin was sublapsarian, he has leaped to the
conclusion that the reformer held that reprobation is conditioned on
the sinner’s ‘“ exercise of free-will”’! He has simply leaped into an
abyss of historical nonentity. .And he is consequently lost. And what
marvel? For why should he have meddled with subjects that he
knows nothing about? Every other theologian that knows anything
of Calvin’s Institutes, Commentaries, and other writings, knows that it
would be utterly subversive of Calvin's whole theory to suppose that
he could represent reprobation as conditioned on the sinner’s ¢ exercise
“of free-will”’; and he knows, moreover, that, as a matter of fact, Calvin
everywhere opposed that theory. Witness, for example, what he says
in his Institutes :—

“ Turn now to the reprobate, to whom the apostle simultaneously refers (in Rom. ix,
13.) For as Jacob, while meriting nothing by good works, is assumed into favour;
80 Esau, while as yet undefiled by iniquity, is Aeld in hatred. If we take works, im
either case, into account, we do injustice to the apostle, as if he did not see that which
is obvious to us. But it is perfectly evident that he did not see it; for he expressly
urges this, that, while as yet they had done nothing of good or evil, the one was elected,
the other rejected ; in order that he might prove that the ground of the divine predes~
tination is not in works.”” —* Therefore if we cannot assign any reason why he honours
his own with mercy, except that it so pleases him ; mig:r have we any other reason,
but Ais own will, why he reprobates others. For when God is said either to harden or
to compassionate, whom he will, we are thereby admonished not 20 look for any cause
thereof beyond his wild.”—(Lib, iii. 22, 11.)

“Those whom God pasees by, he reprobates, and that for no other causs except that
he wills to exclude them from the inheritance which he predestines for his children.” —
(Ditto, iii. 23. 1.)

‘Witness also what he says in his Commentarses :

4 Although the corruption which is diffused through the whole human race is of it-
solf, and that too before it eme:ﬁo into actusl sin, sufficient for condemnation, so that
it follows that Esau was deserv. {1 rejected because he was by nature a child of wrath ;
nevertheless, lest the least doubt should remain, as if Ais condition was made worse by
veasom of any fault or vice, it was expedient for the apostle to exclude from view sins
as well as virtues. It is true, indeed, that the proximate cause of reprobation is be-
cause we were all cursed in Adam : nevertheless, that we may learn to soquiesce in the
bare and simple will of God, Paul withdraws us meanwhile from the view of this,
until he has established that God has a sufficient and good cause of electing and re-

ing in his own will.” (Rom. ix. 13.)

“ When God elects some, and reprobates others, tAs oause is wol to be somght any-
where else than in his own purpose.”’—Ditto. v. 14.

It is, then, not only false, but ridiculously false, in the matter of
historical theology, to assert that Calvin ¢ applied to the doctrine of
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reprobation the same exercise of free will, on the part of the sinner, as
regulates the decisions of the Evangelical Unien regarding the decree of
election.’”” Calvin admitted two causes; the ultimate, the will of God ;
the proximate, the fall of Adam. But he expressly excludes ‘ the exer-
cise of the sinner’s free-will.”” If our critic has read, as he alleges,
the greater part of Calvin's writings, he has either read them with a
bandage on his eyes, or he shows that it is one thing to read, and
another thing altogether to understand what one reads.

And even though it should have been the case that Calvin suspends
reprobation, subter-sublapsarianly, on the acts of the sinner’s will, our
entic would be a heretic, by the laws of the church to which he belongs,
if he were to hold the same opinion. And by these laws he is a heretic.
In holding that reprobation is not unconditional, he withdraws it ‘ from
the unsearchable counsel of God's own will, whereby he extendeth or
withholdeth mercy as he pleaseth, and passes the non-elect by for the
glory of his sovereign power over his creatures ;* and he thus renounces
the doctrine of the Westminster Confession, which he has sworn to
maintain inviolate and intact. He renounces, moreover, every vestige
of consistency as a thinker.

He holds, however, by the unconditionality of election, and supposcs
that this unconditionality is emphatically taught in Rom. viii. 28-30.
He does not notice the word ¢ foreknow,” which precedes the word
“ predestinate,” and which brings into view a foreseen condition of the
predestination referred to. (See Raposttory, 1st Series, vol i. p. 241.)

He says that *‘ it is not possible to explain the 9th chapter of Romans
in consistency with the creed of the Evangelical Union.” p. 87. We
invite him to try his hand at answering our Ezposstion of the Ninth
Chapter of the Epistie to the Romans.

His sheet-anchor, however, is Eph. i. 4, ¢ According as he hath
chosen us in Christ before the foundation of the world,” which is ex-
plained in the Doctrinal Declaration as meaning ‘‘ according as he hath
purposed to choose us in Christ, before the foundation of the world.”
He does not seem to know that the highest Calvinistic authorities take
precisely the same view of the expression, as for example Beza ;—(elegit,
id est eligire proposuit.)

CONCLUSION.

‘We dismiss our critic’s review,—sincerely sorry that it should have
to carry on its broken and shattered back, such an overwhelming load of
philosophical, logical, historical, theological, and exegetical blunders.
If the author had only manifested, in the matter of the animating
spirit that pervades his review, a little less of cool supercilious assump-
tion, we can assure him that it would have been with a more sparing
hand that we should have piled the toppling and unsightly burden,
under which his book will now have to stagger along.

The day is surely on the wing when the land of our nativity, noble old
Scotland, will be blessed with a spirit of more expansive theological
liberality and unbigoted inquiry. The members of the Evangelical
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Union have been ruthlessly treated for trying to do good in ways that -
are approved of by many of the most enlightened in England. And,
while ruthlessly persecuted, they may, at times, have been driven
into immature deliverances on some odds and ends of doctrines. But
they are now more developed in their views. And they cannot repress
the hope that, in spite of all the defamation to which they are subjec-
ted, on the part of the smaller spirits around them, they may be used
by the Great and Good Spirit of God to effect some change upon the
repellent necessarianism and unconditionalism of the theology of their

country.

It has hitherto, however, been their aim, not so much to construct
a theology, as to win souls. And their hearts have been sustained by
witnessing the mighty power of the God of the Gospel, working vic-
toriously in connection with the belief of the glad tidings of universal
propitiation. A respectable physician in the neighbourhood of our
reviewer has assured us that the only triumphant decease which has
ever yet come under his professional cognizance, was that of a member
of an Evangelical Union church. Such scenes are not rare in the ex-
perience of Evangelical Union ministers. And it is the recurrence of
them which constitutes one of the elements of the enco ment which
upholds them. It must be so still. By the grace of the Infinite
Father, it will continue to be the chief aim of all true Evangelical
Unionists, to win souls to Christ, and thus to win men to goodness and
to bliss. It ie, we may add, our especial joy, in prosecuting this, our
first and our dearest mission, to know that Christ fulfils his own
promise, “lo, I am with you alway.” Ever may all, who live and
labour for Christ, responsively say to their gracious Lord, in the sublime
language of the Psalmist of old, *‘ we are continually with thes.” He
that is ever with Christ, ¢joined to the Lord,” indissolubly linked to
the 1Saviom', is indissolubly linked at once to bliss and to goodness and
to glory.
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THE GOSPEL, WHAT IS IT?

IT must be of the greatest moment to know precisely what
% the gospel ” is. Ministers of churches are often designated
“minsters of the gospel.” It is universally believed that it is
their business and duty to ¢ preach the gospel.” In the official
position which they occupy, they are set at once for the procla-
mation, and for the defence, of the gospel. '

From the fact that ministers of churches are called “ ministers
of the gospel,” we may conclude that the members of churches
stand 1n a peculiar relation to “the gospel.” If they be what
they ought to be, they will be “ believers of the gospel.” They
wil‘y have unfeignedly ¢ received the gospel.” They will be
“obeying the gospel.” They will be living under the influence
of the gospel, getting peace out of it, and joy unspeakable, and
the hope of heavenly glory, and holiness too.

¢ Beautiful are the feet” of those who truly ¢preach the
gospel,” and beautiful, doubtless, are the souls of those who truly
and abidingly “ believe the gospel.” For the Gos-pel is God's-
spell. It 18 God’s story,—God’s good story,—the good and
glorious story which the great kind Xather of the prodigal sons
and daughters of men has to tell them, that he may win them
back from their wayward ways, and from the woes into which
their wayward ways have led them and are still leading them.

“ The gospel,” thus, is not a story of man’s inventing. It is
not a theory of man’s imagination. It is not an ingenious human
speculation. It originated in the mind of God. It is a sublime
communication to us of the thoughts of God.

And being good news from God, the gospel is true news.
It is no cunningly devised fiction or fable. It is ¢the word of
the truth of the gospel.” It is truth. It is altogether truth.
It is more. Itis “the truth.” It is the all-important truth for-

No.2.] F [Vol. 1.
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men, as sinners. The gospel is true news from God regarding
the way by which sinners may be saved,—all sinners without
distinction or exception. The gospel is “ good news to every
creature,”— news about the grace, or kindness, and mercy,
of God. Itis “the gospel of the grace of God.” Hence, it is
good news regarding Christ as the Saviour. It is “the gospel
of Christ,”—¢ the glorious gospel of Christ.” By it hath Eoshrist
“brought life and immortality to light.” And hence it is “the
wer of God unto salvation to every one that believeth,” whether
e be Jew or Gentile, free or bond, white or black, high or low,
learned or illiterate. And as the way of salvation is one and the
same in all ages and dispensations, the gospel is like Christ,
“the same yesterday, to day, and forever.” Itisthe ¢ everlastin
gospel.” Xnd “if any man or angel preach any other gospel,”
than the one which God has revealed, “let him,” says the loving
and tender-hearted Apostle Paal, “be accursed.”

It must, then, be a matter of transcendent moment to know
precisely what “the gospel ” is. Howsoever much we may be
in ignorance in other subjects, howsoever far we may be in error
regarding other truths, it is of vital moment that we be charge-
able neither with error nor with ignorance as regards this one
thing needful for the salvation and sanctification of the immortal
soul. It is well, then, that on this subject we should not rest
- contented with vague and indefinite and dream-like notions, or
with mere guesses and suppositions. It is well that we do not
receive on mere trust the ideas of our fellow-men in such a
momentous matter. But, taking in our hand the hook of God
himself, we should be able to point to his own inspired words,
and to say,—“ There God tells us what the gospel is. And
“though all the doctors and philosophers and preachers in the
“universe should come and say to us ¢that 18 not the true
¢ gospel,’ it would matter nothing to us. We should believe it still,
“ x;.ndp believe it with a faith as firm and as unwavering as the
“ most fixed and fast of the everlasting hills. Just as the wisdom
“ of one man outweighs the wisdom of ten thousand ants and flies,
“30 the word of God is more to be de},)ended on than the word of
¢ tens of thousands of our fellow-men.

What then is it which is “the gospel”? How has God
defined it? Let us see. “ Brethren,” says a man who was in-
spired by God, I declare unto you THE GOSPEL, which I preached
‘““unto you; which also ye received ; and wherein ye stand ; by
“which also ye are saved, if ye keep in memory what I preached
“unto you, unless ye have believed in vain. For I delivered
“unto you first of all, that which I also received, how that Christ
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% died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that he was
“buried, and that he rose again the thinr day, according to the
“Scriptures.”—1 Cor. xv. 14, .

Such is the inspired definition of “ the gospel.” And that we
may be sure that the apostle is not using the term vaguely or
loosely or inexactly, see with what solemn circumstantiality and
pomp he ushers in his definition. ¢ Brethren,” says he, “I de-
clare unto you the gospel.” The words are loving. But they
have an unwonted dignity and stateliness about them. And there
is also something of the nature of rebuke in them. It is as if he
said to them, ¢ Brethren, I should not need to go back in my in-
“stractions to the A B C, and mere elements of christianity. I
“should not need at this time of day to begin with you at the be-
“ginning. And yet I hear that there are some among you who
“are broaching notions about the resurrection—which, if in-
“telligently carried out, would infallibly lead to the utter sub-
“version and indeed annihilation of the gospel. Brethren, how
“can it be that any among you can give one moment’s heed to
“these notions? Whatsoever is utterly at variance with the
“goapel, must be untrue. DBut since it seems to be needed,
“ —gethrm, 1 declare unto you the gospel.”

And this is still what is needed in this our time and in this our
country. It is “the gospel ” that is needed. And there is need
of an inspired declaration of what it is.  For there are millions ~
who are 1n the mist on the subject. And when the question is
asked, What is the gospel ? there is either lamentable silence, or
lamentable uncertainty, or still more lamentable misconception
and positive error.

Bat the apostle is not contented with the simple though stately
preface, “I declare unto you the gospel.” He adds the important
* words,  which I preached unto you” Itis asif he said :—“There
“isno gospel but one. And what I preached unto {ou before,
“is all that I have to declare unto you now. The gospel is unalter-
“able, and cannot be moulded to suit the fine-spun theories of
“speculative men. You may alter. I may alter. The world
“may alter. The stars may lapse, and the sun may burn out,
“But the gospel is unalterable. And therefore what I preached
“to you before is exactly that which I now declare unto you as
“the gospel.” Such seems to be the import of the apostle’s state-
ment. Izd when we remember that this same apostle elsewhere
says, as we have remarked,—*though we, or an angel from
heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we
have preached unto you, let fﬁm be accursed;” and when we
also bear in mind, that, as an inspired preacher of the gospel, he
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was warranted in making this tremendously solemn declara--
tion ; surely, we should be most anxious to know precisely, to
receive unhesitatingly, and to maintain tenaciously, what he
declares to be ¢ the gospel.”

- But the apostle is not contented simply to say to his Corinthians,
¢ Brethren, I declare unto you the gospel, which I preached unto
you.” He adds something farther in the form of preface, which
gives it additional power and importance ;—* which also ye have
received,” or rather, ¢ which also ye received.” He thus recalls
the thoughts of the Corinthian brethren to the time of their first-
love. It was a glad time with them. It was a sunny spot in
their existence. It was the turning point of their inward history.
Before they received the gospel, they were groping in darkness
after a resting place, and coule?ind none. But when they received
the gospel, they entered calmly and sublimely into rest. Before
they received it, they could not Eet abiding ]Za piness, real bliss.
They tried to getit {y innumerable methods. gome tried eating.
It did not do. Some tried drinking. It did not do. Some tried
money making. It did not do. Some tried painting. It would
not do. Some tried poetry. It would not do. Some tried travel-
ling. It would not do. Some tried music. No. It would not
do. Some tried obscenity. Ah,no. It could not, would not, and
did not do. Some tried study and philosophy. But it was in
vain. They would not do. atever they tried failed. Every
expedient proved to be a broken reed. Every fire which they
attempted to kindle, turned out to be but a smoking flax. Until
they received “the el,” they were neither happy mnor holy.
It was moral night-time with them ; and though they had often
" had the apparent prospect and promise of a dawn, yet the sun
never rose. But, when they ¢“received the gospel,” all things
bet&amefn:lviv to them: ’]_fﬁr they themselv?; became renewed in the
midst of all things. ey got peace. They got joy. They got
hope. They got holiness. As regards their inngJm);n, they wgre
in an entirely new world. Now that which thus revolutionized
them must be good. It must be from God. And no notion that is
at variance with it can either be beneficial or divine. Hence the
wisdom of the apostle’s appeal to the fact that the gospel, which
he was about once more to declare to them, was the identical gos-
pel which they received at that epoch in their history which was
the bright turning-point of their souls’ condition. hat, then,
is this gospel ?

| ‘We cannot, even yet, leap into a face-to-face contemplation and
realization of it. Kor the apostle adds in his preface, “ and
wherein ye stand.” The gospel which he was about to declare to



THE GOSPEL, WHAT 18 IT ? 85

‘them, was not merely the Eospel which they had formerly received.
It was the gospelin which they still stood. It was the gospel on
which they had been arrested, by which they had been satisfied,
to which they were still clinging, and away from which they
could find no standing room for their guilty souls in all the world. -
It was a gospel which was a rock of ages to their shipwrecked
spirits, and all was sea besides.—Such was the gospel which the
apostle was about to declare. And such certainly is the very
gospel which all sinners are still requiring—a gospel which will
prove, through life, through death, and on entering eternity, and
at the judgment-seat, a secure stand-place for the immortal soul.
What, then, is this gospel * What says the apostle ?

¢ Brethren, I declare unto you the 1, which I preached
unto you, which also ye received, and wherein ye stand : by which
also ye are saved.” There is thus more preface stil. But it
sonngs sweetly. Let us hear it out. “ By which also ye are
saved, if ye keep in memory what 1 preacha{ unto you, unless ye
believed in vain.” Ah! there is something of hesitancy too,—
something which is fitted, till explained, to throw doubt into the
delightful asseveration,—“by which also ye are saved.”  The
gospel, it seems, which the apostle was about to declare to his
Corinthians, and which he had long ago preached to them, which
they had received, and in which they were still standing, was the
means by which they were, at the very time he was writing to
them, in a state of salvation—in a state in which their souls were
safe for eternity. And yet he says—*if ye keep in memory what
I preached unto you.” There is thus a condition on which the
continuous salvation or safety of the soul depends. There is an |
“if” to be attended to. ¢ Ye are saved by the gospel,” says the
apostle, “if ye keep in memory what I preached unto you.” It is
as if he had said, “It is not enough that you once believed : you
“must continue believing. It is not enough that you once had
“the gospel in your mind. You must keep it in memory. It is
“not enough that ye once turned your thoughts to the glorious
% object exhibited in the good news from heaven. You must
“continue to keep the same object, and to keep it for ever, in
“ your thoughts. The faith of the day of your conversion sufficed
< for the day of your conversion ; but it will not suffice for to-day.
“The faith of yesterday sufficed for yesterday; but it will not
“ suffice for to-dz.y. The faith of to-day suffices for to-day ; but
“it will not suffice for to-morrow. And the faith of to-morrow
“will not suffice for the day following. The life must be a life
“of faith. And from day to day, from month to month, from
“ year to year, ye who have believed the gospel will be in a
# state of salvation, and you will be safe, if from day to day, and
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“from month to month, and from year to year, you keep in
“ memory that which has been divinely preached unto you.”

¢ Unless,” adds the apostle, “ye {e ieved in vain.” What
mean the words? Is it possible, after all, to receive the gospel,
and to keep it in mind and memory, and have the life a life of
faith in it, and yet “believe it in vain”? Is this possible? No.
It is an absolute impossibility. ¢ He that believeth hath everlast-
ing life” “ He that believeth shall be saved.” The Lord God

Almighty gives his own word as security.

Wﬁy then does the apostle say “unless ye believed in vain”?
He said it with the view of for ever extinguishing the error which
had been preached among his Corinthians, and which the 15th
chapter is 1tended to expose. The error was,—that there is no
resurrection of the dead. The apostle says in the 12th and
following verses,—

¢ Now, if Christ be preached that he rose from the dead, how say
some among you that there is no resurrection of the dead ? But if there
be no resurrection of the dead, then is Christ not risen: and if Christ
be not risen, then is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.
Yea, and we are found false witnesses of God ; because we have testified
of God that he raised up Christ, whom he raised not up, if so be that
the dead rise not. For if the dead rise not, then is not Christ raised :
and if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain ; ye are yet in your sins.”

But there is a resurrection. Christ is risen. And therefore
the apostle’s preaching was not vain, and the Corinthians’ believing
was not in vain. No. It is impossible to believe in Christ in vain.
And all therefore who have received the gospel, which Paul
preached and here declares, and stand in it, are saved by it, if
they keep it in memory. They cannot believe it in vain.

What then, O what is this gospel 2—this only gospel #—this
soul-saving gospel ¥—this gospel which cannot be believed
in vain? Let us hear it from the lips of the inspired man;—
“For I DELIVERED UNTO YOU FIRST OF ALL THAT WHICH
I A180 RECEIVED, HOW THAT CHRIST DIED FOR OUR
BINS ACCORDING TO THE SCRIPTURES ; AND THAT HE WAS
BURIED, AND THAT HE ROSE AGAIN THE THIRD DAY ACCORDING
To THE SCRIPTURES.” This is “the gospel” briefly and pre-
cisely defined, the one and only gospel by which souls are saved ;
and all that is at variance with it is false to the core. When the
apostle went to Corinth, and opened up his message to the in-
habitants of that luxurious and sinful city, he put first and fore-
most in what he delivered to them the gospel,” and it was this,
—“Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures; and
he was buried, and he rose again the third day according
to the Scriptures.” Such was the proclamation which he made
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in heathen Corinth to the heathen Corinthians. ¢ First of all,”
he delivered unto them this,—¢ Christ died for our sins, ye
¢ Corinthians, for mine and yours, yours and mine; Christ died
“for our sins ; not for mine only, but for yours also; not for yours
“only, but for mine also: Christ diéd for our sins according to
“the Scriptures; and he was buried, and he rose again the
“third day, according to the Scriptures. Aye, he rose again.
“Remember that. He was raised from the dead by the
“power of the Great Father. And now he liveth, and ever
“liveth, and sitteth at the right hand of the Majesty on high, to
“ make intercession for all wﬁo come unto God by Him. He rose
“ again :—and his resurrection was predicted in the Scriptures.
“For David said of him, ¢ Thou wilt not suffer thine Holy One
“to see corruption.” And it was according to the Scriptures too
“that he died. Witness the testimony of 5|e 22nd Psalm. But
‘it was not, O ye Corinthians, under the burden of his own sins:
“it was for our sins that he died, according to the Scriptures.
“ Witness the testimony of the 53rd chapter of Isaiah,—¢he was
“wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities ;
“the chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with his
“ stnﬁes we are healed’ ¢All we, like sheep, have gone astray ;
“we have turned every one to his own way; and the Lord hath
“laid on him the iniquity of us all’ Christ died then for our
“sins, and was buri:al, and rose again for our salvation. The
“work which he finished when he died, and of which the Father
“ signified his acceptance, when, by his mighty power, he raised up
“the successful worker,—this work is an atonement for our sins.
“In it God is well pleased, and ready to forgive the very chief of
“sinners. O ye d:)rinthians, believe and live.” Such we may
conceive to have been the purport of the apostle’s preaching in
Corinth. And such must be the purport of preachini, wherever,
and by whomsoever, the gospel,—the real, the true, the only, the
glorious, the everlasting gospel,—is proclaimed.

We see then what the gospel is. It is not the Bible. It isin
the Bible. It is not religion. It is the ground of religion to
those who have been irreligious. It is not theology. But it isthe
heart of theology, when theology is christianized. It is not the

romises. Itis that in which the promises are all “yea and amen.”
gt is not the free and universal call to believe. It is the thing to
be believed.

It is not enough, therefore, for preaching the gospel, that a man
speak of something or other within the boards of the Bible. It
is not enough that he speak of something that is religious. It is
not enough that he speak of something theological. It is not
enough that he speak of peace, and joy, and hope, and heavenly
glory, and holiness. None of these things is « the gospel,” though
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all of them are grandly connected with it. It is not enough that
he proclaim that all are free to believe and be saved. That is the
gospel-call, not “ the gospel.” It is not enough that he echo and
re-echo the divine proclamation—¢ Ho every one that thirsteth,
come ye to the waters, and he that hath no money, come ye, buy,
and eat; yea, buy wine and milk without money and without

rice.” For that too is not “the gospel,” but the gospel-call.

othing, nothing, is ¢ the gospel,” that does not include this,—
¢ CHRIST DIED FOR OUR S8INS ACCORDING TO THE SCRIPTURES,
AND WAS BURIED, AND ROSE AGAIN THE THIRD DAY ACCORDING
TO THE SCRIPTURES.” Yes, % Christ died for our sins.” So
must every true and faithful preacher speak. ¢ Our sins,”—
“ yours and mine, my hearers, whatsoever you may hitherto have
“been, whatsoever you still are, whatsoever you may continue
“to be.”

THE WILLING OF MAN AND THE WORKING OF GOD.

To many minds there seems to be an inconsistency between
the freedom of man’s will and the sovereignty of God. But this
arises from regarding the one or the other as absolute, and
as therefore exclusive of the other. The truth is, that
human freedom and divine sovereignty are correlative parts
of one whole. They are the constituents of moral government,
in which there must be a sphere for voluntary action on the
part of man, even while under the sovereign laws, arrangements, -
and procedure of God. This correlative harmony between the

free action of man and the sovereign working of grod is remark-

ably expressed by Jesus when he says, “If ye abide in me, and
my words abide in you, ye shall ask what ye will and it shall be
done unto you.” In these words we have the fact broadly stated,
that the will of man, regarding certain things, becomes a rule to
God’s operations. The words of Christ seem to us to contain a
law, rule, or principle of God’s procedure towards man. It may
be thus stated : atever man wills, or chooses, in respect to
moral character and final destiny, it shall be done unto him b

God. Itis God's sovereign determination to treat man as regar

character and destiny according to man’s own will or choice.
The sovereign arrangement of God is, that his treatment of man
shall be conditioned, and in its nature be determined, by man's
choice. In proof of this let us consider the following things :—

1. God has been sovereign%q pleased to create man with the power
of will—a power to choose his own course of life. A will free to
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choose or to refuse, a will exempt from necessitation, is an in-
destructible constituent of man’s nature. This is a fact of which
every sane man is conscious. It cannot be successfully disputed
that man has a will strictly his own, and that he exercises it in
choosing his course of life. We know this as one of the most
certain things in our daily experience.. Every day we choose
some things and refuse others ; we will to do, or not to do, certain
actions. No one could convince us of the contrary, except by
first proving that our conscious experience is a lie, and our very
souls themselves constituted by God to deceive us.

Not only do we choose and refuse, resolve and act; but, in so
doing, we know, and are conscious, that these are our own proper
acts, that they spring out of our self-activity, and that we are
their sole authors and proper causes. In choosing, we are
conscious of having the power of refusing; and in refusing,
we are conscious of having the power of choosing. As a direct
consequence, and as a fact inseparable from this consciousness of
a free self-activity, we feel, and cannot but feel, responsible for
our choices. If we choose as we ought, and do what is right, we
feel delight and self-approbation ; but if we choose what is wrong,
and do what we ought not, we feel self-condemned. The foun-
dation on which the whole of this experience rests is our consciouns
freedom of will, in virtue of which we are the proper causes of
our own choices, and for all that we do are helg responsible b
ourselves, our fellow-men, and our Creator. This freedom of wi
is part of our divinely given nature, and cannot be taken from us
except by the ruin of our moral constitution, the destruction of
our moral agency, and the annihilation of our responsibility.

IL It would be inconsistent were God to treat men in a way
that is not in harmony with the nature which he has sovereignly
conferred upon them. Having sovereignly chosen to constitute
men free agents, God cannot wisely rule over them, or treat them,
inconsistently with their free agency. His sovereign arrange-
ments concerning the governmental treatment to which they
should be subjected, must be in perfect harmony with their moral
nature. The reasons why God in sovereignty gave them a free
moral nature, must be unchangeably and eternally valid as reasons
why that nature should be respected and held inviolable. For to
create 2 being with certain attributes, and then to treat it so as
to crush its original nature, would be for God to contradict him-
self, and to introduce anarchy into his works by setting one part
in hostility to another. Moreover, to treat, govern, or rule any
creature contrary to its original nature, would really be tanta-
mount to its anmhilation. hy should the all-wise, all-powerful
Creator call any creature into existence, the attributes of whose
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nature require to be contradicted by any law or arrangement or
course of conduct on the part of the gmtor? Assuredly the
wisest thing, in such a case, would have been never to create at
all, and thus to prevent the anomaly of first creating and then

hting against and crushing the thing created. But such a
self-stultification can never be found in the works of Him who
is perfect, and whose conduct, from first to last, is the sublime
evolution of the harmonies of his infinite perfection. We, there-
fore, conclude that God, in his treatment of man, will consistently
carry out the principle of free-agency as originally conferred. In
the presence of the fact of conscious freedom, and of conscious
resdgonsibility in every man’s breast, the theories of universal fore-
ordination, unconditional predestination of some to glory and
some to woe, and irresistible, will-necessitating, influence, fall to
the ground. For all of these theories are direct and absolute
contradictions to the indestructible consciousness of freedom of
will in every soul.

I1L. In treating man according to his free nature as sovereignly
bestowed, God carries out man’s will or choice in things pertaining
to character and destiny. What man wills or chooses respecting
character and destiny,—that God does. We take this to be a great
law in the moral government of God. It is a law based upon
the moral nature of man, and apart from which man’s nature as
a free agent would be an impertinent intrasion in the universe.

It must be kept in mind, however, that it is only in things
moral that the law holds %ood What we will, or choose, con-
cerning our health, our life, our worldly circumstances, may or
may not be done for us by God. We may will or choose to have
health, and yet suffer from disease; or to possess long life, and
yet die young; or to be rich, and yet continue poor. God may
treat us quite contrary to what we will, or choose, in such matters
as these, for they are outside the region of morals. In all such
cases, it is our duty meekly to accept God’s will in the allotments
of his providence. But in the things of moral character and
destiny, God ever works out for us what we will or choose.

This is solemnly true in the case of the unconverted, or godless,
or Christless. In holding them under the power of evil habits,
and their own depravity, in leaving them under condemnation,
in excluding them from heaven, and at last consigning them to
the place of woe;—in all these dark experiences, and in that
final doom, God deals with them in strict accordance with their
own will and choice. He does what he does, because they choose
what they choose, and by their choice require him, as Moral
(overnor, to act as he does. Some one may say, indeed, ¢ I do not
see how that can be; no man wills or chooses to be sent into the
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place of woe.” That is quite true so far as final woe is concerned,
considered as an object of direct choice. But, then, we must re-
member that unconverted- men will or choose to live in sin, to live
without God, and without Christ. Sin in one form or another
is what they choose; and in choosing sin, they get its con-
sequences. Every unsaved man chooses as his supreme %)od
something else than God and Christ, and as he chooses, God
treats him, and works out his choice in its moral and spiritual
results both as to-character and destiny. The man does not choose
toread his Bible, or to attend the house of God, or to turn from his
evil ways; and God deals with him according to his choice.
God does not give him the full knowledge of the truth, or the
blissful influences of public worship, or the blessing which rests
on him who turns from the evil of his way. God leaves him
blighted and woe-stricken in his soul. God gives him to
eat of the fruit of his own ways. The man sows to the flesh,
and of the flesh God causes him to reap corruption. The man
chooses, but God carries out his choices into their legitimate,
intellectual, emotional, and physical results, of habit, charac-
ter, and destiny. The drunkard chooses to drink the intoxicating
cup; and since that is his will, he gets all the intoxication,—the
exhilaration, as well as the subsequent horrors of his chosen course.
The liar chooses to utter falsehood, the swearer to blaspheme, the
licentious to be unchaste, and the murderer to slay his victim ;
and in each of these cases God connects the proper sequents with
the respective choices, and by his divine agency carries out the .
choice to its natural results. 1t istheirs to choose, but it is God’s to
carry out their choice in the darkening of the intellect, the harden-
ing of the heart, the searing of the conscience, the formation of
habits, the general fixing of character, and the assigning of their
final destiny. In all these respects, those who choose evil shall
find that whatever they choose, God shall carry it out into its
legitimate consequences. As they choose the pleasures of sin,
without God and without Christ, God will give them all that
properly belongs to sin now and forever.

he principle that God acts according to what man chooses, is
delightfully true in the case of the converted,—the saved by faith
in Christ Jesus. Whenever a man wills or chooses to turn from
his evil ways, and come to Grod for pardon and salvation through
the merits of Christ, that moment God does what the man desires,
—forgives and accepts him through Christ. For thus it is
written, “Let the wicked forsake his ways, and the unrighteous
man his thouﬁhts, and let him return unto the Liord,and hewill have
mercy upon him, and to our God, for he will abundantly pardon.”
As soon as a man wills or chooses to be saved by faith alone in
the precious blood of Christ, God does it. For it is said, “ He



92 THE WILLING OF MAN AXD THE WORKING OF GOD.

that believeth in the Son hath everlasting life.” As soon as a
man chooses to become the child of God by faith in Jesus, God
at once does what he wills, and adopts him into the family of God ;
even as we are told, “ He came unto his own, but his own
received him not; but to as many as received him, to them gave
he power to become the sons of God, even to them that believe
on his name.” When a man wills or chooses to have grace to
fit him for daily duty and trial, God gives it ; for thus saith God,
“ My grace is sufficient for thee, I will perfect my strength in thy
weakness.” The gracious attitude of God in Christ towards ail
.who choose to come to him in faith is that of one saying, “ What
will ye that I should do unto you ¥”— Ask what ye will and it
ahall{)e done unto you.” Thus it is manifest that God does, as re-
ds character an! final destiny, what the converted will or choose.
e takes up and carries out their choice in washing them from
all sin in the blood of the Lamb, in sanctifying them by the Holy
Spirit through the truth, in enlightening the understanding,
quickeni ltl.ﬁe sensibilities and conscience to all that is pure and
r}glllltt, ing them “meet for the inlteritance of the saints in
the have now said enough in illustration of the principle that
God does what man will8 or chooses in t to moral character
-and final destiny. To that melancholy muititude on his left hand,
the righteons Judge shall be able in truth to say, “I have done
unto you the very thing which you chose. Ye willed and chose
to live in sin, without Grod and without Christ. Now you have
your choice,—Depart from me, ye workers of iniquity, to the
abode of sin and its eternal consequences” This will be the
keenest pang of the lost. They shall know and feel for ever that
they are just %:::omg their choice sternly and righteously carried
out by the ri us Judge. Likewise those who stand on the
right hand of the Judge, justified and accepted through Christ,
shall rejoice that Grod has done unto them according as they chose.
As lost undeserving sinners, they chose to be justified freely by his
through the redemption tﬁat isin Christ Jesus, and they

shall find that God has done it in love and mercy.

V. Prayer is, with peculiar fitness, enjoined by God, as a con-
dition ?f is bestowment of certain blessings. Prayer is a special
form of choice. It is our willing and choosing that God should do
something for us and our fellow-men. It 1s, in fact, our going
to him and saying, ¢ Father, I will that thou shouldest do this
for me, and that for others.” In this attitude, it becomes a neces-
sity of moral government that God should do something. There
is choice or w1$](l) on the part of the subjects of moral government.
And God must either exclude all such choices as are embodied
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in prayer, as conditions of his procedure, or he must recognise
them. That he must recognise them in some way, is proved by
our foregoing observations. In recognising them, he must either
refuse them or accept them, fulfil them or refuse to fulfil them.
That he must fulfil them is evident, because when our willin
or choices in prayer are coincident with his will, then all that is
in God himseqf, as well as all that constitutes our will or choice,
uire that it should be done unto us even as we will. Hence
the remarkable words of Christ, “If ye abide in me, and my
words abide in you, ye shall ask what ye will, and it shall be
done unto you.” In such a case, under the guidance of his
word, they will or choose things consistent with God's will, and
since Go({ always does, in things moral, what men really will, let
them ask what they will, and 1t shall be done unto them. Thus
Lrayer is only the special or Karticular application of the great
w of moral government—that God does as man chooses. It
follows, that the ordinance of prayer, by which the bestowment
of certain blessings is conditioned on our choosing, is a necessity
in the system of moral government; for without it there would
have been no express provision for dealing with a large and
important class of the choices of moral agents. If then we are
asked, why God has conditioned the bestowment of certain bless-
ings on prayer, we answer, that the necessities of moral govern-
ment require it.

VI. God having, for good reasons, sovereignly determined to
constitute man a moral agent, and, consequently, to treat him in
character and destiny according to his own choice, it is necessary,
antecedently to the choice being made, to present the objects, to furnish
the reasons, motives, and inducements, requisite to the right choice
being made. Prior to choice, God must work in man to will and
to do what is right, and not to do what is wrong. The will of
man, considered 1n itself, is simply the faculty of g‘ee choice. In
order to its actual exercise in things moral, it requires the follow-
ing conditions:—(1) the presentation of objects to be chosen ;
(2) sufficient reasons to the intelligence, and adequate induce-
ments to the heart, why the objects should be chosen; (3) the
objects of choice, with their reasons and inducements, must present
to conscience the moral quality of right or wrong. Apart from
these conditions, a choice possessing a moral character is impossible.
It belongs to God, as the Creator and Moral Governor of man,
to supply these antecedent conditions of choice, and then it
belongs to man to make the choice, and then, again, it belongs to
God to carry out, in character and destiny, the choice which has
been made. .

Accordingly we find that in the works of nature, providence,
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the Bible, the personal mission of Christ, the ministrations of the
Church, and the personal work of the Holy Spirit, God has
supplied, and is stiﬁefurnishin , the conditions of right choice to
man. He has “poured out his Spirit upon all flesh,” and has
sent the Spirit to “ convince the world of sin, of righteousness,
and of judgment.” That divine agent is ever working through
the constitutional laws of thought and feeling and conscience, in
order that all men may choose what is right, and refuse what is
wrong. When the choice is made, God must carry it out. But
before it is made, God is at work to secure, as far as possible, that
it shall be a right one. Should the man, however, choose what is
wrong, for the time being, God still works upon him and within
him that he may repent, and thus reverse his choices. This is
conversion in the case of the sinner, and restoration to the paths
of holiness in the case of the erring saint. Hence when the final
choice of any man is wrong, and he has that choice carried
out in a destiny of eternal woe, it shall be found that the fatal
choice of death was made in the presence of life, presented-
by God through the merits of Christ. On the other hand, when
the final choice is right and is carried out in a destiny of eternal
glory, it shall be found that the man chose the rght objects
under the influence of those soul-swaying reasons and inducements
which God caused to gather round and possess his intelligence,
heart, and conscience. For this he wilro raise God for ever.
For it was God who wrought in him to will and to do what was
right in believing on, in loving, and in serving, the Lord Jesus

Christ,
W.T—K.

OUR ATTITUDE, WHAT SHOULD IT BE?

Our attitude should be that of earnest and humble labourers in
the field of christian beneficence.

(1.) We are constrained, tndeed, to be theological. And we
must never forget our theology. It supplies us with the princi-
ples that stimulate and guide our practical activities. It furnishes
us with the thoughts, which are the grand animating motives to
all “labours of love.” And in so far as our theology is the re-
flection of God’s own theology, it unites us, in thought, with God.
It enables us to think the thoughts of God on some of the greatest
of realities. And, as thought is the true fountain of satisfactory
emotion, and of permanently blissful social effort, it qualifies us
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for being sharers in the divine love and joy, and for being co-
workers in the great divine enterprise of reclaiming a runaway
world. 'We must not, then, descend from our platform of theology.

(2.) Neither would we be warranted to surrender ourselves
to tnaction in matters of theological controversy. That which we
conceive to be, in its main features at least, the reflection of God's
own theology, happens to come into collision with certain theo-
logical tenets, which were part and parcel of the thinkings of the
illustrious Reformer, John Calvin, and which were stereotyped by
a most respectable body of theoloians, the Westminster Assembly
of Divines. These stereotyped theological tenets are accepted, in
all their amplitude and minute details, by the great religious
denominations of Scotland, as the Confession of their faith, and the
bond of their ecclesiastical communion and integrity. And hence
there is an exceedingly vehement opposition to our evangelical
views of the world-wide featares of the love of the divine Egaether,
of the atonement of the divine Son, and of the convincing and
converting influence of the divine Spirit. In the presence of this
opposition, it would be at once treachery to truth and a relapse
in all the elements that go to constitute heroism, were we to shrink
from “ contending earnestly ” for that which we conceive to be
%the faith once delivered to the saints” (as a trust to be safely
kept). We have no alternative. 'We must be zealous in main-
ta.mir;%,—and controversially if need be,—the truth which is

(3.) It is wise and right, moreover, that we tnscribe upon our
distinctive banners, not a profession of superiority in the matter of
personal consistency and character, but a testimony in reference to
momentous theological truths. It is of little moment for the weal
of the world that attention should be turned to what, by the grace
of God, we ourselves are as churches or as individuals. Itis of little
moment that attention should be directed to us. The matter of
moment is that the world’s attention should be drawn to Christ,
and to Grod as he is revealed through the work of Christ. It is
such truth as terminates, not upon ourselves, but upon our Saviour
and the three-one God, that is to bless mankind. And hence
there should be everything the reverse of an obtrusion upon the
observation of men, of any real or supposed superiority, charac-
teristic of our individual churches or our individual selves. In
such circumstances as ours, it will often happen that very much
‘'that is imperfect and unworthy will be very easily discerned, when
we are narrowly inspected. And even though the opposite were
invariably the case, still it would be of extremely subordinate
importance for the good of mankind to say,—Behold us, behold
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us, how good we have become! The watch-word of our activities
in relation to our fellow-men around us should ever be, ¢ Look
unto Jesus,"—* Look unto Jesus ;—¢ behold Him, and you will
be blessed, saved, sanctified, and glorified.” It is of immense
consequence for the ultimate success of any religious movement,
in the present state of society, that the prominent motto inscribed
upon its banners be doctrinal rather than experimental. It is
divine doctrine that is the fountain of all right human experience.
And it too often happens, alas, that, in consequence of wilful neg-
lect, and of one-sidedness in zeal, the human experience is far in-
ferior to what it ought to be, and to what indeed it would be were
the full congenial influence of the doctrine freely imbibed.

(4.) Nevertheless, our chosen attitude should be, that of hum-~
ble and earnest workers for the present and everlasting weal of our
fellow-men. There is no occasion, indeed, for any ﬁzmnting pro-
fession that this is our attitude, But there is very great occasion
for the reality that might be thus imprudently professed. In the
matter of argument we meet with no serious opposition. In this
direction, we have no formidable difficulty to anticipate. Our
theology, in all its important features at least, is easiry defended.
And let “whosoever will” descend into the arena of controversy,
we need not fear for it. Errors in details of views, or in details of
arguments, or in details of exposition, or as to details of facts,
may be discovered and exposed; and our individual weaknesses
and ignorance may thus be demonstrated. But there is no need
for the slightest anxiety in reference to that which constitutes the

at back-bone, and indeed the full compact bulk, of our theology.
g:r anxiety should be turned into an entirely different direction.
We should * rejoice with trembling ” lest we be found undevout,
unamiable, ungenial, ungentle, ungenerous, uncharitable, or other-
wise inconsistent, advocates of very glorious divine truths. If we
were to be selfish in our feelings, selfish in our conversations, selfish
in our worldly avocations, it would matter little, so far as our
individual influence is concerned, how gloriously benign our
theology can be proved to be. O for goodness! O for godliness!
O for disinterestedness! O for devotedness !—devotedness not to
ourselves, but to Christ, and to the weal of immortal men! O
for this devotedness, without any retrospective glances toward
selfish interests circuitously involved ! Erethern in evangelical
theology, let us live IN THE REALIZED PRESENCE OF THE CROSS
OF CHRIST, and all will be well. It will then be “the love of
Christ,” that will constrain us; and never yet was any mortal
man constrained by that love to do an unholy thing. It will con-
strain us to labour humbly and self-sacrificingly for the salvation
and sanctification of souls.
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TO BE SAVED, WHAT IS IT?

THERE never was a more important question asked by man, than
that which was proposed by the awakened Philippian jailor,—
““ What must I do to be saved?” It is in some respects the
question of questions. It never can be right with a man, until
he has proposed it,—right with him in his highest relations, in
his spiritual relations, in his relations to eternity and to the eternal
God againsc whom he has sinned. And when a man has once,
in all earnestness, asked the question, and not only asked it, but
also got it answered intelligibly, satisfactorily, scripturally, and
thus correctly, it is likely that he will find, in his blessed ex-
perience, that all things begin to be right with him,—at least all
those things that go deepest down in the direction of his conscience,
and that go farthest out and up in the direction of eternity and
of eternal glory. He who can answer the question “ What must
I do to be saved?”—he who can answer it rightly, he who has
answered it, and does answer it, to himself, intelligently and
realizingly, thinking the very thoughts of God on the subject,
and going, in his mind, into the presence of the august realities
referred to,—he who has thus answered the question will un-
doubtedly find that all other things with which he was formerly
familiar are seen by him from a new, and a more elevated, and a
much more satisfuctory, standpoint. They will all appear different,
The light of Calvary, the light of heaven, the light of eternity,
will be thrown upon them, and show them somewhat as they are.
The illusory dimness, in which magg of them were formerly
beheld, will be, in a measure, dispelled. The gaities of society,
for example, will stand out to view, stripped of their fascination.
Money will no longer appear as the one thing needful for happi-
ness. The honours of the world, the honours which men confer
upon men, will no longer appear to be so superlatively honourable.
verything that is peculiar to the earth, and that must be left
behind us when we depart, will dwindle into comparative insigni-
ficance. The things of time will shrink into their own exceedin
littleness, when compared with the things of eternity. And a
that is really good in time and on earth,—all that is really good
in human nature, and in cosmical nature around, all that is
grand in what is above us,—in the glorious sky, will be seen
to bear such finger-prints of divinity as constrain to exclaim,
“ My Father made tﬁem all, and owns them all.” To the man,
who has got his mind satisfied in reference to the question,
“ what must I do to be saved ?” all “old things will have passed
away; and behold all things will have become new.” The man
No. 2.] G [Vol. 1.
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will find himself to be, in some wonderful sense, “in Christ.”
In some wonderful sense he will be joined to Christ, crucified
with Christ, alive with Christ. He will be “a new creature.”
He will feel as if his whole being, in the sum total of its thonghts
and feelings and choices and aims, had been taken to pieces,
and constructed anew. The question, then, “what must I do
to be saved ? ” must, in every aspect of it, be truly momentous.

The particular aspect of the subject to which we purpose at
present to refer, is indicated in the title of our article,—“ To be
saved, what i3 it?” And we would remark, in the first place,
that salvation is not sanctification. It is one thing to be saved ;
it is another thing to be sanctified. The two realities are
never indeed far separated. They are allied. They are linked.
But still they are essentially distinct. And yet they are too often
more or less confounded. But when they are, the confusion is
apt to lead to serious practical consequences. It is not one thin
to be saved, and another thing to be saved from our sins. It is
one and the same thing to be saved from our sins, and to be
saved : and it is a different thing altogether, though never, as we
have said, far separated, to be sanctified. To be sanctified is to
become good. To be saved is to become safe. The two bless-
ings are the two ends of a concrete unity. And we might just
as well expect to find a pillar with one end only, as to find a man
with salvation only without sanctification, or with sanctification
only without salvation. Every one who receives salvation, ex-
periences sanctification too. And every one who is sanctified, is
saved. Nevertheless, just as the one end of a pillar is not the
other; just as the under end of an erect pillar 1s not the upper
end, and as the upper end is not the under end, so salvation is
not sanctification, and sanctification is not salvation. Salvation
is a certain state of safety in relation to the desert of sin. Sancti-
fication is a certain kind of character, which is realized in good-
ness, in godliness, in purity of heart and character.

If this'distinction between salvation and santification be correct,
it will follow that sanctification is more important than salvation.
It is a higher blessing. It has to do with the innermost and
sublimest element of our nature,—the moral. It assimilates to
God, in that which is the special glory of God,—his moral ex-
cellency. It renders the finite being in some little degree
“glorious in holiness,” even as God, within the vastness of his
own infinity, is infinitely glorious in the infinite beauty of his
infinite holiness.  Sanctification must thus be a higher blessing
than mere salvation. It is the upper end, the higher and more
ornamental end, of the pillar of God’s mercy. And it must con-
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uently, as the higher of the two inseparable blessings, bear the
relation of an end to a means.

Is it the case, then, that the Scriptures distinguish in the
manner we have indicated, between salvation and sanctification ?
It undoubtedly is. As regards the nature of sanctification, on
the one hand, that is not disputed. It is admitted on all hands
that it has reference to moral character, and is realized in moral
goodness or godlikeness. And as regards salvation on the other,
it suffices to quote a single passage to show that it cannot possibl
be identical with sanctification. 'When our Saviour gave his
apostles their commission to go into all the world, and preach the

pel to every creature; he added, ‘“he that believeth and is

ptized shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned,”
(or, shall be finally condemned.) ~Salvation is thus the opposite
of final condemnation. And it follows consequently that if sal-
vation meant sanctification, final condemnation would denote de-
moralization. If toenjoy salvation meant to be made morally good,
then to suffer condemnation would denote to be made morally
bad. And as it is God himself who condemns, it would be God
himself who is represented as producing wickedness in the wicked :
which cannot be. In John ii. 16, 17, we find a precisely similar
representation, by contrast, of salvation :—* For God so loved
the world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
believethin himshould not perish (t.e. should not befinally condemn-
ed,) but have everlasting gﬁ'e (i.e. but have everlasting salvation) ;
for God sent not his Son into the world to condemn the world,
(i.e. to adjudge the world to final condemnation as it deserved), but
that the world through him might be saved.” Salvation there-
fore is the opposite of condemnation ; and if, consequently, salva-
tion were sanctification, condemnation would be, as we have said,
demoralization. And, as it is God who saves all who are saved,
and who condemns all who are condemned ; if to be saved were
to be sanctified, then when he condemns, He would be renderin
unholy ;—an idea which it would be blasphemy to utter, and a tota
inversion of the most blessed realities to conceive. It cannot be
the case, then, that to be saved is to be sanctified. It is some-
thing totally distinct, though gloriously allied.

There are two passages, which are frequently quoted to prove
that the word “salvation ” sometimes at least means “ sanctifica-
_ tion.” The one is Mat i. 21, in which it is said of the virgin

Mary, “and she shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call his
name Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins.” And
the other is Phil. ii. 12, “ Wherefore, my beloved, as ye have
always obeyed, not as in my presence only, but now much more
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in my absence, work out your own salvation with fear and trem-
bling ; for it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do
of his good pleasure.” But in neither of these passages, as we
apprehend, is the word “saved” or “salvation” used with a
reference to sanctification. It is used, we believe, exactly as in
the other passages which we have already quoted, and refers to
the ultimate sa.ﬁation, as to state, of those who are believers in
Christ Jesus. Christ shall ultimately save his believing people
from all the penal consequences of their sins. This is what is
meant when 1t is said, ¢ he shall save his people from their sins.”
He shall save them everlastingly from the penalty of their sins.
And while his believing people are on eartr: it is their duty to
prosecute the work of faith and labour of love, and to follow holi-
ness, so that they may be meet for that ultimate stage of their
salvation, which consists of final and everlasting glorification. It
is in this sense, we conceive, that they are to * work out their
own salvation,” and with holy ¢ fear and trembling,” lest they
come short of their duty, seeing that God himself is graciousl

“working in them of his good pleasure,” that they may bot

will and do what is needed that they may become perfect in love.

The passages, then, which are quoted to support the idea that
salvation is wholly or partly of the nature of sanctification, are
not to the point. Ang their true import shines, as by its own
light, when it is borne in mind that the fulness of the salvation,
which is obtained by faith in the Saviour, is realized not in time,
but in eternity. It is true indeed that salvation belongs to the
believer in Jesus before he reaches eternity. It belongs to him
the moment that he believes in Jesus. He is saved whenever
he believes. Hence it is that we read in Eph. ii. 8, “by
grace are ye saved (or, more literally, by %;race have ye been
saved) through faith.” We read again in the epistle to Titus,
iii. 5, “Not by works of righteousness, which we have done,
but according to his mercy ke saved us” And in 1 Cor. i.
18, we read,—‘for the preaching of the cross is to them
that perish foolishness, but unto us which are saved it is the power
of Glc):l..” And hence too we should read in Acts ii. 47, “and
the Lord added to the church daily such as were saved.” The
expression “such as were saved ” is improperly rendered in our
version “such as should be saved.” It is correctly rendered by
Luther in his version, and by Wicliff in his. And again we read
in 1 Cor. xv, 1, 2, ¢ Moreover, brethren, I declare unto you the
gospel, which I preached unto you ; which also ye received ; and
wherein ye stan(r ; by which also ye are saved, if ye keep in memory
what I preached unto you.” It is true, then, that believers in
Jesus “are saved.” They are saved, while they are on earth.
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They are saved whenever they believe in Jesus. The moment
they look to Jesus as their saviour, they are saved. “ Now is
the accepted time ; now is the day of salvation.” ¢ Whosoever
believeth Aath life,"—hath everlasting life. He hath it now.
The gift of God, the gift which he gives in the Gospel, is ever-
lasting life. 1t is salvation. And wﬁlosoever believes the Gospel,
accepts the gift, and has everlasting life, and is saved.

And yet the falness of salvation cannot be enjoyed on earth.
It can be realized only in heaven. It is only there that the
believer can be freed from all the evil consequences of his sins,
and find paradise perfectly restored. Hence, 1t is the case, that
while there are some precious passages, in which believers in
Jesus are said to be already saved, there are far more in which
their salvation is spoken of as a thing of the future. Again and

ain did the Saviour himself say, ¢ he that endureth to the end

Ul be saved.” It is not said “he that is saved shall endure to
the end.” Hence, too, the lan e of the commission alread
quoted, “he that believeth shaﬁuliag saved, and he that believet
not shall be damned.” As the damnation of the unbeliever is
future, so is the fulness of the believer’s salvation. He ¢ shall be
saved.” Hence every believer has for his helmet “the hope of
salvation,” not so much salvation itself, as the hope of it.
“We are saved by hope,” says the apostle Paul in Rom. viii.
24,—that is, it is in the way of hope that we are saved. The
fulness of our salvation is an object hoped for. And hence it
is that the same apostle says, in 1 Cor. xv. 19, ¢ if in this life only
we have hope in Christ, we are of all men most miserable.” Our
reward is on high. Our life is everlasting. It is “the glory and
honour which are coupled with immortality” that we seek. It is
from ¢ the wrath to come” that we flee. It is heaven that is our
home: and it is not till we reach that home, that we shall see
our royal Father, our God, in the fulness of his glory. Hence it
is that the same apostle says of advanced believers, in Rom. xiii.
11, “for now is our salvation nearer than when we believed.” And
Peter says of them, in his 1st Epist. i. 5, that they  are kept by the
power of God through faith unto salvation, ready to be revealed
in the last time.” We are “now justified,” says Paul, in Rom. v.
9. But he says more: he says, “much more then, being now
justified by the blood of Christ, we shall be saved (viz. by and
y) from wrath through him; for if when we were enemies, we
were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, much more,
being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life.”

Itis abnndant}y manifest, then, that the fulness of salvation is
in the fature. It is in heaven. = Salvation on earth consists of
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pardon and justification. Salvation in heaven consists of glori-
fication. The moment that a sinner believes in Jesus, he is saved,
in the sense of being pardoned and justified. But his pardon
and justification stream forward and upward, and culminate in
%lon'ﬁcation : and this glorification is the completion of salvation.

ardon would be an incomplete blessing without justification ;
and justification would be an incomplete blessing without pardon ;
and both would be incomplete blessings without glorification.
Glorification is needed as the complement and consummation of
pardon and justification combined. And hence it is that it is both
true that the believer in Jesus is saved, and also true that he is
to be saved.  He is saved incipiently. ~He is to be saved com-

letely. While on earth he is alread); saved, in the sense of be-
ing safe,—safe as regards the desertof his own unrighteousness,and
safe too as regards the reward of the righteousness of his Saviour.
But in heaven his safety will become sublimed into that falness
of salvation, which is absolute glorification.  All tears shall be
wiped awaBy. Everlasting joy shall be around the head like a
perpetual halo, and within the heart, like a perpetual summer
of the soul. There will be fulness of pleasures for evermore.

Salvation, on earth, then, consists of pardon and justification
combined. = Salvation in heaven consists of the culmination of
pardon and justification in glorification, when the man shall be-
come all glorious without as well as all glorious within. Pardon
has reference, as we have intimated, to the desert of our own
righteousness. We deserve the wrath of God for ever on
account of our unrighteousness. We deserve for it everlasting
woe. But when we are pardoned, we are freed from exposedness
to this penalty. We are no longer hanging by the thread of life
over the abyss of perdition.  Justification, again, has reference
to the desert of Christ's righteousness, his perfect propitiatory
righteousness. The moment that we believe on Shnst, that
righteousness is placed to our account. And as it is a righteous-
ness that is spotless and most glorious, it deserves everlasting glory
and honour in heaven. And hence it is that every one who
believes in Jesus as his Saviour is not only pardoned, or delivered
from exposedness to the penalty that is due to him on account of
his own unrighteousness ; he is also, and at the same moment,
justified, or made an heir of the celestial glory and honour which
are the reward of the righteousness of Jesus. He is thus safe in
a twofold sense. He is safe in relation to the desert of his own
unrighteousness : he is pardoned. And he is also safe in rela-
tion to the reward of his Saviour’s righteousness : he is justified.
Not only is he no longer hanging by the thread of life over the
abyss of woe ;—his feet are on a rock—the rock of ages, and his
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face is set heavenward, where is his reward—the desert of his
Saviour’s righteousness.  This is his present salvation. And if
he endure to the end of his probationary career, he shall be still
more emphatically saved,—saved in the fullest acceptation of the
term. e shall have ¢ salvation with eternal glory.” All his
sorrows shall be ended for ever; and the river of the fulness of
joy—* theriver of God ”—shall roll to everlasting, widening, and
deepening as it flows on, through the interminable length of the
daration of his being.

Such is salvation. In its culmination and completion, it is
glory, glory, glory. And even in the earnests of it, which are
experienced here, it is like a deliciousl{ refreshing well of water
springing up within the soul unto everlasting life.

THE GROUND WITHOUT, AND THE CONDITION WITHIN, OF
SALVATION.

WE have an exhibition both of the ground without, and the con-
dition within, of salvation, in the words addressed to the Philip-
ian jailor :—¢ Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt
saved.” (Acts xvi. 31.) It is a saying in many respects won-
derful. It is wonderful as regards the givine generosity, which
it indicates. It is wonderful as regards the simplicity of the
divine plan of salvation, which it reveals. It is wonderf{ﬂly sub-
lime. It is wonderfully adapted to the weakness and the wants
of poor human nature. . But the wonder of wonders is this,—it is
true. If we do believe on the Lord Jesus Christ; and if we
refuse to do anything else than thus believe, in order that we
may be saved ; we shall be saved. The direction is divine ; and
it 1s every way worthy of that infinite and infinitely wise and
loving Mind, whence it has emanated.

When men, instead of listening to this divine instruction, exert
their own ingenuity to contrive what they themselves might
imagine to be the way of salvation, they in general work out for
themselves an exceedingly different plan. Every man, indeed,
naturally thinks that the great diﬁicuﬂy is to produce what shall
be to the divine mind a sufficient reason to grant salvation. It
is universally perceived that it must be God alone who can save.
It is He only who can forgive and justify and glorify. Itis he
only who can deliver from hell and exalt to heaven. ¢ Salvation
belongeth to Jehovah.” It is the Lord’s prerogative to save.
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But then God is infinitely wise, and infinitely just, as well as
infinitely powerful. He is the infinitely perfect sovereign of the
universe, as well as the infinitely good Father of the spirits of all
flesh. And it is therefore to be expected that he will not save
the sinful, unless he can find a sufficient reason for conferring
such a blessing on the undeserving and the ill-deserving. And
a sufficient reason, we may well suppose, will never be tound by
him unless there be something done, which will as adequately
express his hatred of our sins, his love for the law of which these
sins are the transgressions, and his determination to uphold the
authority of the law, as would his righteous infliction upon us of
the everlasting wrath which is our due. It is more or less
definitely or indefinitely apprehended by all, that, without some
such atonement, the divine mind will never recognise a sufficient
reason for granting salvation. And hence it is that there have
been so much difficulty and distress experienced b{ souls, when
fully waked up to perceive and feel their need of salvation.

Multitudes of these souls have tried to produce before God
what might be to his infinite mind a sufficient reason for grant-
ing them salvation. Hundreds of thousands, for example, have
subjected themselves to physical tortures, by way of punishing
themselves for their sins, 1n the hope that their self-imposed pun-
ishment in time will be accepted by God, in lieu of the everlasting

unishment which is their due. They imagine that their self-
inflicted punishment will be an atonement, in which God may
find a sufficient reason to pardon and justify and glorify them.
Hence the torments which the Indian devotees inflict upon them-
selves,—some travelling for hundreds of miles to sacred places,
with spikes in their shoes; some standing for years upon pillars,
till their limbs become inflexibly rigid ; some holding up their
arms in the attitude of supplication, till the arms grow stiff, and
cannot be bent down; some swinging themselves round and
round in the air, by hooks fastened in their flesh ; some casting
themselves, to be crushed to death, before the wheels of the shrines
of their deities.

It is from the same conviction of the necessity of an atonement,
and from the same imagination that man must produce it to God,
that hundreds of thousands of papists, in olden times more par-
ticularly, and especially in the darker places of the earth, sub-
ffcted themselves to every conceivable species of penance.

uther, in his early years, was a specimen. He fasted. He
deprived himself of every luxury and comfort. He submitted to
the most menial services and drudgery. He took the lash in his
hand, and lacerated his own flesh, till he felt faint from loss of
blood. He did all that general custom and his own particular
ingenuity could contrive, to get himself so adequately punished
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in time for his sins, that God might behold in that self-inflicted
mortification an adequate reason for Yemitting to him the ever-
lasting penalty of his sins, and conferring upon him, in eternity,
that glory which is the reward of righteousness. He tried, in
other words, to produce an atonement for his sins. He gave every
thing that he had in time as a ransom for his soul; and he hoped
that he would reach a point in his penance when his deeds would
constitute such a righteousness in his soul, that in consideration
gf it, the reward of eternal life would be granted to him as his
ue.

There have been many Luthers within the vast circumference
of the pt;pa , 80 far as regards his early struggles to make
expiation orcgis sins, and to work out for himself, in that atone-
ment, a kind of saving righteousness. And probably there are
many such Luthers still, not in the papacy only, but within the
circle of professed Protestantism too. There are many persons in
Great Britain, we imagine, who are no sooner awakened out of their
sleep of spiritual unconsciousness, than they commence to inflict
inward penances upon themselves, and to prescribe for themselves
maultiplied outward and inward forms of self-denying observances,
in onrer that they may effect something which may induce God
to grant them forgiveness and justification and everlasting glori-
fication. Perhaps, indeed, they may have been so instructed that
they do not walk upon their knees to shrines; neither do they fill
their shoes with spikes; neither do they lacerate their frames ;
neither do they seek to enter into monasteries, that they may
mortify unnaturally the desires of the flesh, and subject themselves
to unsocial austerities. Nevertheless they do other things with
the same ultimate intent. They deny themselves to what they
had formerly regarded as innocent amusements and enjoy-
ments. They give themselves up to much self-denying inward
mortification. Perhaps they renounce with determined courage
the society and confidence of former companions. Perhaps they
surrender themselves to self-sacrificing labours, in the way of
visiting the sick, or of instructing the young, or of reclaiming the
profligate. Perhaps they become exceedingly earnest in their
reading of the Scriptures, in the offering up of prayers, in self-
examination and self-condemnation, In observing the holy
Sabbath, and in frequenting the amiable tabernacle of divine
worship. Perhaps they do all these things, and many others
besides,—some of them, things which are in themselves good,
ve? good ; some of them, things which are in themselves evil ;
and some of them, things which are in themselves indifferent,—
perhaps, we say, they do all these things, just as Hindoos inflict
their self-tortures, and as Luther performed his penances, and as
conscience-convicted Greeks and Romans offered their sacrifices
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of bullocks or of lambs, and as Canaanites of old offered up in
awful ritual their sons amd their daughters,—to produce what
will be satisfying to God for their sins, to work out what will
afford a sufficient reason to the divine mind to forgive and to
justify and to glorify,—to pay, in other words, a ransom for
their soul, to create a propitiation for their sins, to bring in
for themselves a righteousness which will merit everlasting life.
It is, we fear, ungoubtedly the case that great numbers in
Great Britain thus seek salvation,—fancying that the careful
and zealous performance, for the present and for the future, of
common and uncommon duties will constitute by and by a “rock
of ages” on which they may stand with security and abide the
scrutiny and decision of the Judge of all the earth.

But all such ideas, as to the way of salvation, are “ vanity,”
and are fitted in the end to lead to “vexation of spirit.” The
Bible was written for the express purpose of dissipating them, and
of substituting in their place that truth of truths, which is the
glad tidings of salvation. The joyful sound is this,—*¢ Believe in
the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved.” The ground of
salvation is without us. It is in the Lord Jesus Christ. And
the one connecting thing within us, by means of which we rest
upon the outward ground or sure foundation which was “laid” by
God himself “inZion,” is, believing the good news that the atonin
work is finished, and was finished more than ei]%hteen hund
years ago, and that it, and it alone, is the rock of everlasting
salvation—¢“the Rock of ages,” on which shipwrecked sinners may
take refuge and find perfect security amid the beating billows of
the indignation which is due to their sins.

Away, then, with all human attempts at making atonement
for sins! They are all utter impracticabilities, and are them-
selves so sinful, that they need atonement for their sinfulness.
They are all, moreover, disownments of the one perfect atone-
ment provided for us by God himself. For Glod “so loved the
world (of fallen mankind) that he sent his only begotten Son, that
whosoever believeth on him should not perish but have everlastin
life.” (Jo. iii. 16.) “Herein is love, not that we loved God,
but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the propitiation for
our sins.” (1 Jo. iv. 10.) The divine voice hath gone forth—
“Deliver from going down to the pit :—I have found a ransom.”
“ For there is one God, and one Mediator between God and men,
the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself a ransom for all.” (1
Tim. ii. 5, 6.) It is what Christ did and suffered that is the

ropitiation for our sins. God is propitiated by it; that is,
£Ie has found in it a sufficient reason for granting to all who
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are contented with it, the pardon of their sins, the justification
of their soul, and by and by everlasting glorification. And in
nothing else does he, or can he, find a sufficient reason. That
which Christ has done and suffered, is ¢ righteousness” for us,—
such righteousness as merits everlasting life. It is “ everlasting
righteousness,” and the only perfect and everlasting righteousness
ever wrought out in human nature. All the unrighteous sons
and daughters of men are invited to say of Him who wrought
it out,—* we are his sin, and he is our righteousness,”—¢ for the
Lord made Him who knew no sin to become sin for us, that we
might be made the righteousness of God in him.” (2 Cor. v. 21.)

It is the work of Christ, then, which is the only saving right-
eousness. And the language of every one should be this,—all
“other Saviours I renounce ; all other things within me or without
“me that were gain to me, these I count loss for Christ. Yea,
“ doubtless, and I count all things but loss for the excellency of the
“knowledge of Christ Jesus, my Lord, for whom I have suffered, or
“will henceforth suffer, the loss of all things, that I may win Him,
“and be found in Him, not having mine own righteousness, which
“is of the law, but that which is through the faith of Christ, the
“righteousness which is of God by faith.” (Phil. iii. 8, 9.)
Happy is the man who can, who does, thus speak. He is, in the
inward condition of his soul, resting on the outward ground of
everlasting salvation. He is ‘“standing darefoot on the Rock of
ages.” He is believing in the Lord Jesus Christ. He is believing
that all his salvation 1s in Christ, and that Christ, with all the
fulness of salvation that is in him, is the gift of God to his soul.
His language is—“None but Christ.” Happy spirit! Rest
where thou art resting. Abide there. Abide &r ever, and all
is well, and will end well.

This simple believing on the Liord Jesus Christ will not indeed
supersede the performance, as far as in us lies, of the whole circle
of our duties. Far from it. Just as truly as salvation, though
not sanctification, is something most intimately allied to it ; just
so traly is faith in Christ, though entirely distinct from prayer
and praise and love and zeal, yet most intimately and delight-
fully connected with them all, and promotive of them. It is our
thoughts that ultimately mould our characters. And it is accord-
ing to what we think or believe concerning the soul and the
Saviour, that we are ultimately right or wrong in all our inner
feelings, and choices, and in all the outward acts of our life. He
who believes in Christ for the salvation of his soul is one whose
mind is in contact with Christ. His beliefs and thoughts are, at
one end of them, in his own mind: but at the other end of them,
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they are on and in Christ. And thus there is union established,
in the immortal element of the being, between the soul and the
Saviour. And the result of this union is sanctification, as well
as salvation. He finds, that Christ is made of God unto him
“ wisdom and sanctification,” as well as ¢ righteousness and re-
demption.” ¢ The life which he lives in the flesh, he lives by
the faith of the Son of God, who loved him, and who gave him-
self for him ;” and it has something in it that reflects the light and
lustre of the glorious Companion of the soul.

THE SERVICE OF GOD.

THE questions,—Why was I made? Why am I here? What is
to become of me hereafter? can scarcely have altogether escaped
the minds even of the most careless. Yet many, alas, in their
breathless pursuit of secular things, and with all their thoughts
and feelings, vibrating earthward,—true to the objects of sense as
the magnetic needle is to the pole,—will not be persuaded to pause
and search, in sober earnest, for the true answers to these queries.
Yet the most wonderful being on earth is this same infatuated
man. His mind is a reflection in miniature of the Infinite. It
has intellectual powers by which he can investigate and in some
measure know objects, the most distant and diversified. His
thoughts and imagination, refusing to be confined, transcend
terrestrial boundaries. Swift as lightning they dart from sun
to sun, from system to system, exploring the illimitable universe.
He has also emotional susceptibilities of great variety and strength.
He is capable of joy and grief, hope and fear, desire and aver-
sion, love and hatred, according to the qualities which his intellect
perceives in objects. And in the very heart of the soul is the will,—
the helm of the mind’s entire emanations. When we look at all
these capacities and gowers, in their variety, and various phases of
development and influence, is it not evident that our Divine
Maker intended that we should pursue some higher and nobler
end than the mere gratification of our sensuous desires? Reason
itself tells us that the ultimate end of our being must stand closely
:,)onnected with voluntary obedience to the will of the Infinite
ne.

We have indeed earthward tendencies and sympathies. Our
senses are so many mysterious links that bind us to the
material, and which enable us to draw from matter innumerable
pleasures. But we are also conscious of sympathies and desires
of a super-sensuous nature, which draw us in the direction of the
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Divine and the Eternal. The history of the nations of the earth
proves that man, from his very nature, is conscious of dependence
on some Being without and beyond himself. Al the religious
temples and groves of heathen nations—all the hecatombs of
victims which they sacrificed on their altars—all their self-inflict-
ed penalties and tortures—all the endless variety and revolting
phases of their idolatrous worship ;—are the offspring and out-
working of the instinctive feeling that man needs, and is closely
related to, a Being greater than himself. Take the man’s mind
in whom sensuousness holds the reins—enslaving all the powers
of the soul to fulfil unhallowed ends ; even there something may be
detected which whispers to the devotee of sense and self| that
some higher Being ought to be served and loved. Take the very
individual who has drilled himself into utter scepticism—whose
mental and moral powers are by that monstrous aberration, so per-
verted and blighted, so cramped and crushed, that he views it as
still an open question whether or not there be a God;—even in
the mind of this individual, deep down in the phenomena of con-
sciousness, are to be found elements which often disturb the
tranquillity of scepticism with their annoying intimations that
there is a Supreme Being who ought to be acknowledged and
served. The conscience of the most careless sinner speaks at
times, and speaks loudly, chiding him for his sins, and pointing
him in the direction of his l%ivine Creator as deserving his
sapreme homage and love. The law written on the -heart—
altglough, by the practice of sin, its traces may be blurred, still
retains such a lingering impression on the living fibre as to forbid
the experience of entire satisfaction, while the supreme affection
of the soul is witbheld from God. Ask any one who has not
devoted himself to God, who has never yielded supreme love to
the Supreme, never thought of aiming at the divine glory in all
things, or in any thing ;—ask such a one if he is entirely satisfied
with himself, while he is thus, in all his actions and ends, leaving
out God. If he speaks candidly he will confess that he has mis-
givings, that he feels that he is far from right, and is consequentl
often unhappy. Were it not, indeed, for this feeling of ependy:
ence on God, and obligation to him, which arises from the very
structure of the mind, we should have no avenue by which to
reach it when we attempt to influence it by the truth of God.
God lvvould be entirely and necessarily shut out from his own
temple.

The very admission that there is a God, involves the admission
that he deserves and claims our highest service. If thereis a God,
he must be the Creator and Sustainer of all other beings. And
if he is their Creator and Sustainer, he must be Supreme Ruler
over them all.  Since there is no higher being than himself, he
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must have made them all for himself. The revelation of his will
must be the law of all rational creatures. Reason feels itself shut
up to these conclusions. It can no more escape from them, than
a stone thrown into the air can escape from the law of gravitation.
So that the man who admits that there is a God, and yet does
not serve him, stands self-condemned ; since he must admit that
the greatest Being deserves the greatest homage.

But reason never conducts us to conclusions which, when
acted upon, bring us into collision with our true interests. And
in the case before us, there is a sublime and glorious and fascinat-
ing harmony between the divine requirements on the one hand,
and the constitution of the human mind on the other. The for-
mer beautifully fit on to the latter; and there is not a shade of
discrepancy.  The revelation within us tells us that we ought to
serve God supremely. The revelation without us reiterates the
same asseveration. And yet the cravings of our soul ever tend
toward enjoyment. There is no discrepancy. For when we
comply with the leading requirement of the twofold revelation,
and love God supremely, the cravings of our inner nature are
satisfied, and we realize the import of the sweet and magic word
happiness. This happiness consists of the harmony of our nature
with itself and all its relations. And when God is served, when
his requirements are revered and complied with, such is the
benevolence of his arrangements that intense happiness is ours.
The mind is in its naturgle element. It lives and moves and has
its being in that which is the source of bliss.

It must be obvious, now, what the service of God is. It is the
free exercise of all those powers and energies he has given us, in
the manner he directs.

1. This service has its origin and progress in love. It involves
in its very essence, as a service that is to be distinguished from
slavery, the voluntary exercise of power ; and therefore, before a
man will freely engage in it, he must doubtless see motives con-
nected with it and arising from it or leading to it, which are ade-
quate to enlist the supreme affections and sympathies of his
nature, and to give them entire satisfaction. Unless he were to
see such motives, he never would consecrate his whole heart to
the doing of the divine will. The sinner must see love in God,
and love in God to himself, ere he can be expected to love him
in return and serve him devotedly. How delightful, then, and
gladdening, that the very love that is needed exists. The Gos-

el of God’s unveils the divine heart to man, and ex-
ibits to the sinner love so great and so disinterested that it is
eminently fitted to win him over to obedience, as also to happi-
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ness and heaven. It is this love that is the soul of all God’s
addresses to men in the sacred page. It gleams in every invita-
tion. It is the basis of every argument. It overflows in every
romise. It burns in every remonstrance and warning. The
oly Spirit points to it as most gloriously displayed in the great
sacrifice of (.;:ivary; and when there the sinner's eye beholds it,
he realizes that his mind is within the attraction of a migh
moral magnet. Every chord in his soul is touched, and vibrates
in willing and joyful response to that fascinating and overwhelm-
ing love. His experience may be expressed in the inspired
words, “ The love of Christ constraineth us.”—“ We love him
because he first loved us.” It is at this point that the service of

God begins.

II. But, as this service proceeds from the in(alpulse of love, it 18
productive of true pleasure. Offices performed to those we love
must, from the very fact that we love, be pleasant. And surely
service done to God, because we love him supremely, must yield
pleasure in an ineffable degree. The pleasure is proportionate to
the love. Yea, such is the power of love, that it turns even sacri-
fices and sufferings for its o%:j)ect into occasions of joy. We have
the highest example of this in Jesus. Such was the intensity of
hislove to God and to the world of mankind, that he rejoiced and
delighted to do the divine will, although it involved the greatest
sufferings and self-sacrifice. “To do thy will,” said he, “I take
delight.” On the same principle, Christians glory in the tribu-
lations which they have to endure for the truth’s sake.

But not only is it evident fromthe nature of the case that there
must be true pleasure in the service of God; the same idea is
directly asserted in Scripture. “My yoke is easy, and my burden
is light.” ¢ Wisdom’s ways are ways of pleasantness, and all her
paths are peace.” “Rejoice in the Lord always, and again I say
rejoice.” ¢ Serve the Liord with fear; rejoice with trembling.”
“Serve the Lord with gladness; come into his presence with
singing.” If religion had derived its origin and progress from
the fear of future punishment, it would not have been pleasure.
It would have been associated with gloom and misery. But since
it springs from the perception and appreciation of God’s love, our
own love is responsively touched, and thus the mind is brought
back to its natural state, and enjoys the divine objects for which
it was made. Looking at man as a depraved being, it is correct
to say that, while unconverted, he is in his natural state. But,
strictly and philosophically speaking, the expression is not correct.
For a state of sin is of all states the most unnatural for the soul.
A rational being is in his natural state, only when he is and does
what his Maker desires him to be and todo. Under the influence
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of sin, the mind is like a complicated machine out of order. Its
wheels are off the balance ; part grates against part. It is not in
its natural state. But when all its wheaﬁiand axles and pulleys
and belts run freely and smoothly, then it is pleasant to behold it,
because it is as it was intended to be. The mind was never made for
sin. Its entrance has reversed its motions, destroyed its balance,
and reduced its fine order to chaos. It was made for the service
of God. It was made to solace itself in God as its highest Por-
tion and chiefest Joy. And when, by the attractive power of the
divine love, it is brought back to enjoy its original portion, and
to do the work for which it was constructed, then its powers and
emanations flow in their native channels, and in the tions of
their proper objects, gliding on smoothly without jars or breaks
or perversions, and all things are natural.

III. This service of God ts also truly profitable. Profit is one
grand object of pursuit among men. ‘The world-wide cry is,
“who will show us any ?”—“what will be profitable
to us?” What is the goal which the worldling has set up,
and to which, in the midst of his numerous and perplexing
schemes and speculations, he is ever pressingon? It is profit.
The man of pleasure too, and the man who thirsts for fame, are
in their various spheres and modes of life, seeking profit.
But they seek it in vain. For suppose a man should obtain
all the riches and pleasures and honours he could desire;
if these were all his portion, where, when the drama of this world
is receding from his vision, when his eyes are closing on those fleet-
ing objects that have been so dear to him, and when his spirit is
shivering with dread at the idea of meeting his God,—where
would s profit be?

Reader, how is it with you? Are you a servant of God?
If so, you have such profit from it as will abide. Satan for once
spoke truly when he said that Job did not serve God for nought.
Igg one does. No one needs. In keeping the divine command-
ments there is great reward. ¢ Godliness is profitable unto all
things, having the promise of the life that now is, and of that
which is to come.” It yields true, full, and solid happiness here
below ; and it gives the certain prospect of never-ending and ever-
increasing bliss in the world above. G.W.—B

1) &
There are persons who get familiar with the symbolical ex-
ercises which introduce into the presence of God, who yet
never use them to get into the divine presence. Ah, what folly !

8
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PRACTICAL EXPOSITION -OF THE FIRST CHAPTER OF THE EPISTLE
TO THE HEBREWS.

VERSES 1, 2.

“God, who, at sundry times and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the
fathers by the prophets, hath, in these last days, spoken unto us by his Son, whom he
hath appointed heir of all things, by whom slso he made the worlds.”

THE first chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews treats delight-
fully of the transcendent greatness of Christ Jesus. It will
doubtless be profitable to us, to try to occupy the inspired writer’s
standpoints, and to take, as precisely as possible, the very views of
our Saviour, with which his mind was obviously ravished.

We need not make many preliminary remarks regarding the
Epistle in general. It is anonymous. And yet it is common]
supposed to have been the composition of Paul. It is, in general,
imagined by those who hold this opinion, that, contrary to his other-
wise invariable custom, the apostle suppressed his name, in this case,
as there were very many, even of the converted Hebrews, who
were deeply prejudiced against him, in as much as, in their
opinion, he paid too little regard to the peculiar prerogatives of
the Jews. But it is difficult to feel persnaded that this could be
the reason for omitting from the epistle the name of the writer.
For, whoever he was, he assumed, while writing his fervid and
eloquent missive, that the parties, for whose confirmation in the
christian Faith he specially intended it, would know who was their
correspondent. Hence l{e says in the 10th chapter, 34th verse,
“For ye had compassion of me, in my bonds, and took joyfully
the spoiling of your goods.” He says again, in the 13th chapter,
18th and 19th verses, * Pray for us, for we trust we have a fgood
conscience, in all things willing to live becominfly and beautitully.
But I beseech you the rather to do this, that I may be restored to
you the sooner.” He adds in the 23rd verse, “ Know ye not that
our brother Timothy is set at liberty; with whom, 1if he come
shortly, I will see you.” It is evident, then, that the writer himself
did not intend the receivers of the epistle to be in doubt as to who
he was. It seems to be manifest that the bearer of the letter would
be instructed to inform them that it was a communication from some
definite Christian teacher, who was perfectly well known to them,
and who was very highly esteemed by them. .

It was sapposed in A.f;xandria, and in the eastern churches in
general, from the second century downward, that the Epistle
was Paul's; only, there were some who imagined that, while he
supplied the materials of thought, he had employed Luke, “the

No. 2.] H [vo]v 1,
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beloved physician,” or Clement, ¢ whose name was in the book of
life,” to compose it for him. In Africa, again, we find Tertullian,
inthe commencement of the third century, asserting that Barnabas,
the original companion of Paul, and who is once and again
expressfy numbered with the apostles, was the author of the
Epistle. In the churches of the west of Europe, on the other
hand, and especially in the church of Rome, at least during the
earlier centuries, the strictly anonymous character of the epistle
seems to have been contentedly maintained ; only it seems tolimave
been very generally assumed that it was not to be ascribed to
Paul, who was regarded as the author of thirteen only of the New
Testament letters. By and by, however, the Pauline origin of
the epistle came to be assumed almost all the world over. Jerome
and Augustin, however, doubted. And at the time of the
Reformation, Erasmus, Luther, and Calvin, supposed that it could
not have been the composition of Paul. Luther conjectured that
it may have been written by Apollos,—a conjecture that has since
been advocated by many of the most distinguished critics.

It is needless, at least for the present, to recount the reasons
which have led to such diversit{‘of opinion regarding the writer
of this most precious epistle. They are not reasons that affect
the full canonical authority of the writing. And it may be well,
therefore, that we rest contented with the anonymity of the
epistle, and refer to its author, not as Paul, or as Apollos, or as

arnabas, but simply as the inspired writer to the Hebrews. It
is our own opinion that the Apostle Paul was not the peninan.
We cannot but think that the style of composition, both in its
inner and in its outer spheres, is altogether different from that
which was characteristic of Paul.

We shall not stir the question, who were the particular Hebrews
to whom the letter was sent. It is of little moment to us, whether
they were the Hebrews who were living in Jerusalem and Pales-
tine in general, or the Hebrews who were residing in some one
or other of the great centres of Gentiledom. Qur opinion is, that
they were Hebrews who were living in some Gentile city. But
since it did not please the inspiring Spirit to lead the writer to
express his name, and to intimate definitely the local designation
of the church or churches to whom he wrote, we wish not to
dogmatise on such subjects ; neither would we encourage solicitude
in ourselves or in others to come to extremely determinate decisions
regarding them. It is enough for us to know that the chief Author
of the contents of this most interesting, and in many respects
magnificent, epistolary oration, is the Divine Spirit, and that the
parties to whom it was originally addressed were Hebrews, who
needed confirmation in the christian faith, and whose temptations
and other trials had so much in common with our own, that what
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was written for their teaching, and reproof, and correction, and
instruction in righteousness,is admirably adapted to our necessities,
that we too may, in this age of the world, become evangelicall
% perfect,—thoroughly furnished unto all good works.” e shall
gmwed, then, to tghe practical exposition of the first chapter,—

ut confining ourselves at present to the first two verses :—% God,
who at sundry times and in divers manners, spake in time past
unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days spoken
unto us by his Son, whom Ee hath appointed heir of all things,
by whom also he made the worlds.”

We shall, in the first place, make a few expository remaks upon
some particular words and clauses, and then we shall proceed to
unfold some of the riches of the doctrinal ideas that are involved.

When it issaid that ¢ God spake in time past unto the fathers,”
the reference manifestly is to the ancestral sires of the Jews, the
many generations of the Hebrews who sprang out of the loins of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and lived and died before the minis-
try of our Lord began. The exqression which is rendered “at
sundry times,” (woAuuegis), properly means “in many portions.”
God gave to the fathers “line upon line, precept upon precept,
here a little and there a little.” He did not all at once complete
the Old Testament revelation of himself. He divided it into
“many portions.” And he communicated it ¢in divers manners,”
or “in many modes,” (woAvrgérwg). Some portions he communi-
cated “ face to face,” as to Moses. Some portions he communi-
cated by extatic visions, some in dreams, some by angels. Some
portions were of the nature of histories, some of predictions, some
of didactic observations and proverbs, some of psalms, some of out-
ward ceremonial symbols. It was thus “ in many modes,” as well
as “ in many portions,” that “ God spake unto the fathers,—by the

hets.” e expression “by the prophets” is literally “in
the prophets.” God spake “in” them and thus “by” them.
He illuminated them from within, and thus lighted them up
as luminaries amid the surrounding darkness. They were
luminaries to dispense his light. And hence they were called
« prophets,” not so much because they predicted things to come,
as because they spake for God. Their fulness sprang out of the
fulness of Go«f ; and what they uttered under (ﬁvine inspiration
came from a far deeper fount than the depth of their own spirit.

The same “ God who spake formerly in the pro hets unto the
fathers, in many portions and in many modes,” ¢ hath in these
last days,” says the inspired writer, “ spoken unto us by his Son.”
The expression, ¢ hath in these last days spoken” (i=' éoxdrov riv
syepir vobraw iAdAnosr) would be more literally rendered ¢ spoke at
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the end of these days.” One of the greaf cycles of time was
regarded as drawing to a close, and a new and more blessed era
was about to begin its course. But before the inauguration of
this brighter era, and at the end of the preceding age, God ¢ spoke
to us by (or rather, in) his Son,”—¢ whom he hath appointed ”
(or rather, whom he constituted) heir of all things,”—Lord by in-
heritance of the whole universe; ¢ by whom also he made the
worlds,” (rod¢ aivag)—all those successive cosmical systems, which
from the beginning until now have been moving onward along
the highway of time.

Such is the i:lrport of the words, with which the inspired
writer begins his sublime epistolary communication to the
Hebrews. They are pregnant with high and holy doctrinal

instruction.

In the first place, they remind us that God hath ¢“spoken” to
men. Ie has not coiled himself up in everlasting silence. He
has not acted as if he were either naturally or voluntarily a bein
who is dumb,—as if he were either unable, on the one hand,
or unwilling, on the other, to speak. He who enables man to
speak,—shall not He himself speak? He has spoken, once and
again,and again,and frequently. He has revealed himself. He has
revealed his will. He has put himself into communication with
man. The idea is delight?u], and delightfully trne. All the
world over, indeed, God is revealing himself. He is revealing
his will. He hath not left himself without witness at any time
or in any place. He is everywhere witnessing concerning Him-
self. He makes use of the heavens to declare his glory, and of
the firmament to shew his handiwork. He makes use of day
after day, and night after night, to impart knowledge concernin,
himself. He moulds the events of Providence into a divine kin
of discourse concerning what be feels for us in his heart, and
what he desires us to be and to do. And in the innermost recess
of every soul he lets a still small voice of conscience be heard,

which is the echo of the utterance of his own sublimely authorita-
tive will,

But the words of these first two verses remind us, in the second
}I){lace, that God spoke specially, *“in the prophets,” to the Jews.

e took to himself human words, and made to the Jewish people
a special revelation of his will. He shewed distinctly what is the
duty of man, as man ; and what is the only hope of man, as sinful
man. He showed that it is our duty “to love the Lord our God
with all our heart, with all our soul, with all our strength, and
with all our mind, and to love our neighbour as we love ourselves.”
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And he shewed, that having failed to do this our duty, and having
thus incurred the divine displeasure, as being transgressors of the
divine law, our only refuge is in a substituted victim,—some
Lamb of God that might bear the sin of the world. It is
our high privilege that we possess in the volume of the book this
iar revelation which God made of himself to the Jews of old.
e made it not for their exclusive benefit, but for the weal of the
whole world; and we at this day, are made partakers of the
privileges which it was fitted and intended to impart.

Baut, in the third place, we learn that at the end of one of the
great cycles in the world’s history, God spoke in a still more
special and emphatic way “ unto us, in and by his Son.” He
spoke, not in human words merely or chiefly, —human words
which laboured to express divine ideas. It was in a still grander
way that he spoke or communicated his mind. He spoke in
actions which had something in them, which was both marvellousl
human and marvellously divine. The works that his Son dig:
and more especially the great work of bearing our sins, bearing
them to the cross, {earing them while on the cross, and bearing
them away from between us and the attainability of salvation, or,
in other words, bearing the awful curse which was due to them,
and exhausting that curse,—this work, which was indeed the
consummation of all his other works, testified the mind of the
Father. God “spoke” by means of it. He spoke out his abhor-
rence of our sins. He spoke out too his compassion for our souls.
And he spoke out also his satisfaction for the sins of our sinful
sonls. He spoke propitiously; and the voice indeed which
emanated from all that Christ did and suffered in our nature and
room, was substantially this—“ Come unto Me all ye that labour
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest ;—come unto Me,
come in spirit, and live;—come and be saved with everlasting
salvation.” That is the voice that issues from the work of Jesus.
Do you not hear it? ¢ He that hath ears to hear, let him hear,”
—hear, and understand, and believe, and live !

It is worthy of special note that it is ¢ unto us,” that God spake
in his Son. It was not unto those merely who saw the Son with
their corﬁoreal eyes, and who heard his voice with their corporeal
ears. The writer of this epistle was a parentlg' not one of those.
He says in the 3rd verse o¥ the 2nd cEapter that ¢ the great sal-
vation began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto
us by them that heard him.”  But still he could also say,—* God
at the end of these days spake unto us in his Son.” And we too,
are warranted to employ the same words,  Grod at the end of those

spake unto us in his Son.” His voice was to us, his voice of

mercy. It has reached us. How delightful! We hear it!
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Hark! Do you hear it? O man, whosoever thou art, it is ad-
dressed to you.

But, in the fourth place, we learn from the inspired words
before us, that God’s gon our Saviour, has been constituted by
God “heir of all things,”—¢ whom he constituted heir of the
universe.” Itis as being the Son of God, that our divine Saviour
has been constituted heir of the universe. It is natural for
sons to become heirs. But there is something peculiar in our
Saviour’s relation as a Son, and something peculiar in his
relation as an heir. In other sons, who are not merely adopted
but begotten, there is nothing voluntary in the constitution
of the filial relation. It exists before age voluntary element
can come into play. But it was not so in the case of Christ’s
sonship. He was from everlasting God, but he became a son.
He became a son in the “ day” when he was “begotten,” the
day when his divinity was wondrously united to our humanity.
(See Acts xiii. 33.) And the divine Father had such boundless
complacency in the new relationship, and in the propitiatory
work contemplated, that he said, “ Thou art my Son, this day
have I begotten thee ; ask of me, and I shall give thee the nations
JSor thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the eartl;nfor thy
possession.” (Ps. ii. 7, 8.) Yea he put into his hands wer
in heaven and on earth.” He constituted him, in his new relation
of sonship, ¢ heir of the universe.” In other cases, sons actually
enter upon the possession of their inheritance, when their fathers
become deceased, or voluntarily abdicate their former position.
But this arises from human imperfection. Father and son cannot
both together have full power and possession in the same terres-
trial estates. But no such imperfection cleaves to the divine
Father—our Father,and the divine Son,our Saviour. Their unity
is complete. And the power, possession, and enjoyment of the
one, does not in the smallest degree diminish or dyi:alrrange the
fulness of the power, possession, and enjoyment of the other.
And hence it is that the Father, in token of his satisfaction with
the incarnate Son as our Saviour, has constituted him “ heir of the
universe.” O how blessed! The heir of the universe is our
Saviour! our friend | our brother! And thou, the poorest of all
believers and the most down-trodden, art the “joint heir of Christ
Jesus.” ¢ All things are yours” Do you believe it? Then
you are not _poor, but rich ; not low, however lowly ; you are high
and exalted. You are the son or the daughter of a King, the
brother or the sister of a Prince, who is ¢ the heir of all things.”

The inspired writer adds, in the fifth place, % by whom also he
made the worlds.” Having looked forward in the preceding
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clause to the far future, he looks backward in this to the far past ;
and shews that there is a wonderful congruity in God constituting
his incarnate Son the “heir of all things.” There was an
economy of creation, before there was an economy of propitiation.
And in that prior economy, he who became our Saviour, was, by
voluntary arrangement in the divine Trinity, the creator of the
worlds. It was meet that the same divine person should be the
great worker in the new creation. And he said, “ Lo I come, in
the volume of the book it is written of me.” Then the Father
said, “ Deliver from going down to the pit; I have found a
ransom.” The Creator is our Saviour. And therefore when we
walk abroad by night, and consider the moon and the stars, we
may say, “ My Saviour made them all.” When we go out by

y, and observe the sun travelling from horizon to horizon, dis-

nsing everywhere its genial light and heat, and notice, in its
ight, t%e whole world set out in order, as in a gorgeous “ Exhibi-
tion” of the arts and manufactures of divinity, we may say,
“that sun, and all the glories which it reveals, are the creatures
of my Saviour, who is the Sun of my Righteousness.” Ever-
lasting thanks be unto God for so great a Saviour !

HERESY,

Ir we were to call everything heresy which men have called heresy,
our index expurgatorius would consist of everything that can bless
and purify and save the immortal spirit. 'We must condemn the
sayings, doings, and teachings, of our Lord himself; for the Jews
condemned him for heresy. We must condemn the dying address
of Stephen ; for he was stoned for heresy. We must not read
the Epistles of Paul ; for ¢ he worshipped the God of his fathers
after Sle way which men called heresy.” We must condemn the
doctrine of justification by faith alone; for Luther preached that,
and was therefore accounted a dangerous heretic. In short, we
must condemn every sermon that was preached, and every book
that was written, by the long list of martyrs who sealed their
testimony with their blood ; for they were all considered heretics.
We must condemn Scotch Established Church, Free Church of
Scotland, Church of England, Independent Church, Baptist
Church, Wesleyan Methodist Church, and Evangelical Union
Church; for every one of these is considered hereticafby that other
church whose head quarters are in the eternal city. Yea, we
must condemn that Roman Church too; for it, in its turn, despite
its Bulls, and Popes, and Cardinals, has also been called heretical.
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Where then shall we go to find out what heresyis? Maust our
search for it be abandoned 7  Is it a mere ignis fatuus,—a figment
of the imagination of men? Can it not be defined? Are there
not certain and infallible marks by which it may be known? Is
it a thing that has not, and never had, an existence? Quite the
contrary. If we are to believe the Bible, there are such things
as heresies. Paul tells us, Gal. v. 20, that among ¢ the works of
the flesh” there are idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance,
emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, Aeresies.” But he does not
define them, or give us any distinguishing characteristics by which
they may be known. And it might be dangerous in us to define
what the apostle has left undefined. But although Paul has not
told us what heresies are, Peter has given us an “inkling” of the
subject, and that, too, in a very explicit and determinate manner.
We find the important passage in 2 Peter ii. 1. It runs thus:—
“But there were false prophets also among the people, even as
“there shall be false teachers among you, who privily shall bring
“in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them,
‘“and bring upon themselves swift destruction. And many shall
“follow their pernicious ways; by reason of whom the way of
“truth shall be evil spoken of.” Here the apostle tells us, in
language not to be misunderstood, what certain heresies are,—
heresies of the very worst description. He does not, indeed,
define all heresies. Bnt he takes one which, in his eye, appeared
to be either the sum-total of the whole, or the most impious and
daring of them all, and that is,—for a man to “deny the Lord
that bought him.” It may be that Peter remembered that dread
night, when, after vowing to his Lord that “though all men
should be offended because of him, yet would he never be
offended ”;—when, after watching with the patient and agonized
sufferer in the garden of Gethsemane;—and when, after following
afar off, he at last ventured into the High Priest’s palace, to see
the end of the impious shew of trial, by which his Lord was con-
demned ;—it may be that Peter remembered, that, while there, he
denied, and that, not once, but three times, and that to a silly
damsel, and that, too, with an oath, his loving Lord and master.
It may be that, while writing the words we have quoted, he
remembered the crowing of the cock on that eventful morn, and
that he still saw with his mind’s eye that look which the calm
and majestic, though suffering, Jesus gave him. It was one
which he never could forget. It was one which touched the most
tender chord that vibrated in his heart. It was one which
opened the fountains of the great depths in his soul. And the
deep conviction of the magnitude of his own base ingratitude
ﬁlay have led him to speak so strongly of this greatest of all

eresies.
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But whether this be the case or not, it will be becoming in us,
when we speak of heresy, to take heed that we do not brand with
the name, every one or any one who may happen to differ from
us on certain subordinate views of divine tmtg? or whose creed
does not exactly square with our own. Baut it will, on the other
hand, be right to regard as very dangerous heresy indeed, the
denial of the Lord of glory who bought us. And it may be one
element of this dangerous heresy to §eny that the Lord of glory
has actually bought us, or that there are any of our immortal
fellow-men anywhere whom he has not bought. . 0—G

WOULD YOU FOLLOW JESUS?

THE blessed Jesus once uttered the words, ¢ Ir ANY MAN WILL
COME AFTER ME, LET HIM DENY HIMSELF, AND TAKE UP HIS
CROSS, AND FOLLOW ME.” (Matt. xvi. 24.)

The words are evidence that Jesus knew his own greatness.
He knew that though in our world, he was not of it. Though
he was clothed with our humanity, and was really a man, he
knew that he was something more. He delighted, indeed, to
Eroclaim, wherever he went, that he was ¢ the Son of man”; but

e also claimed on every suitable occasion to be the ¢ Son of God,”
—of the same nature with the heavenly Father, and thus truly
divine. He knew that he was “God with man”; and he
¢ thought it no robbery to be equal with God.” Though on the
one—the lower—side of his being, he was man ; on the other—
the upper—side of his personality, he was God. And in his two
natures combined he was the only ¢“Mediator between God and
men.” It is not wonderful, therefore, that he should be fully
conscious of his own peerless elevation, at once in person and in
office, and of his perfect fitness to fulfil the unexampled mission
which he had undertaken. He did not need to blush to say,
“ Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden, and F
will give you rest;”—¢ I am the way ;—no one cometh unto the
Father, but by me :”— I am in the Father and the Father is in
me :”—¢ He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father also :”—and,
“if any man will come afier me, let him deny himself, and take
up his cross, and follow me.” There was not in all this the
slightest tinge of unseemly egotism. Jesus knew that he was the
Great Leader of men, the one captain of salvation, the only
Shepherd of the lost sheep of the whole house of Adam. And hence
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it was that he lifted up his voice again and again and again, and
said “follow me.”

“Follow me”! The echo of the words hangs upon the ear.
“Follow me”! Every man on earth must be a follower. It is
not in the power of any man living to be an absolute leader.
There are, indeed, little leaders, in a comparative and subordinate
sense of the term, here and there among men. Generals of
armies are little leaders in their way. Kings and queens are
little leaders in their way. Princes and noblemen are little
leaders in their way. Millionaires and opulent manufacturers
and merchantmen are little leaders in their way. Teachers
and preachers are little leaders in their way. Men of literary
genius, and the conductors of the press in the various countries
of the world, are little leaders in their way. And every dining-
room, and every drawing-room, and indeed every gathering
of every description, every circle of every class of society, every
clique, every coterie, has its own peculiar little leader or leaders.
And the world could not get on without such little leaderships.
Every circumference must have a centre. Every planetary
system, material or moral, must have in its centre a sun or suns.

f there were no subordinate leaderships among men, our very
children would be unled: and if there were none to lead them,
what would become of them, and what would by and by become
of the whole of mankind ?

But still all the little leaders to whom we have referred, are
followers far more truly than leaders. And thus their followers
are only followers of followers. The little leaders of the present
day are in general the mere followers of those who have gone
before them in the same tracks. And those who have gone before
them were in like manner followers of their precursors. It is
only here and there that a veritable original is found. And when
we come to things fundamental,—the moral principles on which
life is mapped out and pursued, and made either a thing of good-
ness and gladness and glory, or a thing of evil and infamy and woe,
we find no originals at all among men. In these things all men
are followers. God only is original in what is morally good and
glorious. And none but Satan is original in what is morally bad
and bitter. All others are actors at second hand. They are
followers. And thus the whole world of mankind may be divided
into two great companies or “followings.” There is first,—alas,
that we should need to mention it gst,—the ¢“following” of
Satan. It is as yet by far the larger of the two. But there is
also the “following” of Jesus, which, though as yet in the
minority, is destined to be by and by the overw%)elmin majority.
‘When the enemy had come in, all over our earth, like a flood,
Jesus said, “Lo I come.” He flew to our rescue. He alighted
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in the midst of men, and erected a standard for God, and for
goodness, and for glory. And he cried “ follow me,”— follow me.”

But he added, in all faithfulness, « If any man will come after
me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me.”
We cannot sufficiently admire the openness and candour of Jesus,
as a leader. He unfurls no false colours. He holds out no
unrealizable prospects. He does not even allure by the conceal-
ment of impending difficulties. Far be from Jesus—the blessed,
the heavenly—the perfect—Jesus, such tricks of little leaderships.
So far was he from using any such unworthy lures, that he puts
into the very foreground of iis appeals to erring men, the indis-
pensable moral trial which all would require to submit to, who
should determine to follow him, whithersoever he should lead.

He speaks of the “cross,” and says that it must be taken up.
The word has by this time of day become consecrated and dear
to our thoughts and affections. It is consecrated and dear, just
because of its connection with Jesus. He, by hanging on it, has
hallowed it. ¢ Christ the crucified ”—the crucified for the weal
of the world,—has crowned the cross. The word has thus
gathered around it a halo of glorious associations; and

In the cross of Christ we glory,
; Towering o’er the wrecks of time,
or

All the light of sacred glor
Gathers round its head sublime,

We say, without hesitancy, and feeling no extraordinary tax
laid upon our moral magnanimity, “ God forbid that we should
glory, save in the cross of the Lord Jesus Christ” But at the
time that the Saviour uttered the words, “if any man will come
after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow
me,” the term had no such grand associations. It had no
associations whatsoever but those of a peculiar ignominy, a
peculiar infamy, and a peculiar agony. ’IPlfe cross was not even
a Jewish implement of punishment. It had been introduced by
the Romans. And for this very reason, among others, as being
a foreign thing, a thing that was thrust upon the Jews by a people
who had overcome them, and fastened on their necks the yoke of
political subjugation and subjection,—for this very reason it was
an object of peculiarly intensified abhorrence. In the estimation
of all the Jews who would be hearing the words of the Saviour,
no greater calamity could befall a man, no greater indignity could
be put upon him, than to compel him to take up his cross, and
drag it to the place of crucifixion. To die by tge sword, or by
stoning, would be as nothing in comparison. Many who could
fearlessly face such a death, because inflicted upon them in the
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way which had been for ages the use and wont of their country,
would shrink with the utmost horror from the bitterly intensified
ignominy of incurring their decease on the cross.

Such was the state of feeling in reference to the “cross,” at
the time that our Saviour, as the chieftain of salvation, exclaimed,
“if any man will follow me, let him deny himself, and take up
his cross, and follow me.” When he uttered the unwelcome
words, and especially the one peculiarly unwelcome word, there
would be fainting of heart, we fear; and the shaking of the head ;
and some, we fancy, when they heard what was requisite in order
to have a place in the “following” of the Lamb, would turn back,
and “walk no more with Jesus.”

But what is the effect of the Lord’s words upon us? They
really mean this:—if any man would be of Christ’s “follow-
ing,” and go whithersoever he leadeth, go, as he leads, through
life, and through death, and on and up to everlasting glory, he
must have within him the spirit of a martyr. Nothing less than
this is meant. The man wsg); would be one of Christ’s following,
maust have such a spirit within him, that he would be willing, ¢f
need be, to go, not only to the endurance of a violent death, but
to the endurance of a death of the utmost possible ignominy,
infamy, and agony.

If need be, we say. For well may we lift up our hearts to our
heavenly Father, in adoring gratitude, that our lot is cast in an
age, and in a country, in which no such fiery trial will, in all
probability, require to be endured. Thanks to the noble army of
martyrs who have preceded us, who, by dying nobly, have
helped to win for us the liberty to live. We d{: not need, as was
the case with thousands upon thousands who have gone before
us, to seal our testimony with our blood. That awful baptism is
not now required for new-born faith. Our “lines are fallen to
us in pleasant places. And we can sit, each under his own quiet
roof-tree, none making us afraid. Nevertheless, this is the mere
accident of our country and our age. And though we do not
need to resist the enemies of God and goodness and glory “unto
blood,” we do require to have that spirit within us, which would
resist them unmlood, were it needful. We require to have that
spirit within us which could stand, were it needful, amid fagots
on fire, or which could be hung on the gallows, or stretched out
in yet more awful agony and shame upon the cross. In other
words, we require that spirit within us that prefers Christ to all
on earth and to life itself, —that spirit that puts Christ ué)on the
throne of the soul, and is prepared to endure any and every
sacrifice that mortals could exact from us, or fiends devise for us,
rather than have him dethroned and ousted from the heart.
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All this, at least, is meant by our Saviour’s words; for, after
uttering them, he immediately added,—* for whosoever will save
his life shall lose it ; and whosoever will lose his life for my sake,
shall find it : for what is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole
world and lose his own soul? or what shall a man give in
exchange for his soul ?” He that is not prepared, if need be, to
part with friends, and substance, and fame, and honour, and life,
for Christ, must make up his mind to lose the everlasting life of
the soul. But can you, O reader, submit to such a fearful alter-
native? Surely never; until, at least, you can learn such an
amount of arithmetic, that you will be able to sit down and
calculate the sum-total of the gain that you will get, when you
lose your soul.

But while actual martyrdom is to all appearance far away from
us, let us remember that there is something that lies on the same
line with it, which is not so very far away. “If any man will
come after me,” says Jesus, “let him deny himself, and take up
his cross, and follow me.” “Let him deny himself.” If he do
not, he will never reach the crown. If we do not, we shall never
reach the crown. It will be impossible for us to follow Jesus,
whithersoever he would lead, into duty after duty all throth life,
into victory at death, and up into glory for eternity, unless we
deny ourselves. We must deny ourselves to many an indulgence
for which something within us is craving,—to many a gratification
for which multitudes around us are wilﬁng to hazard their eternal
all,—aye even, it is not unlikely, to many an innocent enjoyment.

Self-denial lies at the basis of all true heroism. None but a
self-denying man can be a hero. None but a self-denying woman
can be a heroine. None but the self-denying can be martyrs.
None others can have the spirit of martyrs within them. None
others can be really noble. Yea, none others can be spiritually
beautiful. None others can be permanently well-oft. None
others will be for ever rich. None others can be kings and queens
unto God. Self-denial is one of the first lessons that a mother
or father has to teach the little child. And ten thousand chances
of having life a failure and a moral wreck, hang over the head
of the child who is not trained in infancy, and early boyhood or
girlhood, to self-denial. Self-denial is the condition of purity in’
youth; and without it, as a stern spirit within the castle of the
soul, no bolts and bars of learning, art, and science, will be of the
smallest avail to keep ruin outside the full-grown man. It is for
want of self-denial that there is such a being as a drankard under
the sun. It is for want of self-denial that foulness, in the dusk of the
evening, is encouraged to parade itself on our streets. It isfor want
of self-denial that our young men in great cities are mowed down
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as by the scythe. It is for want of self-denial that there are
wars between nations, and feuds between families, and quarrels
between even the nearest of earthly relations. It is for want
of self-denial that discipline is needed in churches, and that some
of the young in the most flourishing congregations are, through
levity, bordering on the brink of what it is painful to think of or
to conceive. It is for want of self-denial that men sin. It is for
want of self-denial that men continue in sin. It is for want of
self-denial that men go down to woe. We need scarcely formally
add that it is for want of self-denial that so few seek to follow
conscience, and to follow Jesus; and that so many follow the
multitude, just because it is the multitude, to do evil.

Does any one ask, where he might get the spirit of self-denial.
The question can be answered. 'ﬁ‘he spirit of self-denial may be
got. Itis ome of the blessings which are stored up for men in
“the fulness of the Godhead,” as that fulness is in Jesus. It is
in the cornucopia of good and perfect gifts, which is held out to
us in the hand of our Saviour. And whosoever will «come to
Jesus,” will get it. Before any can follow Jesus, as among his
“followers,”—before they can follow him whithersoever he
leadeth, and up into everlasting glory, they must ¢ come” to
him. And whosoever really comes to him,—comes, we mean, in
spirit,—and stands beside him and looks up to him, and exclaims,
“my Lord, my God, my Saviour,”—whosoever thus comes, will
feel himself instantly inspired, not with peace only, and with joy
unspeakable, and with hope of glory, but also with the spirit of
self-denial,—that spirit which will nerve him to take up his cross
and follow the Lamb ¢ whithersoever he leadeth.” come to
Jesus then. Come now! That is our closing word.

REVIVAL REACTION.

SOONER or later, we apprehend, will there be a reaction from
the Revival fervour, which has been so extensively experienced.
And we should not be greatly surprised though some prominent
individuals, who have very ultroneously ?ven the movement
their pat e, should by and by come forth and assure the
ublic that they have been thoroughly disappointed, and have
ound the whole spiritual excitement resulting, not in good, but
in a hot-bed of evirs. :
‘We do not, indeed, anticipate any such violent reaction within
Evangelical Union circles. For the older ministers and members
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of the Evangelical Union have brought with them experience
from prior movements, which will have enabled them to guide
the recent spirit of earnest feeling and inquiry, and which will
have qualified them for dealing wisely with any undesirable
eruptions, which are incidental to religious excitements.

ut in other circles, we should imagine, there will be some
lamentable consequences of imprudence, which will leave on a
certain class of onlookers and approvers and patrons a most un-
happy effect. Excitement of feeling, instead of being restrained
and guided by instruction, has, in not a few cases, been stimulated
and lashed into unnatural tension and straining. Meetings at
unseasonable hours have been held. Promiscuous assemblies of
the young by themselves, and of the young of both sexes, have
been extensively encouraged. Zeal, without experience, and even’
zeal divorced gom knowledge and prudence, has been unduly
honoured, and has had indeed the reins of direction put into its
hands. Intensity of feeling has been more regarded and de-
ferentially treated than stedfastness of principle. Other mis-
takes have been committed. And the consequences will, in many
cases, be exceedingly undesirable. Profession will be found to
have been premature. Fancies of spiritual superiority will have
been engendered in minds, in which there is little of the sublime
reality. Boldness in throwing out uncharitable reflections on
others, will be regarded as something almost tantamount to de-
monstration, that the censurers are possessed of very high personal
attainments in the divine life. And, in cases not a few, amid
other circles, immoralities, that lie on the line of intensely heated
affections, will be perpetrated.

When these things not only begin to happen, but become
numerous, involved, and perplexing, reaction will set in. And
the cause of revivals will be Elame for the consequences of the
impradences of those who were, perhaps, almost inclined to assert,
for themselves, a semi-monopoly of the reviving influences of the
divine Spirit.

But let the brethren and friends of the Evangelical Union
continue “ of good courage,” and be ¢ stedfast, unmovable, always
abounding in the work of the Lord.” Tempering zeal with
. knowledge, they will be able to hold on the even tenor of their
way, amid the ebbings as well as the flowings of public opinion,
« t.Krough good report and through bad.” After tEe reaction has
spent itself for a season, action will again set in. And if we
handle prudently the truth” which we possess, we shall reap
harvests of souls to the glory of our gracious Lord, and avoid
the chief of the annoyances and excrescences which are the natural
effects of imperfectly enlightened excitement in the things of
religion.
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WAS THE APOSTLE PAUL SINLESS IN HIS OWN ESTIMATION?
“ We know that the law is spiritual ; but I am carnal.” Rom. vii. 14.

IN these words the apostle makes reference at once to the law of
God, and to his own character. He makes reference to the law
of Grod in the words,—* We know that the law is spiritual.” He
makes reference to his own character in these, “ but I am carnal.”

As both references are exceedingly suggestive and instructive,
let us consider them.

I. The “law” referred to is manifestly the moral law—the
great law which sums up its precepts in supreme love to God,
and such love to our neighbour-men as we bear to ourselves. It
is to this moral law that the apostle has been referring, in the
immediately preceding context. Indeed, that entire paragraph
of the epistle, which extends from 7th verse of the 7th chapter to
the 25th inclusive, is a digression concerning the moral law. It
is a paragraph intended to vindicate the purity and perfection of
the moral law.

The apostle was led to introduce such a paragraph into his
epistle, in consequence of a certain statement which-he had made
in the 14th verse of the preceding chapter, and which he had ex-
panded and expounded in the first six verses of this. The state-
ment is the following—*for sin shall not have dominion over
you; for ye are not under the law, but under grace.” It is a
statement which implies that the sanctification of the sinner is
dependent on his deliverance from the law. But if this be the
case, it might be supposed by those who had not mastered the
apostle’s theology, that the law must be evil. Such an idea, how-
ever, is utterly at variance with the apostle’s ideas. None main-
tained more strenuously than he that ¢ the law is holy, just, and
good,” and that obedience to its precepts constitutes all the holiness
of which creatures are susceptible.

What then is the explanation of the apostle’s statement,—a
‘'statement which really amounts to this,—that deliverance from
the law is indispensable to holiness? Its explanation could not
be reached unless it were borne in mind that the law comprises
two distinct elements, which consequently enable us to look at it
in two distinct aspects. One of its elements is grecept; the other
is penalty. Now it was, when the apostle was looking at the law
in its element of penalty, that he said, ¢ sin shall not have dominion
over you ; for ye are not under the law, but under e.” He
means that as believers are delivered, by the grace of God, from
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the penalty of the law, they feel themselves constrained by the

extraordinary love of God, to live, not to themselves, but unto

him. The goodness that is found on the part of God overcomes,

in the case of believers of the gospel, the evil that is found on the
rt of men. -

Such is the simple and sublime doctrine of the apostle in refer-
ence to sanctification. The language employed by him, however,
was peculiar. It was fitted, indeed, to suggest to certain ignor-
ant minds erroneous ideas concerning the law.- And hence, in
order to prevent the entrance, or at ﬁaast, the retention of such
ideas, there is interposed the long digressiori in the' 7th chapter,
vindicatory of the law.

In that part of the digression that commences with the 14th
verse and extends to the close of the chapter, the apostle is en-
ﬁeaged in shewing, that notwithstanding the purity of the law,

lievers, who are such as himself, are so imperfect, that were they
not delivered from its penalty, they could not possibly be saved .
“ We know that the law is spiritual ; but I am carnal.”

It will be noticed that the apostle speaks both of himself and
of the moral law as objects of knowledge : “ wé know that the law
is spiritual; but 7 am carnal,” that is, “ but J know that I am
carnal.” Though knowledge is the grand aliment of the in-
tellectual part of our nature, it is only some departments of it that
are open to all men. Other departments are shut up fromn the
knowledge of all men but one. Of some departments, it may be
said “we know ;” while of others, it is only one individual who
can say “ I know.”

The apostle makes reference to both of these departments of
knowledge. He makes reference to a subject, concerning which
it could g:e said, en the one hand, “we know,”—“we know that
the law is spiritual;” and he makes reference to another sub-
ject, concerning which it could be said, on the other, “but I

ow,”— I know that I am carnal.” That which is within the
soul of each man can be known, properly speaking, to no man but
himself. It may be matter of opinion, or matter of belief, to other
men; but it is matter of knowledge, only to himself. No man,
probably, but the apostle himself, really knew that “ he was car-
nal ;” though, now that the apostle has revealed it, we may all
believe it. But all who are enlightened by the gospel really
know, and all others might know, that ¢the law is spiritual.”
Hence, while the apostle says, in his own person, “but / am car-
nal,” (that is, but 7 know that I am cgrnal), he says, in the
plural, “we know (that is, we all know,—who does not know?)
that the law is spiritual.”

No. 2.] I [Vol. 1.
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'We must notice particularly what it is which all christians
know, and which all men may know, concerning the moral law.
It is, that it is “spiritnal.”

What does the apostle mean by the expression

There are two senses in which the law may be said to be
“gpiritnal.” It may be so designated because of its end, or,
because of its origin.

(1.) The moral law may be designated *spiritual” becaunse of
its end. Its aim is to regulate the spiritual part of man. True,
it is also within its aim to regulate the ccrporeal of our
nature; so that every member of the body may used in
harmony with the will of God. Nevertheless, the law aims to
regulate our corporeal part by first of all regulating our spiritual
part. It seeks to regulate our thoughts and our feelings; and
when our thoughts and our feelings are—through the mediation
of our will—brought into harmony with the mind of God, then
will our bodies be presented unto God ¢ a living sacrifice, holy,
and acceptable, our reasonable service.”

The law, then, is spiritual in its aim. The spirit of man is its
end. And, so far as the mere expression is concerned, it might
be with a view to the exhibition of this great and important truth,
that the apostle says, “we know that the law is spiritual.”

(2.) The word * spiritual” may, however, be used to denote,
not the end, but the origin, of the law.

As the end of the law is the spirit of man, so its origin is the
Spirit of God. The law comes to the spirit of man; but it came
Jrom the Spirit of God. This may be the idea which the apostle
intended to su gest, by using the word spiritual. Indeed, the
word ¢ spirituaf’ is often used in the New Testament with refer-
ence to the Holy Spirit : and, all things considered, it is perhaps
most probable that such is its reference in the case before us.

The moral law comes from the Holy Spirit of God. It is the
Holy Spirit of God who is the grand Revealer at once of our
duties and of our privileges. It is he who has taken both of
the things of God in general, and of the things of Jesus in par-
ticular, to show them unto us. He knows aﬁ? things, yea the
deep things of God and of Jesus. And he reveals whatever is
needed for our present and everlasting weal. It was, then, a
befitting thing that he should specially act in propounding to
men the rang law of morals.

The olz Spirit, in propounding to men the grand law of
morals, doubtless acted willingly and cordially. The law is in
harmony with his own mind and heart. It expresses his own
thouﬁhts and wishes. It expresses more indeed. It expresses
the thoughts and wishes of the divine Father and of the divine
Son. It expresses the thoughts and wishes of the undivided
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Godhead. But as there is perfect harmony in the Godhead, the
thoughts and wishes of the divine Father and of the divine Son
are the thoughts and wishes of the divine Spirit himself. Hence
the moral law may be most appropriately represented as
“sgpiritual "—because it emanates from the holy divine Spirit—
the Revealer of the whole Godhead.

But while the expression ¢ spiritual ” may be thus intended to
indicate the origin, rather than the nature or essential character,
of the moral law, it, at the same time, folds up within itself the
implication that the law, which has come to man from the Spirit,
is “holy, just, and good.” The law bears the impress of its
origin. As it is only the expressed will of the Holy Spirit of
God, it must, like that holy will of which it is the expression, be
“ holy, just, and good.” The law then is never to be blamed for
the sins of those who are under it, or for the necessity of deliver-
ance from its penalty which is laid upon those that would be
emancipated at once from the practice and from the love of sin.

IL. But we proceed now to notice what it was about himself
which the a{)ost e knew, and which, on the credit of his testimony,
we may believe. “But L,” says he, “am carnal.” What does
the apostle mean ?

‘We would remark, at the outset, that the expression ¢ carnal,”
used of such a being as man, cannot be understood absolutely. It
must be understood relatively. It is not the case that any man,
viewed either physically or morally, is wholly carnal. He is
only partly, and hence relatively, carnal. The degree in which
he is carnal must be determined according to the standard by
which he is estimated.

As man may be estimated by various standards, or viewed from
various standpoints,—there are various relative senses in which
carnality may be affirmed or denied of him. It is because this
is the case, that some have objected to the idea that the apostle
i8 speaking of himself as a converted man, when he said “I am
carnal”; and it is only when we forget that this is the case,
that we shall feel difficulty on the subject.

Let us try, then, to determine in what relative sense it is true
that the apostle was carnal, even at the very time that he wrote
this epistle.

(1.) There is a physical sense in which all men, of all shades
of moral character, may be said to be carnal. There are some
beings who are pure spirits. God, for example. He is entirely
without bodily parts. Now man too is a spirit. But he is a
spirit incarnate. He is a spirit in flesh. Man, therefore, as dis-
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tinguished from purely spiritual beings, may be appropriatel
said to be carnal. pHe )is apﬂesh-clothegs being).' PP 7

But when the word “carnal” is used in this acceptation, it is
used physically, ndt morally. It is used to designate something
which distinguishes the nature, not anything which distinguishes
the moral character, of man. In thissense of the term, Adam in
Paradise was carnal; and all men whatsoever would have been
carnal, even although there had been no sin in the world.

But it is manifest that the apostle does not employ the term in
this acceptation. He employs it in a moral sense, as 1s abundantl
evident from the succeeding expression which is associated wit.
it—¢ (having been) sold under sin.”

(2.) The word “carnal,” when used in a moral sense, is
applicable, in one of its relative acceptations, to that low class of
men who are supremely devoted to the gratification of the
appetites of the flesh. There are such men in the world. They
are to be found, in greater or less proportions, in all countries.
They live for the gratification of the appetites of the flesh.
% What shall we eat”? or “what shall we drink? or “ where-
withal shall we enjoy ourselves”?—these are with them, and day
after day, the question of questions. They care nothing about the
rise or fall of nations, about the progression of humanity, abont
the progress of art or science, about the flights of genius, or about
the glory of God, except in so far as the enjoyment of their lusts
may be interfered with or promoted. Such persons as these are
most appropriately designated ¢ carnal,” in contradistinction to
all the nobler classes of society, whether unconverted or converted.

Now could it be in this sense that the apostle says of himself
“I am carnal”? Did he, on comparing himself with the masses
around him, find that he belonged to those with whom the flesh
is everything, and the intellect and the heart nothing, except in
so far as they miserably minister to the pampering of the flesh ?
By no means. He could say to his fellow-believers, ¢ Brethren,
be followers together of me, and mark them which walk so, as ye
have us for an ensample; (for many walk, of whom I have told
you often, and now tell you even weeping, that they are the
enemies of the cross of Christ, whose end is destruction, whose
God is their belly, and whose glory is in their shame, who mind
earthly things), for our conversation is in heaven, from whence
also we look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ.” He says
again, “I count all things but loss for the excellency of the know-
ledge of Christ Jesus my God.”

(3.) The word “carnal,” when used in a moral sense, is capable
of another relative application :—it may be applied to all the un-
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converted. It is far from being the case that all the unconverted
are carnal, in the gross moral acceptation of the term. Many of
the unconverted are distinguished for their elgvation above what-
soever is sensual and grovelling. They shine with intellect.
They are full of heart. They are characterised by nobility of
soul. There is, however, an important moral sense in which they
must all becatalogued among the class of the ¢“carnal” The
live under the predominating influence of those desires whic
terminate upon that scene of things with which we are connected
by means of our flesh. Our flesh is related to earth and time;
and its desires,—the desires which it originates within us, or
which, when otherwise originated, are more or less controlled by
it,—are bounded by the conditions of earth and time.

Now it is not wrong to have regard to earth and time. Far
from it. We have to do with earth and time. It is not wrong
to have desires, and strong desires, in reference to earth and time.
Far from it. We must %\ave desires in reference to all objects
with which we see that we have to do: and we must have strong
desires in reference to all the objects with which we have evidently
much to do. It is wrong, however, very wrong, that beings who
are capable of knowing that they are the creatures of God, that
they are accountable to their Creator, and that they are destined
for immortality, should have their desires bounded by earth and
time, and repressed from aspiring and soaring to things unseen,
eternal, and divine. It is wrong, very far wrong, to be “ carnal”
in the sense in which all unconverted men are carnal. :

We do not mean, indeed, that no unconverted men have
thoughts and aspirations and soarings of spirit after things unseen,
eternal, and divine. We delight to think that there are many of
them who are conscious of such soarings and aspirations, and who,
in those soarings and aspirations, have the witness within them-
selves that a mightier than their own spirit has been striving
within them,—that the Holy Spirit has been poured out upon
them, and has been drawing their hearts heavenward and (rod-
ward and Christward. Nevertheless, so long as they remain un-
converted, they continue to be predominatingly influenced by the
things with which their flesh connects them; and those other and
higher objects, which should engage their supreme affections,
receive, at best, but a secondary place in their regards. Hence it
is that in consideration of the predominating element in their
character, they may be appropriately designated ¢ carnal.” The
are, in the venerable language of the Bible, ¢ carnally-minded ”;
they “walk after the flesh;” and when “the flesh lusts against
the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh,” the flesh prevails.

Was it then in this acceptation that the apostle used the term,
when he said, “I am carnal”? No. The apostle had ¢ obtained
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like precious faith” with those to whom he was writing. ¢ By
ce he was what he was,” and he was not what he had once
ﬁ:n. Once, indeed, he had been “a blasphemer, and a
rsecutor, and injurious,” though ¢“he did it ignorantly, in
unbelief”; “but he had been washed; but he had been sancti-
fied; but he had been justified.” The almstle did obtain the
victory over the flesh. He was “spiritual,” and ne longer thus
“carnal.” The apostle then was not carnal in that relative sense
in which all unconverted men are carnal. The apostle was not
an unconverted man. Neither does he refer to what he was while
he was unconverted. Such an idea seems to be irreconcilable
with the fact that the apostle, both in this verse and all that follows
to the end of the chapter, employs verbs which refer us, not to time
ast, but to time present. He does not say “I was carnal.”
Ee says “I am carnal.” In describing his past character in the
preceding verses, he says, “sin wrought in me (not, works in me)
all manner of concupiscence”:—¢“1 was alive without the law
once”:—“ 1 died”:—I1 found to be unto death ”:—sin takinﬁ
occasion, by the commandment, deceived me, and by it slew me.
But in this, and the following verses, he says, I am carnal ”:—
“I allow not”:—“that do I not”:—*that do I”:—“1I consent
unto the law ”:—&in me dwelleth no good thing” :—the good
that I would, I do not; the evil which I would not, that I do”:
— O wretched man that 7 am”: &c. The apostle then is not
speaking of himself as he had formerly been. He is speaking of
himself as he now was. And therefore the term ¢ carnal” cannot
be employed by him in that sense in which it is specifically
appropriate to the unbelieving and unconverted.

(4.) But the word “ carnal,” in addition to the acceptation
already specified, may, when morally understood, be used, and is
nctual{y used, to characterise such of the converted as are,
relatively to other believers, much under the influence of things
seen and temporal, and but little under the influence of things
unseen, eternal, and divine. There is a diversity of attainment
among the converted, just as there is among the unconverted.
Some of the converted are far on in the career of holiness ; others
are lagging far behind. Some are mature Christians, fathers and
mothers in Christ, who have reached the stature of perfect men
and women in the family of God; while others are as yet onl
babes in Christianity, both as regards their views and as regard);
their feelings and conduct. Hence, while all converted persons
are brought “ under the powers of the world to come,” and are,
when compared with persons of their own class among the un-
converted, ¢ spiritual” persons, persons who are “leﬁ by the
Spirit,” the good and Holy Spirit of God; there are many of



'WAS THE APOSTLE PAUL STNLESS IN HIS OWN ESTIMATION ? 185

them, who, relatively to their more advanced fellows, are ¢ carnal.”
Compared with others in the heavenly kingdom, they are greatly
swayed by the things with which the flesh connects them, and
they are correspondingly but little swayed by the things which
are revealed by the Spirit of God. Hence the apostle says to the
Corinthians, 1st Epistle, 3rd chapter,—“ And Ifbrethren, could
not s unto you as unto spiritual, but as unto carnal, even as
unto babes in Christ.”

Might it then be in this relative acceptation of the word that
the apostle says of himself, in the passage before us, “I am
camaf’?; No, not in this. The apostle knew and realized * that
he ran, not as uncertainly; that he fought, not as one that
beateth the air.” He could say, “I have fought a good fight;
I have kept the faith.” He could say, “ to me to live is Christ,~—
and the life which I live in the ﬁesg, I live by the faith of the
Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me.” Compared
with most other believers, he was spiritual, very spiritual, and by
no means carnal. Even to the most advanced in Christianity
he could impart some spiritnal gift; and to almost all, if not to
all, he could without presumption say, as he said to the Corinth-
ians, “ Be ye followers of me, even as I also am of Christ.”

(5.) But as certain converted persons may, in comparison
with other and more advanced believers, be designated  carnal,”
so the most advanced believers, perchance, may, when viewed in
comparison with what they might have been, and should have
been, feel constrained to say, “we are carnal.” Just as the
lower class of unconverted persons, when estimated by the standard
of the higher classes, may be relatively designated carnal, and as
all the unconverted when estimated accor%ing to their several
ranks, by the standard of the corresponding ranks of the converted,
may be relatively designated carnal, and as some of the least
matured of the converted may, when estimated by the standard
of the more matured, be relatively designated carnal, so the most
matured may, perchance, when estimated by the standard of what
they might be, and should be, be also relatively designated carnal.
There is a standard according to which they are still defective.

Now we conceive that it was in this relative sense that the

stle said of himself, ¢ I am carnal.” Hewas not comparing him-
self with the moral offscourings of men. If he had heen making
such a compagison, he would never have called himself carnal;
he would not have deemed it presumption or arrogance to have
said, I am spiritual.” Neither was he measuring himself with
the mass of the unconverted. If he had been doing this, he must
needs have felt constrained to adore the grace of God within him,
and to say, “I am spiritaal.” Neither was he contrasting him-
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self with the little-grown or the ill-grown children of the family
of faith. Amid these he was a perfect man, with all his senses
duly exercised to discern both good and evil ;—amid these he
was spiritual, pre-eminently spiritual, and not carnal. But he °
was contrasting himself as he was, with himself as he should have
been ; he was comparing Paul the actual, with Paul the possible ;
and he felt himself constrained to lay his hand upon his mouth,
and to bemoan himself, and say, “I am carnal.”

In all things relative, it is possible for opposite terms to be
employed in reference to the same objects, when viewed in
dxﬂgrent relations. That which is correctly called long when
viewed in one relation, may be correctly called short when viewed
in another. That which is correctly called large when viewed
in one relation, may be correctly called little when viewed in
another. That which is correctly called near when viewed in
one relation, may as appropriately be designated far off when
viewed in another. That which is properly called high when
viewed in one relation, may as properly be called low when
viewed in another. That which 1s legitimately said to be ex-
cellent when considered in one relation, may be as ltfitimately
re}gresented as despicable when viewed in another. And so he
who may be fittingly denominated ¢ spiritual” when viewed in
one relation, may be as fittingly denominated ¢ carnal” when
viewed in another.

Viewed in relation to the masses of his fellow-men, unconverted
or converted, the apostle might be rightly called spiritual ; but
when viewed in relation to what he himself might have been, and
should have been,—when viewed in relation to what the * holy,
just and good” law of God required him to be,—it was right,
and not wrong, in him to say, “I am carnal.”

It is worthy, however, of our observation, that the apostle takes
upon himself to speak only of himself in this matter, and he does
not associate, as is too often done, all his fellow-believers with
himself. It is possible that some followers of Christ may have
out-stripped the apostle Paul. We have probably no good reason
to believe that Paul really excelled in practical christianity
all the Christians who ever lived, or who may yet adorn the
christian profession. It may be the case, then, that some have
reached, or may yet reach, a stage of experience in which they
will no longer need to say, “ we are carnal.” But Paul had not
reached that stage. As he says to the Philippians, he was not
¢ already perfect,” (Phil.ii. 12, 13.) And it is painfully evident
that there are, at least, very few indeed in the kingdom of heaven
upon earth who have so far outstripped the great apostle, as to
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make his language utterly inapplicable to them. Most of the
holiest, we apprehend, will be prepared to take up the apostle’s
language, and, considering what they should have been, and what
the law of God requires them to be, they will penitently say, “ we
know that the law is spiritual, but we are carnal, (having been
sold under sin).”

DOCTRINAL QUERIES.

Query 1. Is Parapise o Mipprk State ?

“In Luke xxiii. 43, Jesussays to the dying thief, ¢ To-day shalt
thou be with me in paradise.” In John xx. we are told that on the
first day of the week Mary came to the sepulchre and found not the
body of her Lord. Upon his revealing himself and calling her by name,
she recognised him ; upon which he said (17th verse) ¢Touch me not,
for I am not yet ascended to my Father.’

¢ According to his own statement, our Lord had gone to paradise with
the repentant thief three days previously. As he had not then ascended
tohis Father, does not this necessarily imply the existence of a middle
state?” W. B. R.—E.

ANsweR. Whether there be “a middle state™ or not, we scarcely
think that the passages adduced afford a demonstration of its existence.
For when Christ said to the thief ¢ to-day shalt thou be with me in
paradise,” he referred to his disembodied condition. In saying again
to Mary, “I am not yet ascended to my Father,”” he referred to his re-
embodied state. In that element of him which could be ‘¢ touched,”
he had not ascended to his Father.

Query 2. Carisr’s KNowLEDGE As Sox.

‘ Referring to the coming of the Son of Man with great power and
glory, Jesus says, in Mark xiii. 32, ¢But of that day, and that hour,
knoweth no man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither the
8on, but the Father.”—¢¢ How is this lack of knowledge on Christ’s
%art reconcileable with the doctrine that the Son is equal with the

ather in power and glory?” W. B. R.—E.

Axswer. The passage referred to was perplexing to some of
the-ancients. It gave rise to a sect who were called the * Not-
knowings’’ (&yvenrai). Ambrose thought that the Arians had tampered
with the text, and thrust the clause, apocryphally, into it.  Augustin
thought that it simply meant that our Saviour’s mission had nothing to
do with making known the time of his glorious appearing. But it is
certainly far more natural to interpret the statement from the stand-
point of our Lord’s humanity, which was limited in knowledge, as in
everything else. On the human side of his being, our Lord was not
omniscient. He  increased in wisdom”’ (Luke ii. 52); and he must
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.thus have grown in knowledge, which is a part of wisdom. The state-
ment is a begutiful incidental proof that the humanity of our Lord was
not merged in his divinity. It did not become divine.

Query 8. Praver ror Fury.

‘“ How is the prayer of Jeremiah, when he asked God to pour out his
fury upon the heathen, in harmony with the teaching of Jesus, when
he enjoined His disciples to pray for their enemies?” A. W.—H.

Axswer. The injunction to ¢ pray for them who despitefully use
us and persecute us’’ (Matt. v. 44, &c.) is no more intended to be ab-
solutely unlimited in its application, than is the injunction, ¢ resist not
evil,” or those other injunctions, ‘‘ children, obey your parents in all
things,” and ¢ wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands,
as unto the Lord.”” 'When our enemies are God’s enemies, and the
enemies of the race,—when they have become pests in the world, there
is a point at which the conditional desire may rise up to God in the
purest benevolence,—* Lord, sweep away the moral nuisances!” We
say the conditional desire, for it will always be implied, if not expressed,
in the up-rising of a holy desire for the out-pouring of coming indig-
nation, that the peoples or persons, who have become moral pestilences,
are regarded as being, in their moral state, irrecoverable or irreclaimable.
There are limits to God’s forbearance with such ; and it is not incon-
sistent for holy men to concur with God in His feelings of retributive
indignation and opposition, when those limits are overpassed. The
imprecation in Jeremiah, x. 25, occurs also in Ps. lxxix. 6; and
the context in both passages shows that the parties referred to were
tGho‘:i. persistent enemies of godliness and God, as well as of the people of

Query 4. 81N or UNBELIER.

““Did Christ die for the sin of unbelief?”’ A. W.—H.

Axswes. Assuredly. Otherwise, who could be saved? Who has
not been guilty of unbelief ? Christ did not, however, die for final un-
belief, the undelief which a man carries with him out of tims into etornity.

QuEeryY 5. Gop xot A Gop or THE DEAD.

“T am in a difficulty about the passage which says, for ke ¢s not a
God of the dead, But of the living. The question is, how is it that all
live unto Him #° A. W.—H.

Axswer. The passage occurs in Luke xx. 88. Compare Mat. xxii.
82. “ All men live unto God,” not in & moral but in a metaphysical
sense. It is not the case, that is to say, that all men, as regards the
voluntary activities of their being, ¢ live unto God.” They do not
dedicate their life-energies to his service. It is only the converted,
who thus, ¢ live unto the Lord.” (Rom. xiv. 8.) But it is the case
that all men, as regards the involuntary essence of their being, ¢ live
unto God ;"’—that is, they are alive in relation to God, even though they
may be dead in relation to us. The patriarchs were dead in relation to
the Jews of our Lord’s day, and in relation to Moses himself. In body
they were non-existing. But they were alive in relation to God. In



*DOCTRINAL QUERIES. 139

spirit they were existing. And when God said, I am—(not, I was)—
the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob,” it was
implied that Abraham, Iseac, and Jacob still existed. ~And if they
still existed, there was good reason for believing that the full eom-
plement of their being would be realized in the resurrection. Our Lord’s
argument assumes that the Sadducees would make no difficulty about
the reanimation of the body, if they could obtain sufficient evidence of
the immortality of the soul.

QuEery 6. Gar. mI. 19.

T ‘i} How was the law ¢ ordained by angels in the hand of a Mediator ?’ ”
Axswee. The law was ordained ¢ through angels,” or ¢ through
the instrumentality of angels,” and *“in the hand,” or, * by means of
the ministry,” *‘ of a mediator.”” The mediator referred to was supposed
by Origen, Chrysostom, Augustin, and most of the fathers, and by
Calvin also, to be Christ. But the general opinion of modern expositors
is undoubtedly the correct one, that the reference is to Moses. It was

his agency, on the human side of the transaction, that the
law was ordained. And, on the divine side of the transaction, the agency
of angels was employed. So the apostle here asserts, and no doubt in
perfect accordance with fact. For although angels are not specifieally
referred to in the narrative contained in the Pentateuch, they are referred
to by Stephen in Acts vii. 53, when he speaks of the law being ¢ received
by the disposition of angels.” The writer to the Hebrews also refers to
them in chap ii. 2, where he speaks of ¢ the word spoken by angels,”
that is, “the law.” It is noticeable, too, that in the Septuagint version
of Deut. xxxiii. 2, the expression, which is rendered in our version,
‘“ from his right hand went a fiery law for them,” is translated, ‘‘ On
his right hand angels (were) with him.” Josephus understood that the
ministry of angels had been employed on the occasion referred to, for in
his Antiquities, xv. 5. 3, he speaks of ‘‘the best part of the doctrines
and laws (of the Jews) as having been learned by them from God through
angels.” See also Psalm lxviii. 17, ‘‘the chariots of God are twenty
thousand, even thousands of angels ; the Lord is among them as in Sinas,
in the holy place.” And when we consider what is said in Ps. ciii. 20,
Heb. i. 14, etc., it is intrinsically exceedingly probable that their
ministry would be employed in Mount Sinai, although Moses himself
does not expressly mention the fact.

Query 7. HEs. 1v. 3.

‘“What are the works which we read of as being finished from the
foundation of the world?” T. B.

Axswer. Not man’s works, as Ebrard supposes; but, we presume,
those works of God, which are specified in Genesis i.

Query 8. Rou. vI. 4.
‘ How are Christians ¢ buried with Christ by baptism into death’” ?

Axewes. We learn from Rom. vi. 3, that Christians are  baptized
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into Christ,” that is, they are united to Christ by means of baptism,—
the baptism, to wit, of the Holy Spirit. (See 1 Cor. xii. 13, and com-
pare 1 Pet. iii, 21 ; Mat. iii. 11.) But, being ¢ baptized into Christ,”
they are ¢ baptized into his death,” that is, they are united to him in
his death. Their union, however, extends farther. It extends to his
burial and resurrection. They are not only ¢ crucified with Christ,”
they are also ‘‘ buried with him,” and * raised again” into ‘ newness
of life.”” Believers, in other words, are treated by God, in their relation
to eternal things, as if they had been crucified and buried and raised
again with Christ Jesus. If they had been actually parts of his person,
when he was actually crucified and buried and raised again, they would
now be ¢“in heavenly places.” (Eph. ii. 6.) But their celestial inherit-
ance is as certain to them, as if they had already entered upon its pos-
session.

QUERY 9. Mar. xv. 24.

‘' What did Jesus mean by saying that he was not sent but unto the
lost sheep of the house of Israel?” T. B.

Axswer. He referred to the limits of his personal ministry, while
he continued on the earth. A beginning required to be made some-
where : and it was naturally made among the Messianic people. Mis-
sionaries of the cross required to be trained somewhere; and it was
natural to train them among the Jews.

Query 10, Tae Opsecr oF SaviNg Farrw.

““Does ¢ believing that Jesus is the Christ’ comprehend the whole
Gospel ? Or can a sinner believe ‘that Jesus is the Christ’ and yet
be unsaved?” T. B.

Axswer. One may certainly believe the simple verbal proposition that
¢ Jesus is the Christ,” and yet be both unsanctified and unsaved. But
if one believe in the great spiritual realities which are involved in the
Christship of Jesus, he is in the presence and under the interpenetrating
and renovating influence of the mightiest moral motives in the universe.
ﬁbi.ding et(lixere ho will be sanctified; and because he will be sanctified,

e is saved.

Query 11. Baprism aAND THE LoRD'S SUPPER—SHOULD THEY NOT BE
ADMINISTERED TO ALL ?

¢ If baptism and the Lord’s supper in every case symbolize a truth ;
if their testimony is ever veracious; if the Lord’s supper signify that
provision which God has made in the atonement for human sinners with-
out distinction; if baptism signify the purity-imparting influence of the
Holy Spirit, which God has provided for human souls without exception
(see Repository, vol. iv. pp. 273-4); ought not the two ordinances (like
tAheJ gos]%el) to be administered to ‘all people’ indiscriminately?”

Axswer. While the Lord’s supper, on the divine side of it, is an
Exhibition, and an Exhibition of a Reality, which must remain a Reali
whatever be the character of the communicant ; yet, when it is observed,
a human side is added. Besides the symbolical exhibition of a reality
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on the divine side, there is, on the human side, the symbolical appropri-
ation of the reality symbolically exhibited. Butif there were no actual
appropriation of the reality, the symbolical appropriation would be a
falsehood in action. The communicant who partakes of the symbolical
bread and wine, symbolically professes to have appropriated to his soul
the things wherewith the atonement was accomplished. The same
principle applies to baptism, whether as administered to adults, or as

inistered to infants. Whoever submits to baptism professes to
recoguise, realise, and prize the purity-imparting influence of the Holy
Spirit. 'Whoever presents his child to receive baptism, makes the same
profession. He professes his faith in the work of the Divine Spirit, as
the grand means whereby the human spirit is to become pure. But
faith in the work of the Divine Spirit presupposes faith in the work of
the Divine Son.

Query 12. CoNSCIOUSNESS.

“Is it proper to say that we are conscious of the entity, which is the
subject of our thinkings, feelings, and volitions ?  Or, is it more correct
to regard ourselves as conscious only of mental acts and experiences,
and as having the idea of the entity that thinks and feels and wills
iivenHus by the reason, that faculty by which we have first truths ?

Axswir. The question runs up into the legitimate acceptation of
the terms “¢ consciousness” and “ reason.” And psychologists are not
agreed as to the extent of the area of import which should be assigned
to them. As regards consciousness, the composition of the term seems
to us to indicate that it properly denotes that special and very limited
sphere of knowledge, which is realized, when the subject tnowing ts the
object smmediately known. If this be accepted as a proper definition of
consciousness, then we think that it would be wrong to say, with Sir
VWilliam Hamilton, that we are not only conscions of perceiving, say, a
book, but are also ‘‘ conscious of the book perceived.” We would also
object to the expression, so common among the German theological
philosophers, ‘ our God-consciousness.” We would confine the
application of the term to what is within the sphere of the subject
knowing. The objective comes under the cognisance of consciousness,
only when the objective is also subjective. 'We see no reason, however,
for limiting the reference of the term to ‘‘ mental acts and experiences.”
Indeed, as there are no such things in reality as abstract ‘‘ mental
acts and experiences,” 80, there are no such things in consciousness as
mental acts and experiences abstracted from the mind acting and ex-
periencing. 'When I am conscious of ‘‘ mental acts,” I am conscious
of “ my mental acts.”” When I am conscious of ‘ mental experiences,”
I am conscious of ‘‘my mental experiences.”” My consciousness, in
other words, covers such an area of reality as is represented by the word
“my” in addition to the words ‘ mental acts and experiences.” In
other words still, consciousness always involves self-consciousness.
And of course self is something more than self’s acts and experiences.

As to reason, again, if it be defined as *the faculty by which we
heve first truths,” then we must understand what is intended by the
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expression ‘‘first truths.” If it designate truths, which are character-
ized by universality and necessity, then the afirmation “I am,” as
made by a self-conscious creature, is not an intuition of reason. The
intuition of reason would be thus expressed,—* I must he.”

Query 13. ARre we CoNscious oF Facurries?

¢ Are we conscious of the faculties of our minds, as faculties, or only
of their exercises? And, is it from these exercises that we reach a
knowledge of the faculties, as faculties?” A.—H.

Axswer.  This question is virtually answered in our reply to the
preceding one. The exercises of faculties are not cntities abstracted
from the faculties. They are just the faculties-in-exercise. And the
faculties-in-exercise are not entities abstracted from the mind. They
are just the mind itself in a given phase or state.  And if the mind be
self-conscious at all, it will assuredly be conscious of itself as existing
in a variety of phases or states.

Query 14. Are we Coxscrous oF Free-Wrrr ?

‘“ Are we conscious of free-will, as a faculty of mind ? Orare we
conscious that our volitions have the characteristic of freedom ? and do
we intuitively ascribe them to free-will, as the faculty of which they
are the exercise?” A.—H.

Answer. If we be ‘“ conscious that our volitions have the charac-
teristic of frcedom,” we must, we presume, be conscious of the
characteristic of freedom, that is, we must be conscious of freedom.
‘When we really choose, we freely choose. And in being conscious that
we freely choose, we must be conscious that we have power to choose,
and by conbequence, in virtue of the law of opposites, that we have
power to refuse. It is thus that we are disposed to view the matter.

Query 15. Hes. 1. 14.

¢Is the death spoken of in Hebrews ii. 14, of which the devil, whom
Jesus became incarnate to destroy, has the power, temporal death? Or
is it ¢the second death ?’ and is the devil said to have the power of it
because he has power over those who live in sin, and decoys them down
to the regions of despair?” A.—H.

Answer. We are disposed to agree with Calvin in regarding the
death referred to as that which is the full and proper penalty of sin.
‘When considered subjectively in relation to God, it is ‘‘ wrath to the
uttermost.” ‘When considered objectively in relation to Ged, and subjec-
tively in relation to sinners, it is that dreadful issue of the divine wrath,
which is experienced in the destruction of the happiness of the soul.
‘While this death stretches forward, far in advance of the death of the
body; it is not, probably, with an exceedingly sharp line that we are
to distinguish between them. When the penalty is looked at from the
stand-point of life-in-time, the death of the body may appear to be a
prominent part of the dread reality. 'When it is contemplated, again,
from the stand-point of life-in-eternity, then the death of the body,
being at the further extremity of the object viewed, may dwindle
almost out of sight.
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Query 16. Tae Crucrrrxiox.

“Was it really necessary that our Saviour, Jesus Christ, should be
lifted up on the cross to complete the atonement? If so, then does it
not follow that wicked men helped to make the atonement?” W. 8,

Axswer. We think that to suppose that the particular mode of
putting to death, which was realized in the lifting up of our Saviour on
the cross, was essential to the validity of the atonement, is to confound
things incidental with things essential. It would, moreover, involve
the consequence pointed out by our querist—that men helped to make
the atonement.

Query 17. Carist 1IN HEAVEN.

“ 1t has perplexed many minds to understand how the Saviour, after
his resurrection, could ascend to heaven and *‘ appear in the presence of
God for us” in a corporeally invested form. The difficulties of the
subject, believed to be insuperable, have been somewhat defiantly urged
by a certain school of anti-supernaturalists against the claims of the
New Testament to divine inspiration. In what way are these difficulties
either obviated or mitigated? Is the obviation or mitigation of the
difficulties to be sought for, presumably, in the peculiar qualities of the
resarrection-body which He ¢put on,” and witg which He ascended ?
Or where?” J. L.

Axswer. If there be a spirit-world at all, and if there be spirits,
with spiritual bodies, inhabiting that world, we cannot conceive any
real difficulty attaching to our Lord’s translation to it. If those, who
admit the existence of such a world, find any epecial difficulty in what
is said of our Lord, it must, we should imagine, arise from some gross
conception of what it is that constitutes a spiritual body.

Query 18. Drp CHRIST DIE IN VAIN ?

¢ Again and again, in conversing with persons of Calvinistic pre-
delictions on the subject of the universality of the propitiation, it is,
almost invariably, objected, that if the doctrine be true, the propitiation
will have been made in vain for a very large proportion of the race. The
reference is, of course, to the finally lost. Now, many answers have
been devised to meet the point of this astute objection; but, in my

inion, they are only proximate in their aim, and do not go far enough.
Jhere is, however, I presume, an ultimate answer to it. What is it ?”

. L.

Answee. The ultimate answer to the objection will no doubt be
found in the ultimate aim of Christ in making the propitiation. That
ultimate aim must have been, we presume, to glorify God. The next
step down, in the spiral series of ains, might land us in the benevolent
determination to bless the whole moral universe. Next to that might
be the aim to bring salvation within the reach of every human being.
If all these aims are realized, who can say, with reason, that the atone-
ment was in vain ?
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QuErY 19. JESUS THE WAY TO BE HAPPY.

““ When it was said in a recent number of the Repository (No. 15, p.
189), that *“ Jesus s the way to be happy,” what is it that is ifically
meant ? The motto-like remark is intended to inculcate a rule of life,
and it is just because it is such that I wish to understand it. What,
then, are the ideas of which it is componently made up?” J. L.

Axswgr. We should require to write a book, if we were to unfold
all the component ideas. * But if Jesus is ‘“ the way to the Father,” so
that no one can get to the Father but by him ; doubtless he is ¢ the
way ” to the pleasures for evermore that are to be found in the presence
of the Father. The great idea is this,—that all men will fail to obtain
full, satisfying, enduring happiness, who do not consciously make use of
Christ, or of the work of Christ, to guide them how to act in all their
relationships. The question of questions for every-day life is this,
what am I bound to do tn virtue of the work of Christ # or, more simply,
what s ¢ that Christ would have ms to do ?

Query 20. CovENaXT.

¢ The obsolescent word, *covenant,’ is nsed with striking frequency
in both divisions of the Scriptures. 1Is it, may I ask, the aptest word

ssible to reproduce the divinc idea or ideas of the original ? If the
}J:‘zlglish word means an agreement between two or more persons with a
mutuality of conditions, and, therefore, a mutuality of obligation, can
this, in every instance of the Biblical use of the word, be the idea that
ought to be taken up ?” J. L. :

Axswer. We desiderate a better word than ¢ covenant.” And umn-
doubtedly ‘‘ covenant,” if the term be squeezed till every particle of
juice that is in it come out,—is a very inadequate word to express the
realities often designated by it. A mutuality of conditions is generally
implied. But it is not so generally implied that there was or is a mutual
agreement. God’s arrangements in reference to men involve in general
mutuality of conditions; but certainly God does not always ask our
consent to his arrangements. It is his prerogative to make his arrange-
ments, and then command our compliance.

QuerY 21. COVEXAXT.

¢ Since the word ¢covenant’ is of such frequent employment in the
English Scriptures, perhaps it is not to be wondered at that it should
have been thence imported into theological literature, despite its assumed
mal-appropriateness. But when, for example, the compilers of the
Shorter Catechism speak of ‘the covenant made with Adam,’” and of
‘the covenant of grace’ into which God entered wi