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INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION.

M. F1eLp’s “ HANDBoOK oF CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY ” needs
no commendation. For eighteen years it has been before
the public; and twenty-three thousand copies of it have been
sold. There is no better compendium of Divine truths, as
expounded by John Wesley, than this. Mr. Field takes
Methodism’s first two theological tutors as his guides; and,
in doing this, he has acted wisely and well; for, as teachers
of Methodist doctrines, none of their successors have ex-
celled them. Mr. Field’s doctrinal definitions are com-
prehensive and yet pointed. They are singularly free from
what is superfluous, and yet always intelligible ; while the
Scripture texts adduced in proof of them are irrefutable.
From first to last, the author exhibits great calmness of
mind and soundness of judgment. The book evinces very
extensive and well-chosen reading. Its style is simple,
terse, and lucid. Taken altogether, it is an exceedingly
valuable production, and worthy of the clear head and
Christian heart of its writer; and has been of great service
toa large number of class-leaders, local preachers, candidates
for the Methodist ministry, and others.

My business, however, is not to write a critique on the
book of Mr. Field, but to make a few remarks respecting the
emendations and additi(.mal notes of the Editor of the new
edition now introduced to the reader’s notice. The Rev.
Jobn C. Symons has no more need of a puff than has the
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, Rev. Benjamin Field. His literary ability is well known,
I especially in the colonies of Australia; but a brief statement

of what he has done in this new edition of the * Handbook
of Christian Theology ” can do no harm, if it does no good.

The book consists of twenty chapters; Mr. Symons’
emendations, with the exception of a few useful footnotes
in subsequent pages, are wholly confined to the first five
chapters

Mr. Field’s excellent chapter on “ The Existence of God”
has been omitted, and another on the same subject, and also
an “ Introductory ” one, on the sceptical theories of the age,

« both by Mr. Symons, have been inserted in substitution.
Regret may be felt at the loss of Mr. Field’s chapter; but
since his book was first published, in 1868, there have been
such mischievous developments of the various forms of
Rationalism as to make it, perhaps, desirable, if not im-
portant, to deal with them more fully than was done by
Mr. Field nearly twenty years ago In the present edition,
Pantheism, Agnosticism, Positivism, Secularism, Materialism,
Deism, and Atheism are all carefully defined by Mr. Symons;
and in Chapters 1. and V. are very ably refuted.

Chapter II, on “Divine Revelation,” has been greatly
enriched by Mr. Symons’ really learned notes, which in-
dicate a course of reading, on this important subject, that
Biblical students cannot follow without immense advantage
to themselves.

Mr. Symons’ added notes on “ The Inspiration of the
Holy Scriptures,” though not numerous, are valuable.

In the chapter on “The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity,”
there are nearly five pages of new matter, on “The Nature
and Attributes of God,” which Mr. Field’s book greatly
needed; and there are also an equal number of pages
introduced on the Resurrection of Christ, as the “crowning
proof of the Divinity of His Person and Mission.” All this
pew matter is important, and displays great ability.
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In Chapter V., on “The Creation of the World,” about
8ix pages of new matter are introduced on the “Modern
Theory of Evolution.” In these pages Mr. Symons presents
a careful statement of the pernicious errors now so prevalent.

I have nothing more to say, or, at least, nothing more
need be said. Mr. Symons greatly loved his friend Mr.
Field, and has taken no unwarrantable liberties with the
book he has newly edited. When the two friends meet in
the kingdom of heaven, Mr. F ield, we incline to think, will

thank Mr. Symons for improving his “Handbook of Christian

ol L. TYERMAN.

StanHOPE HOUSE,
CLAPHAM PARK, S.W.
Fanuary 6th, 1883,




~ Ar the earnest request of the proprietors and publishers of Field's
- “Handbook of Christian Theology,” I have undertaken to prepare
@ new and revised edition. This work has been performed amid
",fh pressure of duties which could not be put aside, and under
' conditions which it is due to myself to state.
:,« These were, 1st, That any additions or changes should be homo-
thous in style and character with the work as published by Mr.
 Field;
~ 2nd, That such additions as I might make should be limited
80 as not to increase the price of the volume.
- By the use of smaller type for the notes than in the previous
;:,'Ilition, and thirty-six additional pages, the quantity of matter in
ﬁis revised edition has been considerably increased.
~ Ihave done my best to comply with these conditions. How far
I have succeeded I must leave others to judge. Yet no one can
‘be so sensible as myself, that I have not been able to realise the
lideal which I had set before me.
- The circumstances under which the late lamented author prepared
the first edition in 1868, he has told in the introduction (p. xxvii).
! The work met a distinctly-felt want, and has been received with
well-deserved favour. The first edition in Melbourne, of two
thousand copies, was exhausted in less than a year. Of the English
edition twenty-three thousand copies have been sold; and the
ale regularly keeps up. Commercially, therefore, there is no
reason for a new and revised edition, and its publication will involve
considerable financial sacrifice. It is, however, felt that the great
esinbiblical and scientific criticism, which have taken place since
the publication of the previous edition, eighteen years ago, render it
desirable that these new phases and arguments should be
idered and discussed. This has involved the rewriting of some
portions, and additions—mostly in the form of notes—in other parts.
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b 4 ADVERTISEMENT TO THE REVISED EDITION.

The following will indicate the alterations and additions which
have been made; viz.:i—

1. An entirely new introductory chapter, relating to Theology,
Religion, and the various theories of modern Rationalism and
Scepticism.

2. A new chapter has been substituted for Chapter I, “On the
Existence of God.” This has been deemed necessary not because
the arguments in the previous editions were weak or defective,
but because the attack having shifted the defence must also be
ghifted. Modern scientific theories, under the guise of Positivism,
Agnosticism, Materialism, questioning the existence of a personal
Intelligent First Cause, necessarily called for 2 different treatment
of the question from that adopted by Mr. Field.

3. Chapter IL,, Divine Revelation,” is substantially unchanged in
the text, but has considerable addition in notes.

4. Chapter IIL, * The Inspiration of the Holy Scriptures,” i8
glightly abridged in the description of the principal theories opposed
to plenary inspiration. What appears at first to be a somewhat
important change, has been made in the use of the term “plenary,”
instead of “verbal,” inspiration, in the closing pages of the chapter.
But the change is more apparent than real, Mr, Field, though
holding to the word «yerbal,” nevertheless inserted the following
note :—* The reader should be apprised that there are divines who
fully coincide with the views above given, but prefer the word
¢plenary’ as comprehending all that is involved in the term ‘yerbal,’
and as being free from certain objections which they regard as
attaching to the latter word.” This note now disappears, together
with one or two paragraphs in the text; and while the word
“plenary” is substituted for “ verbal,” yet the views maintained
remain substantially unchanged. Considerable additions have been
made in notes to this chapter.

5. Chapter IV, « The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity,” has received
some additions on the Nature and Attributes of God; 2 subject
which was only very briefly referred to in the previous editions.

6. Chapter V., «The Creation of the World,” has of necessity
received considerable additions and some alterations, arising from
the objections to the Scripture record which modern scientifi¢
speculations have raised, and which required to be dealt with.

7. In the remaining chapters no change has been made, except
the occasional omission or alteration of a sentence, not in any way
affecting the sense. A few notes have been added.
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- 8. The Hebrew and Greek words are printed in Roman letters.
9. A copious Index replaces one which was altogether too brief
for practical purposes.

In the brief notice of Mr. Field, prefixed to the previous editions,
| I remarked: “It is hoped that from the sale of this volume
| some assistance may be rendered towards the support of his orphan
~ | children.” I am happy to say that this hope has been realised to
" | avery gratifying extent. I trust I shall be pardoned if I add that
" | Ihope by the increased sale of this revised edition additional
1 Massistance)” will be rendered to Mr. Field’s family.

3 I close my work in connection with this volume with the earnest
‘ prayer, that by God’s blessing it may be increasingly useful to those
for whose benefit it has been specially prepared.

DRSS R R e e ca S ey

i

b
.'
i
1
i
%

Joun C. Symons.
s | MELBOURNE, VICTORIA,

d November 25th, 1886,

at N i, T yegeenn

ord
en

ved
ject

sity
rom
tifie

c;pt

wa)




7 BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

~ THE REV. BENJAMIN FIELD,

!In.lthk edition of the # Handbook of Christian Theology ® was in the
- press, the mournful tidings reached us that its estimable author had been
m to his reward. This event occurred in Melbourne, Australia,
whither he had gone for the benefit of his health.
- A very general, and certainly a very natural desire has been expressed
'.?luve some particulars of the life and character of Mr. Field prefixed
to his work. The following brief and imperfect sketch is compiled, with
g view of meeting—so far as time and opportunity enable me—this
desire* As I am on the eve of returning to Melbourne, it is impossible
that I can prepare a memoir of any length of my friend ; nor can I now
engage with any one to do so,
~ Benjamin Field was born at Sevenoaks, Kent, of pious Methodist
fpfents. He was their first-born son, and on the day of his birth was
solemnly dedicated to the service of God by his father; who, for a long
series of years, had been a useful and honoured local preacher.
| At five years of age he was sent to the Sabbath school, and, as his
mind expanded, it was evident that he was under the restraining influ-
ence of the Holy Spirit. He was never addicted to the follies and vices
which are so often associated with youth, but delighted in the means of
grace: and when his father—as was his wont—retired, at midday, for
or devotion, his son would noiselessly creep into the room, kneel
down, and join in the half-heard expressions of praise and prayer.
/hen left at home on a Sunday evening, he was in the habit of stand-
ing on a chair, to conduct a service with his brothers and sisters; and,

] ‘,';hlnlndebted for most of the information to a paper in the Melbourne Wesleyan
Chronicle, from the pen of the Rev. G. Daniel ; and also some particulars furnished
y Miss Field, of Sevenoaks.
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according to the testimony of the servant, would preach as good a sermon
as a minister. * When scarcely twelve years old,” he says, “ the Spirit that
1 had so often grieved came upon me in all His enlightening, alluring, sub-
duing, and almost constraining influences, and, with His light beaming
on my soul, the world presented nothing but one scene of emptiness and
vanity, and the religion of the cross was all-attractive. 1 heard the whisper
of the Saviour’s voice, ‘ Seek ye My face;’ and my heart replied, ¢ Thy face,
Lord, will I seek’ Satan desired to have me, that he might sift me as
wheat; and among all the temptations incident to a young professor in
that stage of his career, I was especially terrified by temptations to the
follies and absurdities of infidelity and atheism ; and had not my mind &t
that time been fortified with religious principles, and kept by the power
of God, I should have been ruined—for ever ruined! But, supported by
an unseen arm, [ was shielded. 1 sought salvation with my whole heart
The first feeling of the morning was one of longing for Christ, and the
last feeling at night was one of restlessness to obtain the hidden trea-
sure. I could truthfully adopt the language, ‘Mine eye runneth dowsm
with water, because the Comforter that should relieve my soul is far
from me.” But so great was the lovingkindness of the Lord, that soon
the cloud dispersed, and I saw His smile ; and then, oh, theal

««Of my Saviour possessed,
I was perfectly blessed,
As if filled with the fulness of God.””

It is believed that his conversion took place in connecticn with the
ministry of the Rev. T. Collins, From that period he became & diligent
student of God’s Word. From a very early age, and even before his
conversion, he had the impression that he should become a preacher of
the Gospel.

Now, he says, that thought was heightened to conviction, and I
seemed to have a confident assurance that the Lord would make me an
ambassador of His; and often, when the miseries of the heathen world
were detailed, . . . my heart burned to be there” This yearning
desire soon declared itself, and was recognised by the elders of thi
Church, who, seeing the grace of God in the young disciple, recogniset
in him those mental qualities necessary for the efficient discharg
of the important office. After his having been usefully employed &
a Sunday School teacher, he began to preach—under the direction of th
superintendent minister—amongst the cottagers in the villages surround
ing his native town. He was then sixteen and a half years of age; an
as his early efforts were approved, he became an accredited local preaches
Having been blessed  with fruit of his labours, and those qualificatior
expected by the Church—viz., grace, gifts, and fruit—been thus seen §
belonging to him, he was recommended for the work of the ministry b
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the March quarterly meeting of 1843, and was accepted as a candidate
by the Conference. In June he was employed in the Guildford circuit
‘a8 hired local preacher; after which he entered the Theological Insti-
tution, Richmond, There he laboured assiduously, was a diligent student,
and his “profiting appeared unto all.” For the venerable men—the Rev.
Thomas Jackson and John Farrar—then at the head of the institution,
he ever entertained profound respect and regard; cherishing towards
them the feelings of affection due to fathers, to whom in any circum=
stances of perplexity he could ever apply with fullest confidence. “How
thankful,” he says, “I feel for three years’ residence in our institution,
under the kind and efficient tuition with which we are there favoured !
1 have been more fully satisfied of the infallible truth of the Bible, have
received more enlarged perceptions of the doctrines it reveals, and see
more clearly the consistency of the doctrines and discipline which, as a
Methodist preacher, I am called to enforce, with the leading principles
which it embodies. And, above all, I am more deeply and permanently
impressed with the need of a right state of heart, in order to bring men
fo the enjoyment of its glorious blessings.”

8 | At the close of his term at the institution he was appointed as a mis-
sionary to India. I am informed by one of his fellow-students that his
appointment to India did not accord with his judgment or his wishes;
these led him to believe that he should be employed in the home work,
He was solemnly set apart, by the imposition of hands, to the work of
the Christian ministry, at Richmond, July 2nd, 1846. None acquainted
he ilh the habitually reverent and thoughtful frame of his mind would
"3' ﬁypose that he could pass through so solemn an ordinance but with a
il spirit deeply chastened, subdued, and prayerful. “I feel,” he says, “the
of gircumstances to be the most solemn and momentous which I have ever
seen. I remember that I stand as one who is to receive an appointment
11 and ordination to an office, than which none bears so close a relation to
= gg:ry of God, the honour of the Saviour, the salvation of the saints,

ho AR B 2. WEWS JEEDf
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sperity of the Church, and the welfare of the world. And this
] ¢ my spirit to sink within me; and I can only propose the question,
'\ which I have often proposed in nnticipation of this period, ‘Lord, who
°Lis sufficient for these things?’ ... I left the chapel, deeply feeling
responsibility of my position as one who had, before heaven and
mndc an avowal of consecration that was to be complete and

One short week in London, in preparation for the voyage, and then he
“] went to Sevenoaks to take final farewell of friends, many of
had known me from my infancy, and with many more of whom
bad often been blessed in seasons of private intercourse, and in the
services of the sanctuary. We had often spoken of the final separation,
and had often been told of the ‘ pang of parting,’ but not the half had

¥
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been told.” Referring to this, when afterwards recording in his journal,
he says,—* While I write, my heart bleeds afresh, retaining, as I do, a
vivid impression of a father’s looks, of a sister’s tears, and, above all,
of a loving mother’s cries; from all these, with a broken heart, I was
obliged to tear myself away.” He preached his last sermon before
leaving home, and parents, and family, from “None of these things
move me,” etc.

July 31st, 1846, in company with the Revs. T. Glanville and J. Morris,
on board the ship Macedon, he sailed for Madras. The new and untried
life on board ship was, as usual, somewhat ‘irksome, and he records,
# Never before did I so fully comprehend the meaning of the psalmist’s
cry, ‘My soul longeth, yea, even fainteth, for the courts of the
Lord’ ... Yet,” he says, “there are pleasures in worshipping God
on shipboard. . . . The thought that, in this way, we have communion
with the *whole family in heaven and in earth,’ is peculiarly pleasing.’
With his characteristic method and earnestness he applied himself tc
self-improvement, devoting the mornings to the study of the Canarest
language, and the afternoon to reading the Greek Testament, witl
Bloomfield’s Notes ; Paley’s Works, and such biographies as M‘Cheyne’s
Mrs. Cryer’s, and others. Notwithstanding that, he records, “I find s
seafaring life is to me so irregular and unpleasant, . . . producing grea
weakness of body and depression of mind.” Yet such was the ardou
of his attachment to reading and study, that he writes, “1 have jus
finished Mosheim’s History in 6 vols,” which is followed by thre:
pages of closely written critique and reflection. His earnest longing
for growth in the Divine life are manifest by the setting apart of th
hours of nine and five for devotional reading of the Scriptures an
prayer, in connection with which exercises he observes, * How much ¢
blessing do I daily realise through having praying friends at home
Lord, bless them!,..I want more of the power of godlines:
¢Indulge me, Lord, in this request.’” For the souls of those who wer
voyaging with him he evidenced a yearning love. At the commencemer
of the voyage we find him laying down rules for his own governanc
that his “ walk may be so circumspect” that he % may be able at an
time to speak with any about salvation, without a blush.” The effe
of the Word preached upon the minds of the sailors was carefull
watched, and when he is able to record, “One of the sailors came to o
to-day, to say how much he and his companions had felt under m
sermon,” he exultingly adds, “Glory be to God!1”

The voyage to Madras occupied four months, and at its close M
Field thus comments:—*Reviewing the seventeen weeks, the mo
prominent feeling of my soul is gratitude. All lives have be¢
spared. . . . To myself the voyage has been a positive blessin
During the whole time I have retained a lively and sometimes a depres
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~ Ingsense of the high responsibility of my position, and of my utter un-
8 | fitness, apart from the grace of God, for the fulfilment of the ministry
1, ‘mg heathen people. I have had opportunities for reading, which I
as I;ileltly needed. . . . We have had opportunity, whenever the weather
re § permitted, of collecting the sailors together on Sundays, and offering to

zs | them the salvation of God; but it is a humiliating thought that three

':Wuleyan missionaries should have spent four months among men
. ignorant of God and of a Saviour, without having evidence of one being

_"r'ulightened and saved. If I have been deficient in duty, I can only

Is, | sy, as the time is gone for ever, Deliver me from bloodguiltiness, G
'8 § God, Thou God of my salvation.”
he £ His entrance upon the scene of his future mission labours excited all
od | the ardour, sympathy, and devotedness of his spirit. “I felt,” he says,
on | #g though I could weep my life away : it seemed such an overwhelm-
g" ing consideration that one so unworthy, who had desired and prayed
to | from infancy to be employed in distant lands, should now be entering on
=S€ § ascene and country which has been an intolerable burden on the hearts
ith & of the pious for a succession of ages! Now (thought I) I have to live,
¢’S § labour, perhaps to die, here! The entire future is hid in dark obscurity,
da - except as it is enlightened by the promises of a covenant-keeping God.
cat :inle Lord shall have me, body, soul, and spirit ; and if He can employ
Our & me in any way to accomplish the purposes of His mercy, I will say,
just £ Amen : do with me as seemeth Thee good.”
ree & His first station was Goobbee, in the Mysore country, at which he

88§ arrived some three months after reaching India. In a few months he
had acquired sufficient knowledge of Canarese to enable him to come
mence holding short services with the natives, and was looking forward
0 a period of earnest and successful toil, when, in the order of the
mysterious providence of God, he was suddenly stricken down; in a
few days the raging fever had completely prostrated him, and no doubt
his constitution received a shock from which it never recovered. At
first his medical attendants predicted a speedy recovery, and regarded
ie attack as merely the ordinary seasoning; but attack succeeded
and it quickly became apparent that he was soon to swell the
umber who are sent to mission scations with every qualification
Jpexcept the primary one of physical adaptability to the climate, and who
O ME&either succumb at once, and fill an eariy grave, or, at great expense and
- Wsuflering, have to return to more temperate climes. The Neilgherries
Indian Blue Mountains) were tried, and a residence of some weeks
drought partial restoration ; but a return to the lowlands was followed
by immediate attacks of fever. Madras was reached, and by the advice
_; is friends, medical and ministerial, a voyage was undertaken to Cape
n; and this was ultimately extended to his native land.
no period of his life was he robust, but his Indian sickness gave &
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shock to his constitution which it never recovered. Having been par-
tially restored to health by the long sea voyage, and by partial rest at
the home of his youth, he was directed by the missionary committee in
London to proceed to Paris, where he laboured until the ensuing Confer-
ence, under the superintendence of the late Dr. Charles Cook, whose
paternal counsels and kindness deeply impressed him. Returning to
England, he was appointed to his first English circuit, Chatteris, in
Cambridgeshire, in 1850; to Luton, 1853; Bradford, 1856; but his
health was unequal to the climate, and in 1858 he removed to Hackney;
from thence to City Road in 1861 ; and finally to Penzance in 1864, in the
hope that its milder climate would be beneficial. During those years he
was becoming increasingly known and respected as an able expositor of
the Truth, an eloquent platform speaker, a diligent, kind-hearted pastor,
a painstaking friend of youth, a man of literary taste and ability, and,
above all, as a devout and humble Christian. Many passages in his
carefully kept diary, through all these years, indicate the progress made
in the Divine life—his constant growth in grace. Through much weaks
ness he laboured on with diligence and perseverance ; his aim was high,
his purpose unfaltering, and his success great; often appearing before
large and crowded audiences when his strength was scarcely equal to
the task of carrying him to the pulpit, and returning to spend a restless,
feverish night from sheer exhaustion. In connection with such cire
cumstances we find such records as this +—4 How a Sabbath seems lost
when affliction prevents the full outburst of the soull” In these various
circuits many were the tokens of Divine and human favour with which
he was blessed ; and many the recorded instances of extensive awakens
ings and genuine conversions in connection with his méistry. During
his residence in the Bradford circuit, in 1857, he became so seriously ill
that for some months the general impression was that his active labours
were at an end. During this time he writes: “Still moving on in full
work, but consciously unfit for it. Most of all I sorrow that in time of
health I have been so unfaithful to God to Whom I had plighted my
vows. No language can describe the deep depression of mind with
which this time of affliction was attended. . . Another Sabbath
quietness! When I saw Mr. Nye go into the palpit, I could not refraig
from tears ] But why should I weep? I know the Lord hath done
and that it was all ordered for my good; but God only knows how I lo
His work, and though I will not murmur at the arrangement which laj
me aside, I cannot fail to regard it as a deep and heavy trial.”
residence at a hydropathic establishment for some weeks was p
ductive of so much benefit that he was enabled to return again to hi
circuit and fulfil his appointments to some extent. At the ensuing
ference, to the great grief of the officers and people connected with tl
circuit, he made up his mind to be directed by his medical advisers,
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~ B0 towards the south. The next six years were spent in London in
much weakness, but with very marked success; and then, still acting

‘_“t under advice, he removed to Cornwall, and entered upon that which
% B proved to be his last English circuit—Penzance, Here the Lord appears
fer- - 0 have ordered his labours almost immediately upon his entry upon
o5 - the work of the circuit; and, with exultancy of spirit, he records the

?° - first token for good in a remarkable case of conversion at Mouschole,
B - “where, it is said, there has not been a single case of conversion for

his S three years past.” Dark and inscrutable are the movements of Divine
ey S Providence, however! Months elapsed, and then the entry was concern-
 the ing another removal in ‘search of health, this time to Australia, His

2 k::“v - last public act, which closed his ministry in England, was a sermon on
T

improvement of the death of the late Rev. Robert Young. At the close
- of the sermon and the account of Mr. Young, he records, “I addressed
. the large congregation thus : “Brethren, I close my sermon, and with it
. my ministry amongst you. .. . When fifteen months ago I came
~ amongst you, it was with a deep and sincere desire to promote the work

of God: and I will not suppose that what I have done has been all in
- vain. [ rejoice to be assured that the Lord has been working amongst
~us, I hope that the arrangement which takes me away from the midst
of youis of God. I have earnestly prayed for Divine direction. I would
 not for the world go in any path which the finger of God does not point
.~ out; but if He appoints me*to go even to the farthest verge of the green
 earth, I am willing to go and bear the cross of separation from much-
.~ loved friends and even much-loved children. ‘Whether my health is to
~ be perfectly restored, as some predict, or whether I am still to suffer, I
 know not ; 1 am glad to know my times are in His hands Who doeth
 all things kindly and well. . . , My earnest desire is that my supply
“ny be far more useful than I could have been, and that my colleagues,
 with you, may have a year of blessing. Brethren, pray for us.”

in The kindness shown him by friends when thus called to lay down his
L ¢harge, and leave his native land, is recorded with evidence of deep
":d .f fecling, and with earnest prayers that the Lord would reward them

‘abundantly,
- Monday, December 11th, 1865, Mr. and Mrs. Field, leaving their dear
dren behind them, embarked on board the Highflyer, at Gravesend,
nd for Melbourne, where, after a rather tedious voyage, they arrived
on Friday, March 16th, 1866. The Rev. John Eggleston and myself were
the first to welcome them; we boarded the ship before she anchored,
this little attention deeply impressed them: it was on their part
gether unexpected. For the friends who received them and showed
them kindness in the land of the stranger, Mr. Field records his high
‘esteem and his earnest prayers: and, surely, seldom has kind attention been
ore needed or better bestowed. Seldom does the Lord permit any
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of His children to exemplify the power and sufficiency of His grace
amidst fires so fierce as those which kindled around this devoted
servant. Seldom does He call, even as an example for the Church, His
suffering children to exhibit the “blessedness of the man that
endureth ” under such scenes of reiterated and severe trial and dis-
cipline. Stroke fell upon stroke. It is a remarkable coincidence that
on the very day upon which he entered Hobson’s Bay, and almost
the first news which fell upon his ear, was the appalling intelligence
of the loss of the London /—that the first public service he ever at-
tended in Australia was that one at which the sorrowing Church
publicly acknowledged the chastening hand of God in the removal of
the lamented D. J. Draper! and the first intelligence he received from
England was the death of one of the dear children he had to leave
behind him! No wonder that he records, * It seemed as though God
had deserted us—as though He were leaving us to wander in the world
without a comfort; but,” he immediately adds, “we must try to cast
away these desponding thoughts, we know that they are wrong!
Blinded by our tears, heartstricken with our loss, and unable to pene-
trate the mystery of the dispensation, we would take up the psalmist's
words ‘I was dumb, I opened not my mouth, because Thou didst it.'”
Referring to the service just alluded to, he says, “Never did the doc-
trine of a Divine and special providence fall more pleasantly upon the
heart than on this occasion. ... I shall not soon forget the im=
pression made upon my heart by the singing of that beautiful hymn
#¢God moves in a mysterious way,
His wonders to perform;

He plants His footsteps in the sea,
And rides upon the storm.””

1t is not surprising that Mr. Field should at this time have been the
subject of considerable depression. He felt that he was useless, because
he could not preach. He had a passion for preaching, and this, for the
time at least, made him overlook any other mode of usefulness. I sug-
gested to him the preparation of a Handbook of Theology, expressing
my conviction of the great need of such a volume, and that the author
of such a work would lay the Wesleyan Church under great obligation.
I urged him to undertake the task, promising him all the aid in my
power, and engaging to take the responsibility of its publication. After
some consideration and consultation with other ministers he commenced
the work. How well he performed it I need not say.

In the pursuit of health, and in accordance with the wishes of some
old and dear friends, he removed, shortly after his arrival, to Sandhurst,
and, to the pleasure and profit of the friends in that circuit, was able to
enter into an arrangement with their Quarterly Meeting to take one
appointment per week in one ot other of the churches. Referring to
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ﬁh engagement, he says: “What pleasure it would be to me if §
- could at least take two services each Sunday! then I should feel that 1
.,wns doing something to purpose; but I scarcely dare hope that I shall
~ ever again have strength for that, and must feel thankful if T can for a
~ little longer preach once.” This foreboding seems not to have been
' literally realised ; yet with much weakness, often to the amazement
- of those who witnessed it, he continued to fulfil his engagement. Finde
- ing that a residence at Sandhurst was not productive of the benefit he
had hoped, he returned to Melbourne, where he shortly after received
the intelligence of the death of his sainted father, Of him, he writes:
- “So closes the earthly career of my father! Few men have had a more
 Quiet, monotonous life. He had been a local preacher for fifty years,
' and maintained in every relation of life the most unflinching integrity.”
At the commencement of 1867, Mr. Field accompanied the ministers
- attending the Conference to Tasmania. Whilst enjoying the oppor-
- tunity of meeting some whom he had known in years gone by, and
association with the leaders of our Israel, the passage to and fro was
- productive of great misery, and he returned thoroughly prostrate. The
~ first sermon that he heard after his return was upon the thorn in the
flesh. He says: “It was to me a time of many tears. I could not but
~ feel how I carried about a thorn—a piercing thorn in my flesh; but oh,
I can bear it without a murmur, if God vouchsafe the sufficient grace,”

~ Subsequently he visited Geelong and Colac, and of the kindness and
' hospitality experienced from the friends at both places he speaks
in the highest terms. Whilst at the latter place, his mind was much

ikely to be separated for a season from his beloved wife. It had been
ly arranged that he should spend the ensuing winter at Sandhurst,
faving Mrs, Ficld for a season with kind friends in Melbourne. This,
‘he says, “was .presenting itself very painfully,...and I was
 greatly drawn out in prayer that the God Who careth for us would pro-
‘vide for us a suitable home, . .. when an invitation came from the
- Richmond Quarterly Meeting for me to spend the winter in Hawthorn, tak-
ing one service on the Sabbath, and leading a class during the week.
w+s I was satisfied it was provided by the Lord.... To-day we
have arrived at our house, and I anticipate great comfort in it.” Little
did he think of the dreadful trial that was shortly to befall him there!
- Thursday, July 4th, 1867, thus he writes : “This morning, at quarter past
ten, my precious Catherine passed away forever! I could not helpindulg-
ing the secret hope that, even at the last, when skill and care had done
their utmost, God would interpose and have mercy upon her, and not
upon her only, but upon me also, lest I should have sorrow upon Sorrow,
f tender sympathy of friends, and earnest prayers from the Church,
tould have kept her alive, she had not died! But the decree had gone
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forth, from which there was no appeal. . .. I am 2 widower once
more—a lonely, desolate widower, with two infant, motherless babes,
the last only twenty-one days old! Oh, this is an awful day! Like a
crane or a swallow, so did I chatter: I did mourn as a dove: mine eyes
fail with looking upwards: O Lord, I am oppressed : undertake for me.
What shall 1 say? He hath both spoken unto me, and Himself hath
done it: I shall go softly all my days in the bitterness of my soul, . . .
May God sanctify the dispensation! Oh, I do hope 1 shall be holier for
this heavy trial! Dear Kate once said, ‘Let us both get better, and
live to God as we have mever done.” Her opportunities are past!
Surely 1 shall fulfil her desire.”

Though thus crushed in spirit and broken in health, he continued to
labour on. He had now taken the charge of a candidate for the minis-
try, whose studies he directed, making it matter of earnest prayer that
he might be able to direct him aright; and finding a kind of melancholy
pleasure in an undertaking by which his * painful solitude was relieved.”
He was likewise busily engaged, completing the work, Handbook of
Theology,” upon which he had been employed through all his trials and
sufferings during the past twelve months. He evinced a lively interest
in everything which concerned the welfare of the circuit with which he
was now identified, and many there remember with gratitude and plea-
sure, not only his valuable pulpit exercises, but his visits to their homes,
and the kindly sympathetic advices there tendered. Ofttimes he mourns
over his want of devotedness to God and His cause ; complains of him-
«el€ for allowing his troubles so to depress him; and stirs himself up by
tne remembrance of the many mercies still continued. But there is no
moroseness, no peevishness, no stoical indifference, no cynical complain-
ing. Thursday, September 24th, 1868, he writes: “ My fear is realised
at length. I have been struggling on with my preaching engagements,
hoping that my voice would improve. But last night, while preaching
at Hawthorn, I resolved that I would try no more till I could get through
a service with something like comfort. No one can tell what I have
suffered in my few last efforts, and instead of gaining attention for my
subject, the minds of the hearers have been drawn away in pity for me,
After trying to preach last night from Gal. ii. 20, I left with a strong con=
viction that my public work was done. God knows whether it is so or
pot. But oh, how thankful I should be if I could see a way of getting
bread without attempting that for which 1 have now become so unfit!”
Again the providence of God undertook for His poor suffering servant,
An arrangement was entered into by which he removed to the occupancy
of the “Home Cottage,” and took charge of the Wesleyan Chyonicle
during my absence to visit England for a year.

On Sunday evening, May 3oth, 1869, he writes: “Can it be possible
¢that so many months have elapsed since I made an entry here? I have
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~ enly attempted to preach four times since September 24th, 1868, and I have

Bow no hope that I shall ever resume my public work. But great changes
have occurred since last I wrote. Then I was at Hawthorn ; but in the
- middle of March we came to take possession of Home Cottage, Carlton,
- while Mr. Symons was in England, whose visit may probably extend
~ over twelve months. I also undertook the editorship of the Wesleyan
l:Climm'cIe, and was truly thankful at having such a means of employing
my solitary hours, and of extending an influence for good throughout
- the colony, My heart burns with anxious desire to make this paper, so
long as it 1s in my hands, a religious power amongst us. But my coming
- here has not been unattended by suffering. On the 15th of April I at-
“tended a breakfast meeting given in the Albert Street Baptist Church
schoclroom, in honour of the Rev. Mr. Clarke who had just arrived from

England to take the pastorate of that church; and I took a violent cold
which kept me shivering all the time I was there. This resulted in a low

 fever, and though I kept. about for a week, everything 1 did was with
4'{put difficulty ; and on April 22nd, a walk to Dr. Guntz’s house in Collins
Street brought on a slight attack of pleurisy. At once I was perfectly
prostrate. I went to bed, and remained there several days, not in the
 least expecting ever to rally. I never felt so sure of death’s being at
‘hnd as then; and I was led to inquire, ‘Is all well? Are my feet upon
- the Rock?’ For two days there was a kind of inward struggle. *May I,’
1inquired, ¢ commit my soul to the great atonement just as I am, without
ly more deep feeling than I now possess?’ But in the middle of one
';Sﬂakeful night the Blessed Spirit came forth to glorify Christ by revealing
to me the fulness and sufficiency of the Saviour’s merit, I saw, as I
scarcely ever saw before, that the propitiation He offered was full, per-
gi;ct,' and sufficient; that it could not be otherwise as presented by Him.

- But, in connection with that, I saw that the Eternal Father was so well

pleased with the oblation of His Son, that He had set Him forth—yes,
“’ﬂlm hath God set forth’ in the holy Gospel as a ground of hope, a
?ay of access, a source of salvation to the whole race of sinful -man;
and all that was required of me was that I should accept of Jesus as my
viour—take Him as revealed in the Gospel—and commit the keeping
my soul to Him as one who was * faithful and just’ to forgive, sanctify,
nd lift up to heaven. Oh, what light and power accompanied these
ations to my heart! How I did rejoice to have such a Saviour, and
cast myself in humble faith upon His infinite merits! During .the

night my brain reeled, and I thought I saw devils pass out of the room
ng, with a smile of satisfaction, ¢ We will come for you again. I
plied, ‘Not while Jesus is near’ In fact, from that glad hour Jesus
 became my all in all. I wanted to hear of nothing and to talk of nothing
but Him, And I pray God that I may retain the blessed influences of
glorious revelation till the hour of death. I am getting better now, but
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the shortness of my breath, the cough, the expectoration, etc., tell me it
is mot for long. ButIam not troubled. If I may but live to God, and
glorify Jesus by my pen, and be the means of good to all that call upon
me, and then pass peacefully to heaven—that will be a glorious finish to
an unworthy life.”

His last entry in his diary was made Sunday evening, June 13th, 1869.
“My Willie’s birthday! It seems utterly inconceivable that two years
can have elapsed since 1 was in the midst of my great trouble, and that
after all that I have passed through I can be so happily circumstanced
with my children about me. I do feel devoutly thankful, and upon
my bended knees I have been telling my God and Father that I will
praise Him for all that is past, and trust Him for all that is to come.”

Writing to his father-in-law, June 18th, Mr. Field says: “I here-
with post you another number of the Chronicle. 1 forget whether I
have told you that the minister who is the responsible editor of it is in
England for a few months, and has left his editorial duties with me.
And this is a specimen of my work in my new capacity. Now that
Providence has deprived me of all power to preach, or speak in public,
I am thankful to have means by my pen of doing good through these
columns. And I pray most earnestly that the articles which I write or
select may be the means of blessing to hundreds who read the paper.

“]I have been very ill since I last wrote to you. I took a serious cold
which settled upon me in the form of low fever, and brought me very
near eternity. I had no thought of recovering. But I had such a glori-
ous manifestation of Divine mercy to my heart. The great atonement
was unveiled before me in all the fulness of its merits, and I felt that
I could without a fear commit my everlasting all to the hands of Him
‘Who loved me and gave Himself for me. Oh, what happy hours were
those as I lay prostrate with weakness, but ‘looking to Jesus’! I sin-
cerely hope that in your last hours, if you are favoured with reason and
memory, you may have a similar blessing. For five weeks I have been
gradually improving, and now when quiet at home am scarcely con-
scious of anything wrong. . . . I am very jealous over myself, less
with returning strength I should lose any measure of that blessing
which I enjoyed in my illness. Even in my quiet, solitary life, where
the greater portion of every day is spent quite alone, I find the need of
constant watchfulness and prayer to keep up the fervours of spiritual
life. I would be always walking with God, maintaining the faith of the
heart in pure and uninterrupted exercise. All my sympathies, afflictions,
and desires are with things spiritual and Divine, And I trust that
through Him Who ‘liveth and was dead, and is alive for evermore,” I
shall find an entrance through the gates into the city.”

One night, shortly before his death, he was awakened by a violent fit
of coughing, which was followed by considerable hemorrhage. His
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faithful attendant was soon with him, and found him bathed in blood,
Looking at her he faintly murmured, “It is come at last1” Medical aid
was sought, and again death seemed to ungrasp his fainting prey.
A few days of perfect quiet, and he was again able to rise from his bed,
and engaged in what had now become an interesting employment to
him, preparing for the next number of the Chronicle, On the evening
of Wednesday, September 1st, he assembled his little ones around him
for the last time. After tea, as they were retiring, one observed, “ We
- will have tea together again to-morrow night, won’t we, papa?”
He briefly but significantly replied, “We must only live one day at
the time.” With a friend who called to see him he conversed cheer-
fully and hopefully during the evening, and then shortly after ten
‘o'clock requested that a portion of Scripture might be read to him,
~and the 335th and 336th hymns in the Wesleyan collection. He
then retired to his room, and had been in bed about half an hour
he was heard to knock for assistance. His housekeeper and son
immediately with him. The hsemorrhage had returned. There
was a minute or so of apparent consciousness, and then the freed spirit,
liberated from his frail suffering companion, bid a final farewell to
; disappointments, and distresses, to weakness and weariness, to
_ anguish and tears, for ever.
- “Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord, from henceforth : Yes,
saith the Spirit, that they may rest from their labours.”
- The funeral took place on Saturday, September 4th, At two o'clock
the procession accompanying the body moved from the “ Home Cottage,”
Carlton, to Wesley Church, Lonsdale Street, where, notwithstanding
the inclemency of the weather, a large congregation, sufficient to fill
body of the spacious church, had assembled, anxious to testify
respect for the lamented deceased. The Rev. J. Bickford, super-
intendent of the circuit, read portions of Scripture from Psalm xc. and
Cor, xv,, after which the Rev. J. S. Waugh, chairman of the district,
gave out a portion of the fifty-first hymn, delivered a short address,
and offered prayer. The body was then removed to the hearse, and
the funeral cortége, which was a very large one, again formed, and
oved to the general cemetery. Upon arrival at the cemetery, the
Rev, John Eggleston read portions of the burial service, and the body
lowered into the grave in which repose the remains of the late Mrs.
Field ; after which the Rev. George Daniel gave out two verses of the
‘ hymn, and engaged in prayer. After a sorrowful glance at
the adjoining grave, in which lie the remains of the lately martyred
v, W. Hill, silently and sadly the company dispersed, with thoughts
In many cases, doubtless, raised-to those scenes
i 4 Where glorified spirits, by sight,
Converse in their holy abode g
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As stars in the firmament bright,
And pure as the angels of God.”

On Friday evening, September 10th, a funeral sermon was preached in
Wesley Church, Lonsdale Street, by the Rev. J. Bickford. The church
was well filled, most of the Melbourne Wesleyan ministers being
present, and many of the friends by whom Mr. Field had been known
having come in from miles around the city. During the reading of the
obituary notice many a breast heaved with deep emotion, and the tears
of genuine sympathy bedewed many cheeks.

Mr. Field was a man who by his piety and earnestness was very
successful in winning souls to Christ, and was greatly beloved. I have
received numerous testimonies to this in various parts which I have
visited in England. I never met with any one who, coming an entire
stranger as he did into a strange land, so fully and so quickly gained the
affection and love of the people; and surely, no one was ever so kindly
and affectionately treated as he was by the Victorian Methodists. His
unmistakable piety, his love for the cause of God, and yearning for souls,
his superior pulpit abilities, his physical weakness, his accumulated
sorrows, all conspired to draw towards him the warmest sympathy and
Christian benevolence of all who knew him. Before the publication of
the Handbook he had written a memoir of his sister, Mrs. Martin, of
Sevenoaks; and also an admirable little tractate, “The Penitent’s
Enquiry,” which has had a large circulation both in England and Aus~
tralia.

Mr. Field was married twice. One son, about eighteen years of age,
of the first, and a daughter and son, both very young, by the second wife,
are left orphans. By the care and aid of their relatives, and the contri«
butions of their colonial friends, they will be provided for. It is alse
hoped that from the sale of this volume some assistance may be rendered
towards the support of the orphan children.

JOHN C. SYMONS.
Lonpon,

December 24th, 1869,



INTRODUCTION.

HE present work owes its existence to the following circumstances.
writer, under the pressure of physical weakness, was laid aside
m the work of the itinerancy, in which for twenty years he had
yed many blessings, and, as he would humbly hope, had led many a
to the enjoyment of the great salvation. On arriving in Australia,
earch of health, it was suggested to him by the Rev. J. C. Symons
n ¢ t a pleasing and profitable occupation of his leisure hours would be
e preparation of a work especially designed to benefit young stu-
ts, whether Sunday School teachers, local preachers, or candidates
r the ministry, who have few books and little time for reading, but
ho yet are anxiously desirous to understand “ those things which are
ost surely believed among us,” and to see the scriptural proofs by
h they are sustained. On the subject being mentioned to other
inisterial brethren, it was agreed by them all that such a work was
reatly needed, nothing having yet appeared that seemed exactly to
et the requirements of the class above indicated.
To this task, therefore, the writer has devoted himself. His aim has
en to give, in the simplest language, a summary of those grand and
sential verities which are comprised in the Theology of the Wesleyan
All our standard authors have been consulted, and their
nitions and arguments quoted, or their teachings summarised, as
med desirable for the elucidation of the subjects in hand. And as
one can fully appreciate the proofs upon which our Theology is
sed, unless he has an acquaintance with the heresies that have
up in the Church, a brief account of those heresies and their
vocates has been presented in connection with the doctrines which
ey have aimed to subvert. The form of question and answer has
adopted for the purpose of simplifying and bringing into promi=
ice each particular point that is deserving of attention.
who peruse the book may, perhaps, regret that the passages of
eripture referred to are not given at length. It is conceded that in that
se the book could have been read much more quickly, but whether
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with greater benefit is very doubtful. It is an indescribable advan-
tage to one who is beginning the study of Theology to have his own
Bible at hand, to search out every passage for himself, and to ponder its
bearing upon the doctrine for the confirmation of which it is quoted.
The time lost by this method is far more than compensated by the deep
impression which the truth has made upon the mind; besides which,
the memory soon becomes a Scripture *concordance,” furnishing in
an instant the chapter and verse of any particular passage that may
be discussed. The writer would earnestly advise/ every young student
to try this method for himself, and he ventures to predict that in less
than twelve months he will be surprised at the amount of Biblical
truth that is indelibly written upon his mind.

It is probable that some of the readers of this book may be looking
forward with anxiety to an examination before a Church Court, pre-
paratory to their being admitted into the ranks of local preachers or
ministers of the Wesleyan Church, and the writer would gladly afford
them a brother’s helping hand. What is to be done that such an
examination may be passed creditably and with surcess? Most ear-
nestly would he recommend that no pains be spared in order that every
subject be thoroughly understood. It is humiliating to see the memory
“ crammed,” while the understanding is dormant. Employ the memory
to its utmost extent for the correct quotation of God’s Holy Word;
but rest not satisfied without the clearest apprehension of every doc-
trine discussed, and of every definition given. He would also advise
that the present work should be regarded as but introductory to
the perusal of our great standard authors. As time and opportunity
allow, read with all possible diligence the works of Wesley, Fletcher,
Watson, Bishop Pearson, etc, and thus lay up a good foundation
against the time to come.

Every superintendent of a circuit and chairman of a district has his
own particular mode of presenting the questions for the examination of
young men. But there is little variety as to the subjects introduced.
And if the candidate be prepared to give prompt, brief, intelligent
answers to the following questions, supporting them with appropriate
Scripture proofs, all things being equal, the result need not be feared :—

1. Define Inspiration.

2. Quote those passages in which the Bible declares itself to be in-

spired.

3. What are the direct evidences in authentication of the Bible as a

Divine revelation ?

4 What are the presumptive evidences ?

8. What are the collateral evidences ?

6. Define the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity.

How does this differ from Tritheism?
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How does it differ from Sabellianism ?
How does it differ from Arianism ?
Who was Sabellius ?
- Who was Arius ?
% Quote a few passages which clearly teach the doctrine of the
Trinity in Unity.
8 What is the outline of evidence to prove the Divinity of Christ ?
0. Quote a few of the most striking passages that teach this doctrine,
- 0, What is meant by the Dsvine Sonship of Christ ?
11, How is this doctrine proved from Scripture ?
12, What is the meaning of the word “Person”?
What is the outline of evidence to prove the personality of the
Holy Spirit ?
14. Quote a few of the most striking passages that teach this doctrine.
5. What is the outline of evidence to prove the Divinity of the Spirit ?
16, Quote a few of the passages that teach this doctrine.
'17. What was the image of God in Man ?
18, What do you understand by “ Original Sin”?
9. What do you understand by hereditary guilt ?
20, Prove from Scripture that guilt is transmitted from Adam to his
posterity.
1. Prove from Scripture that man has a depraved nature.
2. Prove that this depravity is universal,
3. Prove that this depravity is fofal.
Prove that it is transmitted from Adam.
25. What is redemption ?
26. Prove that the death of Christ was strictly a sacrifice for sin,
2]. Prove that the death of Christ was universal in its provisions,
28, What is repentance ?
How is your definition supported by Scripture ?
30, Is repentance the gift of God ?
- Isit the act and duty of man?
31. What is saving faith?
~ How does Mr. Wesley define it ?
- What is Dr. Bunting’s definition ?
, Prove that faith is the gift of God and the act of man,
33 What is justification ?
~ How does Mr, Wesley define it ?
Prove from Scripture that it is substantially the same as pardon.
25, Does it not signify more than pardon ?
6, What is adoption ?
Under what aspect is God regarded in the blessings of pardon,
justification, and adoption ?
8, What is the witness of the Spirit?
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What is Mr. Wesley’s definition ?

39. What is regeneration ?

How does it differ from justification ?

40. Justification, the witness of the Spirit, and regeneration are received

at the same moment ; but is there not, in the order of thinking,
a succession of one to the other ? and between the two latter
is there not a relation resembling that of cause and effect ?

41. What is the witness of our own spirit ?

42. What is entire sanctification ?

43. Is this attainable by all believers in the present life ?

44. May a Christian believer fall from grace, and be lost ?

45. In the general resurrection, will the same body, in the popular sense

of the term, be raised again ?

46. Will the punishment of the wicked in the future state be strictly

and literally eternal ?

47. Is the Christian Sabbath a Divine institution of perpetual and uni=

versal obligation ?

48. What is a Sacrament ?

49. How many sacraments are there ?

Such an array of questions may appear somewhat alarming to &
young man who has but just began to study Theology ; but no one is
fitted to be an expounder and a teacher of the Word of God who does
not clearly understand, and is not prepared to defend, these momentous
truths. There is, therefore, no time to be lost. The whole powers of
the mind must be turned to the Bible, and to Bible truth. The leisure
hours of night and morning must be carefully improved for the one
great object of making you “a workman that needeth not to be
gshamed ” Prayer, earnest, persevering prayer, must be daily offered
‘'up to God for the light and influence of the Holy Ghost; and you will
find, what thousands have found before, that prayerful, ploddmg industry
will be crowned with the effectual blessing of God,

Young men, my labour is now commended to you. My prayer u
that it may help you in your first efforts to grasp the truth and to make
it known to others. And to each one who reads these pages I ex:
hort:—* Meditate upon these things; giving thyself wholly to them, that
thy profiting may appear to all. Take heed unto thyself, and unto the
doctrine; continue in them ; for in doing this thou shalt both save thy-
self, and them that hear thee,”

HAWTHORN, VICTORIA,
October 20th, 1868,
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INTRODUCTORY.

1.—What is Theology ?

Theology means literally discourse concerning the gods; thus
Hesiod, Homer, Plato, and others were called theologians, because
their writings contained so much about the gods. The word is from
Theos=God, and logos=a discourse ; it was adopted by the Chris-
tian Fathers, and applied to biblical truth. The word is variously

ed as “The science of God ;” “The science of the super-
gural ;" “The science of religion;” “The science which treats of

existence, character, and attributes I -
meént, the doctrines we are to believe, and the duties we are to
practise,”

II.—What is Religion ?

The word is derived from the Latin relegere=to reconsider, or
from 7eligare = to bind fast ; the latter is the more generally accepted
derivation. It is “the disposition and conduct of ap, impelled by
ﬁi@ of hopes and fears-towar ived as_above.
man; or as the active and passive relations of the finite conscious-
0Ess towards an unknown ; or as the recognition of the relation of
man to the invisible.”
ik

IIL—What is Religion as revealed in the Sacred Scriptures,
) a8 it is sometimes called, Supernatural Religion ?

3 “Religion is the life of man in_personal communication with

bid

Mulford’s “The Republic of God,” sth edition, p. 40. Max Miller defines
religion as ‘“ A mental faculty which, independent of, nay, in spite of, sense
d reason, enables man to apprehend the infinite under different names and
varying disguises.” “An intuition of God, a sense of human weakness and
endence, a belief in Divine government of the world, a distinction between good
id evil, and a hope of a better life, these are some of the radical elements of all
religions.” Herbert Spencer says, “ Religion may be definedas an & priori theory
the universe ”’ (‘* First Principles,” pp. 43, 44). Matthew Arncld’s definition is,
gion i:‘)?onmy touched with emotion” (* Literature and Dogma,” Popular
oD, p.
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God.”* “An acknowledgment of our duties towards the 1aw of
heYrecognition of all our duties as if they were Divine com-
“1t is strictly the bond ” (re/igare) * which, in_the very

tiommw.famh&ﬂe is,” and
conscﬁ_oumesso”mu’r‘%ng%}"‘ Religion has its
Eeat in the heart ; its presenc ere is exhibited in a godlike life.
It is the life of God in the soul of man manifesting itself daily in

practical morality ; separation between personal religion and practical
morality is impossible.

IV.—Is not the term Religion often used to describe the truths
which it teaches, as well as the conduct which it requires ?

It is frequently used in this sense. With the first Christians,
Christianity (meaning thereby the truths and doctrines of Christi-
anity) and religion were identical. The Apologies of Justin Martyr,
Tertullian, and others, were directed to prove that Christianity, as
taught in the Sacred Scriptures, was the only religion which could
satisfy man’s spiritual wants.

V. Was there no Religion before Divine Revelation ?

The revelation of God to man is twofold, Natural and Super-
natural. The great book of nature has always been open to the
study of man, and from it he has been able to learn the existence of
a Supreme Being, upon whom he is dependent, and to whom he
owes obedience and worship.! This is called natural religion.
Christianity is one of many religions ; but of all these it is the one
ﬁost worthy of God, if, indeed, it is not the only one worthy of

im.®

1 VI. What is the distinction between Religion and Theology ?

1. Religion is experimental, and has reference to the heart and life;
Theology is scienti%c. A'theologian may be acquainted intellectually
with systematic religious knowledge without possessing religion!
A religious man is a theologian so far as his knowledge of God, His
nature, His will, and His word are correct.

2. Natural Theology treats of the Being, attributes, and superinten-

* QOosterzee’s “Christian Dogmatics,” p. 76. See Gen, v. 24, XV. 1, Zvii, 3§,
xxii. 12; also Deut. vi. 5; Hab. ii, 4; Rom. xii, 1} {ames i"f‘{;

* Kant, * Pope’s ‘“ Higher Catechism of Theology.”

¢ Rom. i. 1g-21 ; Acts xiv. 17, xvii. za-zg. AaEe 5 e :

* Religion in ordinary language is used (a) as indicating the object or subject ol‘i
belief; (b) as the power of belief; (¢) as the manifestation of belief. Thus, we
believe religious truth; we experience religious feeiings or emotions; we live
religious lives. The mental faculty which lies at the root of religion apfpear.s to be
universal ; for in some sort man universaly recognises some object of belief and
worship, and a definite course of life and conduct, as the result of that belief.
Plutarch says: “ A city without a temple, without worship, without prayers, no
one ever saw.” Cicero writes: *‘ There never was any nation so barbarous, nof
any people in the world so savage, as to be without some notion of gods; ...t
is to be looked upon as a law of nature.” This is true of the most dezruied tnl

to-day.
) ge Drummond’s “ Natural Law in the Spiritual Word,” pp. 36+-6s.
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*dence of God, as these are taught by nature. *“It is the knowledge
of God from His works by the light of nature.”
3. Christian Theology—or Theology proper—deals with: (1) {The
evidences which prove the Sacred Scriptures to be a divinely-insp e(S
glation to man (2’;"I‘he proper interpretation of these Scriptures
he discoveries Which they make to us of God, His nature,
butes, relations to, and dealings with, manj](4){Of man, his
ons and duties to God and to his fellow-men és f the future
, with its rewards and punishments)

A Vlf.—What are the sources of this Theology ?

. L Reason’ is an original faculty given by God to individua! man,
nd no supra-natural revelation can be given which is not addressed
to him (z) As a rational being, and through the channel of his
‘reason; and ($) As consistent with the unbiased deductions of
teason, acting legitimalely within its own sphere,

2. But reason ias, by all experience, been groved to be insufficient
0 guide man as to his life and conduct; God has, therefore, put
into our hands a supernatural and sufficient revelation of Himself;
and the relations which He bears to us, and we to Him. It follows,
therefore, that the ground and source of our theological knowledge
is His inspired word, as revealed to us in the Sacred Scriptures.

- 3. Nevertheless, as this revelation is addressed to our under-
standing (including heart and conscience), its evidences are to be
ged and authenticated by our intellectual faculties, and the record
interpreted by our reason, according to its own laws.

4 VI?II.—Is there not a danger of reason diverging into Rational.

- There certainly is; and this is one of the great perils of the present
day, and of modern criticism. By reason is meant that faculty of
the human mind by which man arrives at truth without any super-
sensuous aid : this implies his understanding, conscience, and expe-
rience, all acting under natural circumstances.?

The use of this faculty of reason in matters of religion is: 1. To
xamine and decide upon the evidences of Divine revelation; 2. To
ascertain—by the application of the established laws of interpreta-
tion to the sacred writings—what are the truths therein revealed;
3. Having determined that certain truths and doctrines are re-
yealed, to accept them upon the authority of God, even though they
be mysterious, or may appear not to be in accordance with
jluman wisdom. * The question in regard to any fact [or doctrine]
snot, is it reasonable ? but first of all, is it clearly established ?” That

“'lhe @'lcult;of ideas, not separate from, but most closely united with, the heart
1d conscience.”

.en %4 Reason is that intellectual power by which we apprehend and discover truth,
d tril ther contained in the first principles of belief, or in the arguments and con
ons from these principles, by which truth not intuitive is investigated.™

0
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being so, the province of reason ceases, and faith comes in ; reason

cannot pronounce upon the reasonableness or otherwise of any

statement of Divine revelation which reason itself has decided to be
. “ clearly revealed ” in Scripture.! *“To improve revelation by means

of reason,” says Dr. John Duncan, “appears to me just as if I were
& and set the sun by my old wooden clock.”

/ ¥ g M~

A | R~ IX' 1 What is Rationalism ?

-\ “1.\Rationalism strictly so called is the dogma which insists that
there is ro higher source of knowledge than reason. It involves the
denial of Divine revelation in the proper sense of the word, and, of
course, rejects miracles and prophecy. Hence Inspiration is either
denied, or regarded as “the enthusiasm of genius;” the Scriptures
are reduced to the level of other writings of genius; what in them
appears to be miraculous or supernatural is interpreted as the result
of natural laws.?

2. In a wider sense Rationalism embraces the various forms of
scepticism and unbelief which are held by those who deny super-
natural knowledge.

X. What are the principal forms which Rationalism has
taken?

Pantheism, Agnosticism, Positivism, Secularism, Materialism,
Deism, Atheism.

1. Pantheism—{irom Pan = all, and theos = God—is “the doctrine
that God includes all reality, and is identical with it, nothing besides
Him really existing. He is the One and the AIL”* “Besides God
no substance can exist, or be conceived to exist.”* *“All is God,”
or “God is All.” “The Universe is God,” or * God is the Universe.”
The God of Pantheism is not a Being—who can will, and think, and
love,—but an essence pervading and permeating all things; which
can be no object of trust, or love, or worship. It is a kind of
Atheism, which makes God and the universe identical, and, con-
sequently, denies the existence of a personal God, and His super-
intendence and sovereignty over the universe.®

2. Positivism teaches: (1) That all our knowledge is confined to
physical phenomena; (2) That we can only know that such
phenomena are, and the relations which we stand to them, which
relations are all included under the head of sequence and resem-
blance. “The senses are the true source of all thinking, and we
can know nothing except the phenomena which they apprehend,

! See Watson’s ‘“Institutes,” pt. i., chap. ix., “On the Use and Limit of Reason.”
“ Finite reason must submit itself to infinite ; the never-fully educated human
understanding, limited by time, matter, and individuality, must yield to the perfect |
truth which comes from God ; a judgment which is subject to vacillations and dis.
turbances to one that is ever settled and abiding ”” ( Christlieb’s “ Modern Doubt,”

130). <
2 %oe)e Christlieb’s “ Modern Doubt,” .pgl 135, 507, €tc.

* Manning. ¢ Spinoza. erbert Spencer’s “Infinite and Eternal
Energy by which all things exist,” is unquestionably Pantheism.
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‘and the relation and sequence in which these phenomena stand

'ln to each other. Mental phenomena can all be resolved into material
’Z phenomena, and there is no such thing discoverable as either an
5 origin or purpose in the world, as consequently either a creative
. or providential intelligence.” Respecting the existence of God, or
a future state, it is contended that *the mind should absolutely
refuse to believe or disbelieve on such a subject. Positivism,
“however, has constructed a kind of religion which has its “ Grand
t Elre” in collective humanity, or *the continuous resultant of all
- the forces capable of voluntarily concurring in the universal per-
:u; fectioning the world "—whatever this may mean.!
9 3. Agnosticism, from Agnostos = unknown—the inscription upon
:; the altar at Athens, referred to by St. Paul;? in plain English it
_ leans ‘‘ignorance.” An Agnostic is avowedly a “ know-nothing”
ﬁ: in religion. He holds that the existence of anything beyond and
behind phenomena is unknown, and (so far as can be judged)
of unknowable ; and especially that a First Cause and an unseen world
il - are subjects of which we know, and can know, nothing. The term
- was first applied by Professor Huxley to himself and others,* who,
- while not denying the existence of an Intelligent First Cause and
as 4 supernatural revelation, yet insist that we do not know anything
about these and cognate subjects, and that we have no means of
i knowing; both because we have no faculties capable of under-
he tanding such things, and that there are no methods by which they
iné could be communicated to us. If there be a God, He is unknow-
les | @le; and so with regard to Divine revelation and immortality.

“4s to another life after the dissolution of the body,” we are told,
“no Agnostic would categorically deny it; but one thing he will
not do: he will not pretend to know, nor profess a belief in,
gbsurdities and contradictions, even though the act be dignified
with the sacred name of faith.”* “The Agnostic neither denies
nor affirms God. He simply puts Him on one side.”

4 Secularism does not say with the Agnostic that God, an
unseen world, and a future state cannot be known ; but that so little
an be known about them that it is our wisdom to give attention
ly to the present life. “Putting the two worlds into two

| Private adoration is to be addressed to collective humanity in the persons of
jorthy individual representatives, who may be either living or dead, but must in
il cases be women ; for women {'»eing sexe aiment, represent the best attribute
of humanity, that which ought to regulate all human life ; nor can Humanity be
bolised in any form but that of a woman.” ¢ Examination of Mr. J. S. Mill's
hy,” by James McCosh, LL.D., p. 400. This is an able criticism of, and
e Positive Philosophy of Comte, and his disciple J. S. Mill. See also
able exposition and answer to Positivism, by Rev., Willlam Arthur, “ Reli-
without God, and God without Religion,' part i, “Positivism and Mr.
sderick Harrison.” * See Acts xvii. 23.
¢e “The New English Dictionary,” by Dr. J. A. Murray: ‘ Agnostic.”
'“0f all the senseless babble I have ever had occasion to read, the demonstra-
! i Ehen who undertake to tell us all about the nature of God
ild be the worst, if they were not surpassed by the still greater absurdities
{ phﬂgsopheu who try to prove that there is no God.”—Huxley's “ Sciense
Culture,” p. 241.
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scales of value, the Secularist finds (or thinks he finds) that the one
weighs much, the other either nothing, or nothing that can be
appreciated.” “The old policy of sacrificing the welfare of
humanity on earth to the merely possible and altogether unknown
requirements beyond the grave” the Secularist regards as absurd.
Secularism assumes that God and a future state are so visionary,
that faith in them, and concern about them, is opposed to “the
welfare of humanity on earth.”?

5.. Materialism recognises nothing but matter, and denies the
existence of Spirit or of a spiritual world. The soul is but the
result of a peculiar organisation of matter; the operations of mind
are merely the effect of material forces; there is no existence
beyond the grave, and, therefore, no moral accountability. Matter
and force are the only entities, and these are sufficient to solve all
the problems of the universe. “The fundamental affirmation of
Materialism is, that all the phenomena of the Universe—physical,
vital, and mental—are to be referred to unintelligent physical forces;
and its fundamental negation is, that there is no such objective
entity of mind or spirit.” *

6. Deism is a belief in the existence of a personal God, but a
denial of the necessity and fact of Divine revelation ; together with
the assertion that the light of nature and reason are sufficient
guides for man’s belief and practice. Of course, in such a theory
Christianity is ignored.® Dezst and Theist have etymologically the
same meaning—the former from the Latin, the latter from the Greek,
—but they differ widely in their use. Z%eist is applied to any
believer in God, whether he is a Christian, a Jew, or a Moham-
medan ; while @ Deist is one who believes in God, but who dis-
believes in Christianity, or, more accurately, who disbelieves in any
supernatural revelation.

7. Atheism=without God. The absolute denial of a God, or an
intelligent First Cause, or of a superintending providence. Whatever
difficulty there may be in demonstrating the existence of God, it is
not conceivable that proof can be found to justify the declaration
“There is no God.” Unless a man knows all things, he cannot
know that the Being whose existence he rejects does not exist.”*

The Materialist is necessarily an Atheist, though he will pro-
bably not admit it. The Secularist may be a Zreist, but many
avow themselves Atkeists® The Agnostic, and the Positivist—who

't Secularism is so protean that it is impossible in brief space to give any exact
definition of its teachings or creed. It may be best described as Ancient Epicu-
reanism under a new name and garb (x Cor. xv. 32). See an admirable lecture by
Rev. A. J. Harrison, on_*Secularism and Atheism,” in Popular Objections to
Revealed Truth.” * Hodge.

s See Leland’s “View of the Deistical Writers;” Watson’s “ Apology for the
Bible ;” Leslie’s “Short and Easy Method with Deists.” ¢ John Foster.

* Bradlaugh says, *‘ Although at present it may be perfectly true that all men who
are Secularists are not yet Atheists, I put it to you as also perfectly true that, in
my opinion, the logicai conseq}llxence of the acceptance of Secularism must be
the man gets to Atheism, if he has ‘brains enough to comprehend.”” “Debate
with Holyoake,” p. 16.
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7
n fact simply a systematic Agnostic—are not theoretically A#keists,
et their teachings lead almost directly to that goal.

Replies to all these systems of rationalistic unbelief will be found
~practically in the arguments—in Chaps. L. and V., which see,

;g‘  XI—In what sense can Theology be called a Science ?

the ESa means knowledge systematised. By science here is
zant " accurate, well-founded, and well-ordered knowledge, in

the Whatever manner that knowledge is acquired.” The knowledge

by faith has a right to be considered scientific, if it be well
unded and systematised, as truly as that which comes from
sbservation and reasoning. Its subject matter cannot be mathe- :
atically demonstrated, but in its own domain its truths are capable
f moral demonstration ; certitude is reached by a different process,
ut one which—in its own sphere—is quite as satisfactory as that
| mathematics. It is a science of faith, not of credulity; its
Widences are moral, probable, ontological, demonstrative ; its argu-
jents are analogical and inferential ; “but it is the great business
life to draw inferences, and an inference, whether in Science or
Religion, is an exercise of faith, and can be nothing else.”?

XII,—What is Dogma ?

1. The term Dogma is from the Greek dokes = to think ; it is used
)denote the form in which truth is presented or apprehended. It
jynonymous with formula, canon, tenet, opinion. It is commonly
ised to signify an arbitrary article of faith ; but that is neither its
) nor its correct meaning.?
In its ancient use it had two distinct meanings: one in the
ld Testament translated by the LXX., and in the New Testament ;
he other in philosophical writings. Inthe fo7mer it meant a decree,
ordinance, .., a command as to conduct or observance, either
‘human or Divine authority, as in Dan. ii. 13,15, vi. 9;* Luke ii. 1;
tts xvii. 7; or Acts xvi. 4; Eph. ii. 15; Col. ii. 14. " In the Zlatter
eaning, Plato, Cicero, Seneca, and others used the word to describe
e doctrines and theories formulated and taught by different schools
Iphilosophy. In this latter serise the word came to be used by the
r istian writers, as describing either heathen, Christian, or
etical teaching, as the case might be.
3 Dogma is not peculiar to Theology or religion. All sciences—
, mathematical, logical—have their dogmas, some of these
s from axioms, others from the results of observation and expeti-
ent. The rules and formulas of Arithmetic, Geometry, Chemistry,

'Itis a great mistake to speak of ““Science as inductive and Theology as deduc-

€, No science is verified till we can reason deductively from an ipductive

SCOV We have no right to call it a law till we can rigorously apply it, and

nt for its apparent exceptions. In the same way Theology is only the deduc-

mication of certain inductive discoveries g
“

in the open page of God’s Word.
Murphy’s “The Scientific Basis of Faith.” PP. 22-35, 91-106,

TherEncycloPaedic Dictionary,” articles “f)ogma ” and “ Doctrine.”
ised Version, “ Interdict.”
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Logic, are so many dogmas or canons, which have, at least in che
beginning, to be accepted upon authority.

XIII.—What is Dogmatic Theology?

This designation was first given to Theology by a German divine
in 1724. It isthat branch of theology which systematises the dogmas
or doctrines of Divine revelation, and which sets them forth in the
form of a connected doctrinal system. Doctrine and Dogma are in
most instances convertible terms. Dogmatic Theology includes : —

1. Biblical Theology, which embraces textual criticism, exegesis
or hermeneutics, archeology, scriptural geography, history, etc.

2. Historical Theology, comprising ecclesiastical history, the
progress and development of doctrines, and all that belongs to the
external as well as the internal life of the Church.

3. Systematic Theology, which comprehends all the foregoing: it
takes the system of doctrines as its basis, verifies it by Scripture,
and illustrates it from history.!

XIV.—In what form has Dogmatic Theology been presented ?

Chiefly by Ancient Creeds and Confessions: e.g.,

1. The Apostles’ Creed (so-called). The Nicene, A.D. 325. The
Athanasian, ¢i7ca A.D. 600.

2. The Confessions, or formularies of various Churches, viz,
(a) The Lutheran, in the Augsburg Confession, A.D. 1530; (6) The
Reformed or Calvinistic, in the Helvetic Confession, A.D. 1564 ;
(¢) The Presbyterian, in the Westminster Confession and Cate-
chism, A.D. 1647 ; (4) The Anglican, in the Thirty-nine Articles;
¢) The Arminian, in the Remonstrants’ Confession, A.D. 1620;

The Wesleyan (English) in Wesley’s “ Notes on the New Testa-
ment,” and certain of his sermons: (American) Wesley’s * Abridg-
ment of the Thirty-nine Articles.”

3. The Creeds and Councils of the Roman, and Russian (or
Greek) Churches.

3 Pope’s “ Compendium of Christian Theology,” vol. i., pp. 37,38, See “Is Dogma
a Necessity?” by the Rev, Frederick Meyrick, M e




CHAPTER L

- in
—s THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.
>S1 i ;
- L, What is the relation of the existence of God to Theology ?
g‘:’ f  The first and greatest question in Religion and Theology is—
g flave we sufficient grounds for believing in the existence of an
telligent First Cause? -Belief in God is the foundation of all

teligion. If we have not sufficient reason for this belief, then such
questions as, “ Is Revelation credible ?” “ Are miracles possible ?”
Is prayer reasonable ? "—everything, in fact, relating to man, the
Ws to which he may be subject, the authority of the Scriptures,
is life here or hereafter—may be dismissed as of little or no
tonsequence. If we have not sufficient evidence of the existence
f God, moral accountability has no existence, personal immor-
is a myth, and all that is included in the idea of religion is
y destroyed.

Two theories are before the world: the one Materialistic; the
ther Zheistic. According to the jformer *the original, funda-
mental constitutive power in the universe is blind force,” or
energy.” According to the /laffer “it is a living, intelligent,
ersonal God.” Neither of these theories can be mathematically
monstrated. All that can be done in either case is to deduce
om the examination of nature the existence of some power outside
id beyond nature, as necessary to explain its various facts and
enomena. Which of these theories is the more reasonable ?
fhich best explains the mysteries of the universe, of both matter
mind? Which is supported by the best and most convincing
fidence? Which has the highest claims to be accepted ?

is is the problem to be considered in this chapter ; and though
not possible to afford a complete solution, yet, so far as our
its permit, we hope to show that Theism offers the only, and
¢ sufficient, explanation of the “Power,”? or *“Force,”* or
nergy,”* or “a double-faced somewhat”® which Materialists,
cs, and Pantheists all recognise in the Universe.

L. How can we define the term “ God ' ?
ey great, Intelligent, holy Being, of perfect wisdom,

ism and Positivism are Atheistic ; though we must not be understood
that Aglqo:;i‘ca and Positivists are Atheists.

» Hg . * Huxley and Biichner.
¢ Herbert Spencer. ® Bain.
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power, and.goodness, transcendently glorious, the Creator of .the
universe, who_preserves it by His providence, and governs..it_
according to His laws.! The name is derived from the Icelandic
Godi—the Supreme Magistrate, which perfectly agrees with the
scriptural name Jehovah, as the moral governor of the Universe.
Dr. A. Clarke derives the word from the Anglo-Saxon, as synonymous
with good; this is denied by Max Miiller and others. Some trace
the word to the Hebrew ecked = unus = “The One Being.”

III. By what names is God revealed to us in the Sacred
Scriptures ?

1. Elohim = “aderable,” “strong.”. This name is usually plural,
or used with plural adjuncts. The Christian Fathers held this to
indicatea plurality of persons in the Godhead,—a belief which appears
to be well founded, and which isstillheld® The name is sometimes
applied to angels (Psalm viii. 5, ciii. 20, 21) ; to magistrates or rulers
(Psalm Ixxxii. 6, 7) ; to heathen deities (Psalm xcvi. 5; Jer. x. I1).

2. Jehovak (or Yahveh or Iaheve), translated “ Lord,” and printed in
capitals in the Authorised Version=*Self-Existent;” * The Being ;"
“I Am;” “I Am that I Am” (Exod. iii. 14). This name is never
used except when applied to the Divine Being.

3. El-Shaddai or Shaddai=* The Strong;” * The Mighty One;”
% Almighty ;” * All-sufficient.” e

‘4. Adoni,or Adon="Lord ;” * Supporter ;”  Judge ;” * Master.”

5. El-Elyon="The Most High ;” “The Supreme.’

6. Elyeh=*1Am;” “I will Be.”!

IV. Whatis Personality as applied to God?

It means that He is a living Being, possessing and exercising the
functions of a rational and intelligent nature. He is some-oze, not
some-t4ing,—a self-conscious some-o7ze, who can exercise volition,
intelligence, approval or disapproval; in other words, a Being who
possesses natural and moral attributes.

The personality of God does not involve limitation; it is the same
as personality in man, only that, instead of being finite, it is infinite.
“ Perfect personality is to be found only in God, while in all finite
spirits there exists only a weak imitation of personality.”® Herbert,
Spencer, the Positivists, and Agnostics, argue that personality and
absolute existence are contradictions ; that, if God be a person, He
cannot be Infinite. The mistake here is, that human personality is
made the standard of comparison, whereas human personality is only.
a limited copy of the real—the unlimited—personality of God. Man
is made in the image of God ; not God the extended image of man.*

! See also the Westminster Catechism and the Wesleyan Catechism.

* See Watson’s and Farrar’s Biblical Dictionaries. * See pp. 189, 190.

* For the passages where these and other names of God are used, see ?oung'l
» Analytical Concordance of the Bible” or some other concordance. Also Kitto's

Biblical Cyclopadia,” 3rd edition. Lotze. ]

® The e:-irue Sﬁ:'ipturll idea is not that of “a magnified man,” as Matthew Arnold
Characterises
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“God is a person ; the chief attribute of God is freedom. He is

e » rmined One, His determination is the perfect manifesta-
it on of Himself; this is the significance of the Will of God; the
19 oliness of God is the central principle in that Will, the principle in
. which cannot become other than Himself ; the righteousness of God
o4 B the expression of a person towards those who are persons.”!
53 “We know God as a person; but we feel that our conception of
ce onality does not adequately represent the whole being of God.”
iven when aided by the revelation that God gives of Himself in His
ord, our conception can only be partial, though accurate.
“The Universe is.a tiought as well as a thing. As fraught with
esign it reveals thought as well as force. The thought includes
he origination of the forces and their law, as well as the combination
ind use of them. These thoughts must include the whole universe.
ollows, then, that the universe is controlled by a single thought, or
he think of a single thinker.”? A thinker is a person.

in V.—What are the sources of our knowledge of God as a
X derson ?

e 1. Intuition® The idea of a Being above and superior to man,
ind by whom all things exist, is born with him. So faras is known,
is not, and there never has been, any tribe or people who have

ot had some conception of God, however rude and visionary.* “The
concept of God is the revelation of Himself to the human soul.” ®
lan has by nature an original deep-rooted sense of God’s presence
hich precedes all observation and reasoning.”® “ The belief in God
.. isan instinct. . . . There is a knowledge of God which all men
ve.” “But our intuition or intuitive knowledge of God cannot be

efined.” 7

:,l:::_ - “The intuition which demands a cause for every effect is satisfied
on, rhen it reaches a Being with power adequate to the whole effect;
sho nd if on the contemplation of the nature of that Being we find no

jark of His being an effect, the intuition makes no call for us to go
me. rther.”* ¢ There are certain truths which the mind perceives to
itel e true, without proof or testimony. Such are the axioms of
it seometry, and such is the principle that every effect must have its
verk ause; . . . this conviction is said to be an innate truth, . . . because

and.

H * Mulford’s “Re%ublic of God,” gp. 33, also 22-3xr. Said Daniel Webster, “ The
. reatest t(l;:::ixg'ht that ever entered my mind was my personal responsibility to a
)};ﬂ rter's «Human Intellect.” Descartes said, I think, therefore Iam a person.

nd [ must have been brought into existence by a being at least as perfect as I am,
fountain cannot rise higher than its source.” See Oosterzee’s ‘* Christian

tics,”

e’imes called the Historical Argument, or the Consensus Genitum.

. 2, note,
glul assumes this as a truth self-evident to their consciousne: when
ing the Athenians and others. Acts xiv, 15-17, Xvii. 24-20; Rom. i.
ii. 14, ete. ¢ Qosterzee. *Dr. John Duncan.
See also P

ope’s “ Higher Catechism of Theology,” p. 86; Jacksons
ophy of Natural ’l%:ology,'gchap. iv.; Winchell's chiwf and h{lim-;
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;uech is the nature of the mind that it cannot but see such things to
triie;?

“Within the range of every individual's momentary experience
there occur the phenomena of wolition, and there are large classes
of phenomena, and these most important ones, which, we are
quite sure, take place in virtue of such volition, and without which
we are equally sure they would not take place at all.” “In the
only case in which we are admitted into any personal knowledge
of the origin of force, we find it connected (possibly by intermediate
links untraceable by our faculties, but yet indubitably connected)
with volition, and by inevitable consequence with mofive, with
intellect, and with all the attributes of mind in which—and not in the
possession of arms, legs, brains, and viscera—personality consists.”?

2. The evidence of Design, or the Teleological argument, Every-
where throughout the visible universe there are evidences of adap-
tation of means to ends—purpose—and this necessarily implies
personality and intelligence. Paley illustrates this by a man finding
a watch, and upon examination of its mechanism he comes to the
conclusion “that the watch must have had a maker; that there must
have existed, at some time and at some place or other, an artificer or
artificers who formed it for the purpose which we found it actually
to answer; who comprehended its construction, and designed its
use.”® “Contrivance,” he argues, proves *personality.” The evi-
dence of contrivance or design in the world proves that its originator
must possess personality ; while the whole structure of the universe
proves Him to be a “ Being infinite, as well in essence as in power;
yet nevertheless a person.”* Cicero argues that it would be more
reasonable to believe that the letters of the alphabet thrown together
“ would fall into such order as legibly to form the Annals of Ennis”

' Hodge. In the last century (and previously) one of the principal arguments
used to prove the existence of God was that {nown as a priori, i.e., “irom the
nature of a cause to the nature of its effects ;” we “lay down evident principles
or axioms, and from these deduce other truths that are more complex ; and as the
principles from which we begin are first known to us, and in the order of our
thoughts are prior to the truths deduced from them, we are said to argue & priori”
(Bishop Hamilton's Works, vol. ii., pp. 26, 27, edit. 1809). Anselm, Descartes,
Dr. Samuel Clarke, Bishop kamilton' and others, stated this argument with great
learning and force. It has, however, been always regarded by many theologians and
metaphysicians as inconclusive, and calculated to perplex, rather than to produce |
rational conviction, Clement of Alexandria among the Fathers was of this opinion
glgce Works, vol. ii., pp. 269, 270, Clark’s edition). Waterland, Dr. Gretton,

. Knowles, and others in the last century regarded the argument as defective,
In the g;esent state of the discussion respecting the existence of God, we may set
aside this method of proof, not as having been exploded, but as being replaced by
other and more satisfactory arguments. The term & posferiori is now seldom
used, although the argument itself, r.e., from effect (seen and known) to cause
(unseen and unknown), remains in fall f{)rce but is presented under other names,

Sir J. Herschel on “The Origin of Force.” The italics are the author’s.

* Hume says the finding of a watch on a desert island would show that men had
been there, by an inference from effect to cause.

* Design is thus defined by Dr. Whewell :—¢ We direct our thoughts to an action
which we are about to perform, we infend to doit. ‘We work out our aim, we place
it before us, and act with purpose (propositum) : we design it, or mark it out before:
hand (designo).”
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n “that the world was made by a fortuitous concourse of atoms
yhich have no form, no colour, no sense.” To this illustration
redelenburg adds, “ It is perhaps more difficult to assume that by
he blind combination of chemical and physical elements and forces
ny one even of the organs of the body—the eye, for example—much
the harmonious union of organs which make up the body, than

;he_ hat a book should be formed by chance, by throwing types about.”!
a%:' Professor Owen insists that the analogy between the animal organs
d) d systems of organs, to the machines of man’s invention, is so close
ith hat “the healthy intellect studying the more refined and perfect

atural structures,” and their obvious adaptation and purpose, “ cannot
conceive therein the like faculties in a transcendently higher
4 ."'
- Of the argument from design J. S. Mill says, “It is the best; and
sides, it is the most persuasive. It would be difficult to find a
er argument in favour of Theism, than that the eye must have
een made by one who sees, and the ear by one who hears.” *
Hume, in his posthumous Essays, says :—* The whole frame of
ature bespeaks an Intelligent Author; and no rational inquirer can,
er serious reflection, suspend his belief a moment with regard to
je primary principle of genuine Theism and Religion.”
Sir John Herschel, speaking of the “relations, attractions, repul-
jons, and correlation ” of atoms and “ their actions according to the
ary laws of their being,” says :—* The presence of mind is what
ves the whole difficulty ; so far at least as it brings it within the
here of our consciousness, and into conformity with our experience
f what action is. 'We know nothing but as it is conceivable to us,
om our mental and bodily experience and consciousness. When
ve know we act, we are conscious of will; and action without will
nd effort is to us, constituted as we are, unrealisable, unknowable,
conceivable.” * It is but reasonable to regard the force of gravita-
on as the direct or indirect result of consciousness, or a will
fisting somewhere.” *
Professor Baden Powell, speaking of the operations in “the
boratory of nature,” where the results are seen, while the pro-
esses are invisible, says: “ Mind, directing the operations of the
boratory or workshop, is no part of the wisible apparatus, nor are
 operations seen in ftiemselves; they are visible only in their
s; and from effects, however dissimilar in magnitude or in
d, yet agreeing in the one condition of order, adjustment, and
ound and recondite connection and dependence, there is the

'Philo Judzeus says :—*‘ No work of art is self-made ; the world is the most perfect
tk of art ; therefore the world was made by a good and most perfect Author.
jus we have the knowledge of the existence of God.”

d before the Y.M.C.A. This argument he illustrates at large in his

: ure,

Millon “ Hamilton.” And yet Darwin insists that the eye is not the result of
ign or intention :f the Crutolzl', gut L;f s.lighrt altcrl:;ionl ‘elif.'ectedfby natural

lection among creatur ual eveloping for perhaps millions of

W4 Scientific Eecturu.s'.' mimlycs are thg ngthorP: " ¢ Ibid. i
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same evidence and outward manifestation of Jnvisible Intelligence
as vast and illimitable as the universe throughout which those
manifestations are seen.”! *“The inference of design, intention, fore:
thought, implies intelligent agency or moral causation. Hence
again, we advance to the notion of distinct existence, or what is
sometimes called personality; and thence proceed to ascribe the
other Divine attributes or perfections as centreing in that indepen:
dent Being.” ?

“The Universe,” Dr. Carpenter very accurately says, “is not
governed by law, but according to law.” Darwin quotes with
approval Butler's definition, that “the only distinct meaning of the
word natural is ‘stated,” ‘fixed,’ ‘settled,’ and that it as much
requires an intelligent agent to effect anything statedly, fixedly,
regularly,—that is naturally,—as to effect it only once or super-
naturally.” Joseph Cook inquires, * What if natural law be only
the magnetisation of all matter by God’s will? He yet was, and
is, and is to come, omnipresent, first, midst, last.”

Adaptation of means to end shows purpose, design, a designing
mind. Such adaptations are manifold in the structure of the human
frame, the laws which regulate vegetation, and the definite purposes
secured by the operation of various physical powers. Even Pro-
fessor Huxley, who denies the argument from design as usually
presented, makes the following important admission :—* The teleo-
logical and the mechanical views of nature are not mutually
exclusive; . . . on the contrary, the more purely a mechanist the
speculator is, . . . the more completely is he at the mercy of the
teleologist, who can always defy him to disprove that the primordial
molecular arrangement was not intended to evolve the phenomena
of the Universe.”

J. S. Mill admits explicitly that we cannot explain the adaptation
of part to part in the eye, for example, without supposing that the
idea of sight goes before the adaptation of these pieces to each
other in such a manner as to produce light. He says, “ This I con-
ceive to be a legitimate inductive inference. Sight, being a fact,
not precedent but subsequent to the putting together of the organie
structure of the eye, can only be connected with the production of
that structure in the character of a final, not an efficient cause,
That is, it is not sight itself, but an antecedent 7dea of it, that must
be the efficient cause. But this at once marks the origin as pro-
ceeding from an intelligent Will.”? “It must be allowed that the
adaptations in nature afford a large balance of probability in favour
of creation by intelligence.* ‘ The number of such instances (of
adaptations) is immensely greater than is, on the principles 0‘1
inductive logic, required for the exclusion of a random concurrence

! “The Spirit of the Inductive Philosophy,” vol. ii., p. 174. The italics and
apitals are the author’s.

Powell’s “ Connection of Natural and Divine Truth,” gp. 183, 184,

® Mill's “ Three Essays on Religion,” The italics are the author’s.
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f independent causes, or, speaking technically, for the elimination
‘chance.” !

#“A German professor, to illustrate the evidence of mind and will
the collocation and adjustment of matter in the works of nature,
ok 2 book and tore it into shreds. Taking into his hand an un-
jjured copy of the same work, he said, ‘ Now, young gentlemen,
$ not the same book here as there?’ ‘Yes,’ said they. ‘No,’ he
jundered. ¢ What's the difference?’ ‘We do not see much
fference. ¢ Collocation,” was the emphatic reply. ¢ You have here,
the same type, you have the same pages, you have the
; but everything is in shreds there, everything in chaos, and
you have everything intelligently arranged.’”? Grove, in his
orrelation of Physical Forces,” closes an elaborate argument on
subject of cause and effect with the striking expression, “A
ysical search after essential causes in vain. Causation is the

T o5
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Conscience—or more accurately consciousness—often called
Moral Argument. The sense of responsibility and accounta-
ty; the distinction between right and wrong; the operations of
jat mystery of our being which we call “conscience,”—all neces-
arily involve the existence of a personal Being (not a mere abstract
ntity), who is superior to man, who is the Authoritative and
preme Lawgiver and Judge, who has graven His law of right and
rong upon man’s heart, and to whom he is accountable for his
tions. * Conscience is the great root of Theism. It is something
gpernatural within the natural, and there is no separating these two
heres if you are true to psychology. The webs of the natural and
pernatural are so interwoven in the soul, that they cannot be

< F wBom

BRea<?

Kant exclaims, “Duty! thou great, thou exalted name! Won-
ous thought | that workest . . . merely by holding up thy naked
w in the soul, and so extorting for thyself always reverence, if not

dience—whence thy original ? and whence find we the root of
iy descent?” The answer which Theology and true Philosophy
ve to this question is—Gobp; the great moral lawgiver, *in whom
v abides as the uncreated light of perfect essential goodness.”
3s our moral nature compels our belief in a personal God. *This
ument was used by Cicero, and from it he deduced the conclusion
t there is but one common Master as it were, the ruler of all
gs, God. He is the author, the propounder, and the bearer of

law.”* It follows inevitably that if we are the subjects of moral

| Mill's “Three Essays on Religion.” Laplace estimated that the probability
it the forty-three independent motions of the bodies of the solar system known
i dlI I{O\ﬂd coincide in direction by chance would be 4,400,000,000,000 times
] favour of some common cause for the uniformity of direction,” or in
our of purpose or design. On Chance and Probability see also De Morgan on
birit ,” Mill's ““ Logic,” book iii., chap. xvii., McCosh’s * Typical Forms.”
Joseph k's Lectures.
*The “Nemesis” of the Greeks is but a personation of the reverence for law,
the anticipation of retribution for broken law. The great moral lesson taught

4
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law, there must be a moral lawgiver: He must be a Being, not an
abstraction ; a Person, not a_mere stream of influence ; a something
more than “The Eternal not ourselves that makes for righteousness.”

Conscience forebodes punishment and anticipates reward; and
this not only among those who have received instruction, but it
applies universally to savage and civilised. The sense of dependence
and of obligation implies the existence of a some-o7e and not a some-
what! *“ Conscience and the consciousness of God,” #.., a personal
Being, “are one.”

4. Revelation. While Intuition; the evidence ol purpose in
nature ; the instinctive consciousness of right and wrong —the sense
of dependence and moral accountability—all go to demonstrate the
existence of a Being who possesses intelligence and will, who
gives us laws, and to whom we are accountable, and who from the
very nature of the case must be a person ;j—yet it is only by Revela-
tion from God Himself that we can have any adequate knowledge
of “His nature and attributes. The Scriptures never' attempt to
prove the existence of God—that is assumed as a self-evident truth;
but they reveal Him to us as the Author and Source of all things;?*
as exercising a direct personal, intelligent superintendence over the
Universe;* and as bearing the relation to His accountable creatures
of Father, Judge, and Sovereign.

Revelation emphatically declares God to be a Living Being—not
a mere abstraction, or influence, or force, or energy. The highest
words of Scripture concerning the Supreme Being are * God is
Spirit ;” *“God is Light;” *“God is Love.” Holding fast to this |
conception of God as thus revealed to us, we have an idea which
satisfies every demand of the intellect, and every claim of the heart;
we, therefore, refuse to be entangled with the metaphysical discussions
about “The Absolute,” or the *Infinite,” or the “ Unconditioned,”
on the one hand ; or the scientific negations about *The Unknow-
able,” or “The Inscrutable,” or the ‘Infinite and Eternal Energy
by which all things exist,” on the other.!

VI1.—Is it not objected that, whether God exist as a Person of
not, He is Unknowable ? i

Such is the contention of some metaphysicians and many
scientists. 3
L. Sir William Hamilton and Dean Mansel, in their theories of the
« Unconditioned,” the “ Absolute,” or the * Unknowable,” maintain,

-t

by Zschylus was, that amid the apparent confusion of things moral, law violated
would be followed by retribution. is same truth was recognised and taught by
Hesiod and Homer. - S ,

* See Joseph Cook’s lectures on ¢ Matthew Arnold’s Views of Conscience” and
“QOrganic Instincts of Conscience.” Also Row’s *‘Lecture on Human Responsic
bilit{, in Popular Objections to Divine Truth,” pp. 54-60. '

* Isa. xl, 21; Acts Xvii. 26-29 ; Psalm xix. z-3; Rom. 1, 0.

® Prov. viii. 27-29 ; Job xxxviii. g-12, etc.

e Professor Clerk-Maxwell, not long before his death, said “that. he had
scrutinised all Agnostic hypotheses he knew of, and found that they one and all
meeded a God to make them workable,” g
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it while God has an intelligent and moral nature, yet because He
Infinite and we finite, and because He is “ Absolute,” while our
owledge is “ relative,” that, therefore, it is impossible for us to say
it kind of actions are to be expected from God, or, in fact, to
sert anything respecting His righteousness, except the mere fact
at it exists.
2. Various so-called scientific objections are raised to the con-
tion of God as personal. Excepting the avowed atheist, all
nit the existence of some power beyond and outside nature; but
contended that we can know nothing respecting this cause of
| things—only that it Is. “God is utterly and for ever unknow-
e”! “ An inscrutable power of which we know no more than Job
,when he said, ‘ Can man by searching find this power out?’”?
n Infinite and Eternal Energy from which all things proceed.”?
he Divine Power that cannot be identified with the totality of
nomena.” These are among the scientific definitions of the
ise of all things.
Science admits the presence in the universe of a something
lich eludes all investigation, and exceeds all comprehension ; but,
se mathematical demonstration cannot be given that this
ower” is intelligent and personal, many scientists insist that it
“unknowable.” But the answer to this is, that moral, and not
thematical demonstration is to be sought here. Admit that there
something outside nature, and the question arises, what is that
ething? 1Isit Force? *“What do we know of force? Our con-
tion of force is nothing but a generalised abstraction from our
ations of muscular resistance.” ¢
Jerbert Spencer tells us that the one thing we do know is, that
e are in presence of an Infinite and Eternal Energy, from which all
proceed.” And what is “energy”? ¢ Power of doing work,
power of a bullet propelled from a rifle, to penetrate.”®
se and other explanations of the “Unknowable” and * Un-
able ” are offered to us in the stead of a personal God. Which
more rational? which the more probable? which best
ets and explains the facts of the physical and moral universe ?
ely, if the existence of God, as a person, is not absolutely demon-
le, yet the moral probability almost reaches demonstration, and
a long way more reasonable of belief than “an inscrutable
” or “an Infinite and Eternal Energy” of the Agnostic or
Lot s

. Wr_\ e R AN

it if a personal God be “unthinkable” and “ unknowable,” is
 any other first cause just as inscrutable? Herbert Spencer
:—* Passing over the consideration of credibility, and confining
elves to that of conceivability, we see that Atheism, Pantheism,

fiske’s “ Cosmic Philosophy.” * Tyndall’s “ Belfast Address.”
Spencer. ¢ Fiske's “ Cosmic Philoso%\y."
ur Stewart's “ Conservation of Energy,” pge. 13, 15, 64-107; W. Lante
's “ Energy in Nature,” p. 3, ete. ¢ See also ante, pp. 9, 10
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and Theism, when rigorously analysed, prove to be absolute!

unthinkable.”! “It is our highest duty to regard that throu

which all things exist as the Unknowable.”? To be consistent, the
logical conclusion from all this must surely be, that “ an Infinite and
Eternal Energy,” or, indeed, any other definition of a First Cause, i§
equally as “unthinkable” or “unknowable ” as a Personal God;
this is blank Agnosticism, stripped of its juggle of words. Does not
this bear a striking family likeness to Anti-theism, or Atheism? I8
it so reasonable as is belief in a Personal God ?

/ VII. How can this objection that God is unknowable be
answered ?

1. It is necessary to have a clear understanding as to the meaning
to be attached to certain words. Science has made no discovery
when it tells us that God cannot be fully known by His creatures
Revelation told us that long ages ago.? God cannot be known fulllg
and absolutely ; that would involve the absurdity of the finite beil
able to comprehend the infinite. If, when it is affirmed that God i
«unknowable ” or “inscrutable,” it is simply meant that our know-
ledge of Him cannot be complete and perfect, we readily accept the
statement.

But the Agnostic and Positivist mean more than this ; they mean
that we cannot know that such a Being as God exists, nor is there
any capacity on the part of man which enables us to know anything}
about Him ; that, in fact, the “idea” of God is * unthinkable,” and
that, therefore, God is * unknowable.”

This, however, arises from a confusion of terms and things
Because knowledge is not complete, it does not consequently foll
that it cannot be accurate, so far as it goes. No scientist will preten
that science has a complete knowledge, or even a complete theory,
the universe; will he, therefore, admit that the universe is unknowable
or that his knowledge of it is not accurate, though it is incompletef
The truth is, that the mind can carry its conceptions far beyond

ower of words to formulate them. *The Scientific Use of
magination” ¢ occupies a very important place in the region of scien
Universal gravitation is not capable of demonstration ; even now
is only a working hypothesis used to explain certain well-kn
physical phenomena? The theory of light necessitates the (suppos
presence of an ethereal medium boundless in extension, and whi
interpenetrates all space and matter, the existence of which
be proven® Of the grand law of * The Conservation of Ene
Balfour Stewart says :—** If true, its truth certainly cannot be pro
after the manner in which we prove a proposition in Euclid.
does it admit of a proof so rigid as the somewhat analogous princi
of the conservation of matter.”? “But if it be difficult to prove &

“First Principles,” p. 43. * Ibid., p. 113
. {_ob xi, 7-9, XxVi. 14 xxxVi. 26, XXxVii. 23 ; Isa. xl. 28; Rom. xi. 33, 34
) dall’s’ Address, ¢ See “The Unseen Universe,” and edition, pp.
¢ W The Unseen Universe,” and edition, pp. 116-18. ;
* & The Conservation of Energy,” by our Stewart, pp. 82, 136 .
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principle in the most rigorous manner, we are yet able to give the
ongest possible indirect evidence of its truth.”?
- Where is the power of intellect which can comprehend in its
ness and expansion the law of gravitation, of the ethereal medium
of light, of the conservation of energy, of the correlation of physical
forces, and other cosmical laws of the Unseen Universe? Will the
Agnostic be consistent, and say of these physical laws that they are
nknowable, because they cannot be known in their completeness ?
No one doubts the correctness of the theories by which it is
altempted to explain these laws; and yet no one will affirm that
ey are fully understandable or explainable. Here, then, we have
e, though partial knowledge. And so with regard to the
0 M e cause of all things: we can know Him
ugh we cannot understand Him perfectly.
by a most eminent man, “ The doctors of
well ‘walk by faith, not by sight.’”? ]
a strong conviction thatx{efore a vigorous logical scrutiny, the
‘teign of law’ will prove to be an unverified hypothesis, the
mniformity of nature an ambiguous expression, the certainty of our
tientific inferences to a great extent a delusion.”* So that in
tegard to much of physical science demonstration is as impossible
it is in moral science; and this shows the inconsistency of those
Who are believers in scientific dogmas, but Agnostics as to the great
ruth of the personality of God.*
' Dr. John Duncan very truly and beautifully says: “I do not know
e whole of God, and many things I dare neither to affirm nor to
eny; but-what I do know of Him I find s ed in my very
confronted by all the forms of all.external being, so com-
to my heart, so fruitful in the life, that I affirm it beyond the
ility of denial.”
#rst Cause being acknowledged as a necessary conception of
e universe, a Personal First Cause is no more inconceivable than
ny other First Cause. It is certain that we must predicate self-
xistence and eternity of something; the only problem is whether
hat something is personal or impersonal. Which then is the more
ational, that an eternal impersonal force, or energy, or influence,
ould have filled nature with its marvellous adaptations and

! “The Conservation of Energy,” by Balfour Stewart, p. 84.
Professor Jevons, “ The Principles of Science.” * Ibid., Preface,

* “Ifwe strike out ” (from science) “all which is in reality scientific faith, science
shrivelled up into a little residuum of proportions, whose contents are so lclnt¥
hliﬁxiﬁcmt as scarcely to reiay the trouble of investigation.”—Ulrici. “
pe to be able to make manifest how the existence of God follows as the result
the modern investigations of nature, with the same certainty, perhaps with even
tater, than, e.¢., the existence of a universal power of attraction operating ata
ce, of a material of light or heat (ether), of an electro-magnetic fluid, etc.
itwill be seen that these assumptions of natural science equally belong only

the sphere of scientific faith.”— Ulrics.

an expansion of this argument, see Paley’s ‘ Natural Theolog_Y ” Jackson’s

J Philosophy of Natural Theology,” icularly part ii. ; Winchell’s ** Science
hl.iﬂ::: ' pp._85-99, 301;-10; osem’l &Acturu on “ God in Natural

W, First Cause as e

‘ersonal.
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contrivances, and finally have evolved the personality of man; or
that a self-existent personality should have created fne universe ? ”?

«There is no more hackneyed quotation than the one * personality
has a limit, while God is illimitable? Where is the contradiction,
where is the inconsistency of applying the two ideas to the same
being? It would be contradictory to speak of a round square, but

. there is no contradiction in speaking of a white, or a crimson square.

So the adjectives personal and absolute are not logical contra-
dictions, nor are they contradictory in fact. When we speak of the
absolute, we speak of it as the predicate of pure being, and what
we mean is simply that the absolute is complete in itself, it has no
conditions save the conditions contained in itself. When we speak
of personality we ascribe it to being, regarded as pure spiritual
being; and we simply mean that absolute personal being is, and
must be, self-conscious, rational, and ethical ; must answer to the
idea of spirit. Why may not the Absolute Being be self-conscious ?
To deny this to Him would be to deny to Him one of the perfec-
tions which even finite beings may have.”® * Does the ascription
of life, intelligence, personality to God militate in any degree against
the dignity of the Infinite?” While we affirm that our knowledge
of God is true and trustworthy, we by no means affirm tk2t it is
adequate and exhaustive. “We know in part.”*

The terms which are used by Sir W. Hamilton and Dean Mansel,
“ The Absolute,” * The Unconditioned,” are without meaning unless
they recognise the personality of God. Matthew Arnold’s “The
Eternal not ourselves that makes for righteousness” is but a clumsy
attempt to avoid, by the skilful use of words, the recognition of God
as a person ; for how can a mere influence, an abstract non-intelli-
gence, make for anything, whether righteousness or unrighteous=
ness?

3. But the Agnostics, while insisting that God is “unthinkable”
and unknowable, are notwithstanding so inconsistent that they
profess to be able to tell us what He is not. If nothing can be
known,—for the Agnostic meaning of “unknowable ” must be that,
since all agree that complete knowledge cannot be obtained,—how
comes it to pass that we have such dogmatic statements as to that
which can neither be thought nor known? Herbert Spencer asks,
“Is it not just possible that there is a mode of Being as much
transcending intelligence and will as these transcend mechanical
motion? It is true we are totally unable to conceive any such
higher mode of being. But this is not a reason for questioning its
existence; it is rather the reverse.”® In his last utterance he tells
us that “amid the mysteries which become the more mysterious

* See Wright’s “ Logic of Evidences.” A most able and useful book. ‘
* See page 19, etc. 3 Inverach’s “ Is God Knowable ?” p. 235,  * Jbid., p. 83
8 « First Principles,” p. 109. Here the argument of analogy is fairly used ; but
if applicable, it is double-edged, and will prove our position as fully as his. If
intelligence and will are our highest conceptions of being, then until some means
of our postulating any higher mode of being are found, we are logically bound to

)
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e more they are tkought about, there will remain the one absolute
certainty, that man is ever in presence of an Infinite and Eternal
Knergy from which all things proceed.”! These declarations are
y surprising. Well might Frederick Harrison, the Apostle
of Positivism, ask, * Has, then, the Agnostic a positive creed? It
ould seem so; for Mr. Spencer brings us at last to The one
olute certainty, the presence of an Infinite and Eternal Ene
drom which all things proceed. But let no one suppose that this is
Merely a new name for the great First Cause of so many theologies
‘and metaphysics. In spite of the capital letters and the use of
theological terms as old as Isaiah or Athanasius, Mr. Spencer’s
nergy has no analogy with God. It is Eternal, Infinite, and
Ancomprehensible ; but still it is not He, but it.”?
It is not necessary to point out the inconsistency involved in
Mr. Spencer’s conclusion.  How can that be “unthinkable” which
en be formulated in the definite terms which he uses ? And how
tan that be “unknowable ” in regard which he can describe the
ure, the extent, and the duration of its existence ?*

apply these qualities to God. J. S. Mill acknowledges, “ It would no doubt be
absurd to suppose that our words exhaust the possibilities of Being.” From this
he draws the illogical conclusion that God must be *¢ unknowable ; ”"as if what our

ds do express must be without meaning, because they do not express every-

1 @Rl ion: A Retrospect and Prospect,” 77 he Nineteenth Century, anuary 188
p-13. Isthis “the higher mode of Being ” of which Mr. Spencer elsewhere speaka‘f

g ‘?‘T;:' Ghost of Reli
this

gion,” The Nineteenth Century, March 188, P- 494, ete.
) paper the believer in the Religion of Humanity trenchant. y routs the
gnostic, and shows the logical absurdity of formulating anything respecting that
‘which is “unknowable.” na assaie of great pathos Mr, Harrison illustrates
the utter hopelessness of those, the basis of whose religion is that they are in
resence of the Unknowable Enera, and shows the superiority of the religion
Which consists in the worship of Collective Humanity, In the June number of
¢ same Review Mr. Justice Stephen criticises both Mr. Spencer and Mr,
Harrison. He pronounces the paper of the former as “ an intricate game of which
are the counters. I can see nothing in it but a series of metaphors built one
another, and ending where it began. The whole theory is a castle in the air,
ninhabitable and destitute of foundations. Mr, Spencer’s conclusion,” con-
ues Mr. Justice Stephen, “appears to me to have absolutely no meanin at all,
is so abstract that it asserts nothing. It is like a gigantic soap-bubble, not
but blown thinner and thinner until it has become imperceptible.” Were
subject not so serious, it would be amusing to witness this triangular duel by
se three Goliaths of literature, The Agnostic makes the religion of the future
bea i of the pr of “An Infinite and Eternal Ener y,"—that,
d nothing more. The worshi per of “ Collective Humanity ” utterly demolishes
he Agnostic, and sets up his theory of religion. The neo-Christian, with keen
sarcasm and keener logic, smites both hip and thigh, and at the same time
nstructs a religion that would remain if Christianity were extinguished, and
With which he thinks the world would get along very well, that is, if the world as
now is ““would only last,”—a very important saving clause, rI'hus scepticism
ers itself, and leaves faith Ppractically master of the field.
Dr. James ﬁartineau, in criticising Sgencer's “Unknowable,” says:—* To say
it the First Cause is wholly removed from our ngprehension, is not simply a
of faculty on our part ; it is a char e of inal ility against the First (?ause
d in the veryact of declaring the Tirst Cause incomprehensible, you do
of permit it to remain unknown. For that only is unknown of which you can
tither affirm nor den{:.ny predicate.”
things may unthinkable to individuals, or to a number of persons,
Phich are not so in themselves ; the defect may be in the thinker, not. in the
ubject of thought. See 1 Cor, i, s0, 1.
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We may answer Spencer and the Positivists by the words of
Professor Max Miiller: “ If philosophy has to explain what is, not
what ought to be, there will be and can be no rest till we admit what
cannot be denied, that there is in man a faculty, which I call a faculty
for apprehending the Infinite, not only in religion, but in all things:
a power independent of sense and reason, but yet a very real power,
which has held its own from the beginning of the world, neither sense
aor reason being able to overcome it, while it alone is able to over-
come both reason and sense.” !

4. Four answers have been given to the question, *“ What is the First
Cause of all things ?” viz., I. “ In the beginning was Matter 2
the beginning was Force or Energy;” 3. “In the beginning was
Thought ;” 4. *In the beginning was Will.” The first answer is
Atheism ; the second is Anti-theistic ; the third is Pantheistic; the
fourth is Theism, and is, we venture to affirm, supported by true
science.?

To sum up the various arguments which we have presented, the
conclusion appears inevitable, that the First Cause of all things must
be personal, that there is “ behind ourselves, and all things that we
see and know, a Mind, a Reason, a Will, like our own, only incom-
parably greater.”* The evidence of this is seen in the works of
nature, in the common consent of mankind ; is felt in man’s inner
consciousness, and in his sense of moral accountability. The God
of the Scriptures and the First Cause of true science are One!*

Of the Nature and Attributes of the Divine Being we must speak
in Chapter IV., which see.

1 ¢ Lectures on the Science of Religion,” new ed.,g. 20. See also, on the use and
meaning of the words Infinite and finite, in which he combats the opinion that
finite is a negative idea. ‘ Lectures on Language,” 2nd series, p. 576. See Jack-
son’s ‘‘ Philosophy of Natural Theology,” chap. ill.

*» See Dr. Cocker's “ Theistic Conception of the World,” quoted in Winchell's
# Science and Religion,” p. 285.

* Will implies imelh’ience, affection, efficiency—in other words, Personality.

" See * Religion without God, and God without Religion,” by Rev. W.
—particularly pp. 407—543. The whole volume is a remarkably able, incisive, and
:xspag criticism of Positivism, Agnosticism, and Deism, ani should be carefi

i




CHAPTER I1,

DIVINE REVELATION,

~What are we to understand by Divine Revelation ?

Revelation means to disclose, or unfold ; to communicate. Divine
velation means the communication by God to man, in certain ways
id for certain ends, of the secrets of His will and nature.!

The Book of Nature is a Divine Revelation, which makes manifest
existence of God,* His natural attributes,® His works,* and awakens
n's sense of obligation or accountability to Him.*

Supernatural revelation, in a theological sense, is the communica-
on of sacred truth to man, which could not have been known from
Book of Nature, or by any process of human reasoning, or by the
ercise of our faculties without supernatural assistance or means.
ivine Revelation is a discovery by God to man of Himself, or
over and above what He made known by the light of

We have, then, in our hands a book that professes to be a revela-
of truth and duty given by God to His intelligent and sinful
tures ; a book whose last page has been written about eighteen
ndred years; a book that has been transcribed by numberless
ns, translated into many languages, scrutinised by the scholar,
d loved and reverenced by millions; and we must consider the
dences by which this particular record is commended to our

‘ Is there any reason for perplexity among the numerous
ended revelations that are found amongst men ?

nfidels have always been accustomed to say much concerning
religions, in order to throw discredit upon the true one. They
e argued thus: “Every nation in the world pretends to a
ealed religion. Each community has its own, which boasts its
sistible proofs, its miracles, its prophets. To believe them all
impossible, since they contradict and anathematise each other;
to discriminate between them is equally impossible, for were

~ 'Oosterzee. * Acts xvii. 23-29. * Rom. i. 19, 20.
*Psalm 2, * Acts xvii. 28,
H., Horne. * By Revelation we imply either the process by which God
If known to man, or the knowledge thus obtained.”—* Bib. Educator *
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there a true revelation it would be vain to attempt the discovery
of it in the midst of so much confusion.” Now, how numerous
soever the religions may be which falsely boast their Divine origin,
this is no proof that a true revelation does not somewhere exist,
On the contrary, so many groundless pretensions are an evidence
that a just claim does somewhere exist. No one would have made
counterfeit money, had not the true coin first existed ; and charlatans
in medicine only exert their influence over the minds of people,
because there are physicians and real remedies. So if God had not
spoken to man, what Rousseau calls “the fantasy of revelations ”
would never have had its rise. And thus, instead of concluding
that there is no true revelation because there are so many false
ones, we should say that there are so many false ones because there
is a true revelation. And it is a great mistake to suppose that the
task of discovering the true religion is perplexing and impracticable.
Of course, it would be idle to allege against us the claims of such
religions as have no written testimony, and of which anything may
be affirmed that fancy or caprice can suggest. We must confine
ourselves to those revelations which have a written evidence; and
of these how many are worthy to be put in competition with the
Bible? We are referred to the revelation of Zoroaster.) But even
were not tradition involved in so much uncertainty as to reckon as
many as six different Zoroasters, and were not the authenticity of
the Zend-Avesta ? a contested point, as is the case, still this book is
rather a treatise of theology, philosophy, and other matters, than a
professed revelation. The author is less a false prophet than a
legislator; and he may be compared to Solon® and Lycurgus,' who
invoked the authority of the gods in support of their laws, without
declaring themselves to be prophets. As % Confucius,® he lays so
little claim to this character, that the books of which he is con-
sidered the author are especially distinguished by the fact that no

* Zoroaster (or in modern Persian Zerduoht) was the founder of the religious
system set forth in the Zend-Avesta; he is believed to have reformed the Magian
religion. The Parsees, or fire-worshippers of Western India, are the only followers
of Zoroaster. Irreconcilable differences exist as to the time he lived, varying
from ten centuries B.C. to the time of Darius Hystaspes, c¢irca soo B.C. Tradi
tion says he retired to a cave in the mountains of Elburz when ten years ﬁ
remained there for twenty years, and received revelations from Auramazda
attendant spirits, which he recorded in the Zend-Avesta, or ‘“the living word.”
Another Zoroaster is said to have flourished earlier, and was the father of |
Chaldea astrology and magic. |

2 Zend or Zend-Avesta, attributed to Zoroaster, but now believed to have been
written at different periods, the earliest extending back to 1200 B.C. Only a sm
part of the original work remains. The Parsees accept the book as their sole rule
of faith and manners. Baumgarten affirms that it contains doctrines, opinions,
and facts borrowed from the Jews, Christians, and Mohammedans ; from which,
and other circumstances, he concludes that the history and writings of this sags ¢
were probably invented in the later ages.

* Solon was one of the seven sages of Greece and the celebrated legislator of
Athens, who was born 638 B.C. 4
.b‘oLycurggs, the celebrated Spartan legislator, whois supposed to have flourished

ut B.C. 850.

* Confucius was the most eminent and most justly venerated of all the philo:

eophers of China ; he was born about B.C. 550. ]
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i race of the doctrine of a Divinity, or of a future state, is to be found
J them. Of Sanchoniathon' we have only a fragment, and that is
more than doubtful. It has passed through four different hands
before it reaches us. It is to be found in the Fathers of the Church,

: ho quotes from Philon of Biblos, who quotes the Phcenician
|

who quote from Porphyry—the declared adversary of Christianity,

uthor. 7Tke Hindoos, indeed, possess books which they believe
, fo be inspired, but the origin of these books is anything but
t uthentic. The most impenetrable mystery covers their origin?

In fact, we find no religion which claims Divine inspiration for well-

fown writers except these three: that of Moses, of Jesus Christ,

nd of Mohammed, and all these spring from the same source ; for

the religion of Jesus Christ is based on that of Moses, and

" Mohammed pretends to rest his claims upon those of the two

thers. The Old Testament—the most ancient book in existence—

flearly proclaims its Divine inspiration; and it is from this common

jead that all accredited revelations, whether true or false, have their

; and amongst these there are only three whose authority it is

sither possible or necessary to bring to the test. The inquiry is

ws brought within very narrow limits ; for the Jewish and Chris-

jan religions hold together in such a manner that if the second is

f God, the first, to which it bears testimony, must be of God also.

[hey are one: they stand or fall together. And the Christian

eligion is so strongly opposed to Mohammedanism that if the one

Divine, the other cannot be so.* Let us, then, examine the claims

L of the Christian religion, and of the documents on which it rests,

| namely, the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. We main-

ain that they not only confain, but are, a revelation from God.

ind the evidences by which this is proved are usually distributed

nder these general heads : Presumptive, Historical, Direct, Internal,
d Miscellaneous.

The Presumptive Evidences—These are certain facts, or pre-

inary considerations, which yield a presumption in favour of such

velation, and which may fairly predispose us to examine its

LR B W
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| Sanchoniathon was a Pheenician philosopher and historian, who is said to have
hed before the Trojan war. Of this most ancient writer the only remains
fant are sundry fragments of cosmogony, and of the history of the gods and
st mortals, preserved by Eusebius and Theodoret. Several modern writers,
, of great learning, have called in uestion the very existence of San-
iathon, and have contended with much plausibility, that the fragments which
sebius adopted as genuine upon the authority of Porphyry, were forged by that
or or the pretended translator Philo, from enmity to the Christians, and that
s Pagans might have something to show of equal antiquity with the Book of
pses, These opposite opinions have produced a controversy that has filled
umes.—* Encyclopzdia Britannica.”
ttempts have been made to show that the Christian Scriptures have been
ed from the Vedas and Buddhist sacred books. See this successfull
bE Professor Max Milller, in the Contemporary Review, April 1870, a.nz
d Essays,” vol. ii. ];p. 442—78. As to the age and character of the
see Max Maller’s «Selected Essays,” vol. ii., pp. 120—24, 4543 Monier
“Indian Wisdom,” p. %{etc. . “The Hindu Religion, a Sketch and ®
‘ "bﬁ J. Murray Mitchell, M.A. LL.D., in “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. vi.
3 on

? 8 8 aFrzz=s R'ipTREES

od’s “ Lucilla.”
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more direct and proper proofs.”! These facts relate to the necessity,
g:d possibility, and the probability of an express revelation from

III.—Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation necessary ?

Modern infidels are loud in their assertions that the light of
nature will suffice to conduct mankind to truth and virtue and
happiness. This point can be easily tested by an inquiry into the
state of those nations which are altogether without revelation, either
real or pretended. It would not be fair to refer to systems of
Natural Theology which have been framed in Christian lands, even
though the men who framed them were avowed opponents of the
Bible ; for some of their best views and precepts have been derived,
not from the dictates of their own unassisted reason, but, as Rousseau
himself confesses,? from those very Scriptures which they despise
and revile, from the early impressions of education, and from living
in a country where, in spite of themselves, they imbibe some portion
of that religious knowledge which the sacred writings have every-
where diffused. “If the inquiry really be concerning the sufficiency
of natural light without a direct revelation, we ought, in all justice,
to confine ourselves to those, whether in ancient or modern times,
who have enjoyed the light of nature alone ; or, at most, the light of
nature with” a few faint rays of early traditionary revelation.
Examine, then, the most authentic records concerning the religion
and morals of the heathen world. Bring forward as witnesses the
ancient philosophers of Greece and Rome.? Let our inquiries relate
to the time when the human mind was in a condition of strength
and culture, quite equal, if not superior, to anything developed in
the history of the world. And what is the result? Did man,
simply by his own unaided reason, rise to a right conception of his
Maker ? did he discover the true relation in which he stood to the
Supreme? Was he able to tell with certainty whether there was
pardon for the guilty, or whether there was power in prayer? Did
he erect an infallible standard of morality, and exercise a stead
belief in a future state of being? In short, without the Bible, di
he realise and fulfil the great end for which he was created, and all
this in a way conducive to his own happiness as an immortal being
and quite in harmony with the principles of the Divine government
and the character of God? Alas! all history testifies that “the
world by wisdom knew not God;” that the most eminent of the:
heathen philosophers never rose above a gloomy scepticism or a low
and grovelling idolatry; and that vice in its most revolting shape
stalked about, not in solitary and isolated cases, but under

' Dr. Hannah, * Works, vol. ix., ? 71, 12m0, 1764.

* See ' Anno Domini, or a Glimpse at the World into which Messias was
by J D. Craig-Houston, B.D. ; “ Gesta Christi, or a History of Humane Pro;
under Christianity,” the earlier chapters. This is a most valuable and able b
The *“Apologies™ of Justin Martyr and Tertullian, in Clark’s “ Anti-Ni
Library.” But, perhaps, best of all,the writings of the historians and philoso,
before Christ.
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professed sanction of the national religion, and its degrading rites
and ceremonies. Read the abundant evidence furnished on this
bject in Dr. Leland’s “ Necessity and Advantages of the Christian
Revelation,” Bishop Porteus’ Tract on ‘The Beneficial Effects of
Christianity,” Horne’s “Introduction,” Watson's * Institutes,” and
Dr. Macknight’s Notes on the First Chapter of Romans. And
vhat have the modern opposers of revelation left us to prove that
our unaided reason, the light of nature, or call it what you will,
| serve us better than it did the sages of antiquity? What can
we find in their writings which may be regarded as a perfect rule

duty, or an infallible standard of truth? The Rev. T. H. Horne
s been careful to collect in his * Introduction,” vol. i., the
orded opinions of Herbert, and Hobbs, and Hume, and Blount,
- and Collins, and Tindal, and Morgan, and Bolingbroke, and Voltaire,
‘and Diderot, and D’Alembert, etc.; from which the proof is but
. too abundant, that were there no guide for man but that which they
have attempted to furnish, his condition would indeed be hopeless,
and his destiny perplexing, unmeaning, and sad. If men are not
ogether blinded by prejudice or passion, if they are not altogether
deaf to the voice of history, they cannot but see the inadequacy of
iman reason to the moral necessities of man. We need a revela-
fion : this the philosophers of antiquity painfully felt; and this every
thoughtful spirit will feel, who, like them, is left to the misery of
mere conjecture on the most momentous subjects connected with
human happiness.!

. IV.—Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation possible ?

. There are those among modern sceptics who answer this inquiry
with an emphatic “ No,” although others have felt themselves com-
ed to concede this point. Says Bolingbroke, *“ An extraordinary
iction of God upon the human mind, which the word inspiration is
now used to denote, is not more inconceivable than the ordinary
iction of mind on body or of body on mind.” Those who allege the
npossibility of a Divine revelation to man should in all fairness -
how where the impossibility lies. ZIs ¢ in God? Is He not a
Being of amazing and even of unbounded power? and whatever
ifficulties may be involved in a Divine revelation, are they such as
pmnipotence can never overcome ? /s the alleged impossibility in
an? Has he not perception, judgment, and will sufficient, if
ightly directed, to apprehend and embrace what God may be pleased
reveal? To deny this were to deny the gift of our intellectual
d rational nature, and to degrade ourselves to a level with the
utes. (Psalm xlix. 20.) Does the impossibility, then, lie in the
y of @ proper medium of communication ? Shall we suppose
ormed man, and endowed .h%“mmmﬁgiem is
him humﬁ*% tg?'pm ? If we ourselves can in
rious ways transmit our inward thoughts, and sentiments, and

! See Oosterzee’s “ Christian Dogmatics,” pp. 122-16,

S . _8_
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feelings to each other, can we entertain the thought that God, whe
has supplied us with this faculty, is ever at a loss to convey to us
by some most efficient medium, the knowledge of His will and
designs ?! We must surrender ourselves to the boldest Atheism
ere we can deny that He can, if He sees fit, make a communication
of Himself and of His will, and accompany it with evidences suffi-
ciently clear to convince every lover of truth of its credit and
authority.?

V.—Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation probable ?

If any argument can be drawn from the general persnasion of
mankind, it is strongly in favour of this supposition. For we shall
scarcely find a people that believed the existence of a God, who
did not likewise believe that some kind of communication already
subsisted between God and man, or would at some future time be
vouchsafed to dispel the cloud of darkness in which they were
involved. But further than this: all our acguaintance with the
Divine nature leads to the conclusion that He will concede to His
rational and responsible creatures a communication of His nature
and will. He is a holy God, infinitely and eternally holy; and it
is in the nature of holiness to desire in all others a resemblance
to itself, and to hold all impurity, wherever it exists, in utter ab-
horrence. But if our infinitely wise Creator designs us to be holy,
He will undoubtedly supply every necessary assistance; for it is
altogether inconceivable that a wise Being should will an end with-
out willing also the means essential to that end ; and is not a revelation
of His will one of the means essential to that end?®* He #s a God
of goodness too. * The goodness of God endureth continually.” It
arrays the lilies of the field, marks the fall of the sparrow, numbers
the very hairs of our head, feeds the fowls of the airand munifi-
cently supplies the wants of the whole creation. Man, as the chief
and prince of this lower world, partakes of the especial care and
bounty of the Most High. And shall his best interests be dis«

! Dr. Hannah'’s Lectures.

* The possibility of a Divine Revelation was held by the Greek and Roman
philosophers, many of whom claimed te have received revelations and communie
cated them to mankind, see pp. 24, 25. It was predicated of them by the early
Christian Fathers and apologists. Clement of Alexandria says, ‘‘ Perchance, t
philosophy was given to the Greeks directly and primarily, tifl the Lord should |
call the Greeks,” ‘But all” [the philosophers] ‘“in my opinion, are illuminated
the dawn of light.” ‘“So then, the Barbarian and Hegemc hilosophy has torn off
a fragment of eternal truth.,” In his “ Exhortation to the l-feathen," after quoting
admiringly from Plato, Antisthenes, Socrates, Xenophon, Cleanthes, and, the
Pythagorians, he concludes, “ For the knowledge, these utterances, written by
those we have mentioned through the inspiration of God, and selected by us, may
suffice.” (See Winchell's ‘“ Science and Religion,” pp. 179, 180.)

The objections to the possibility of Divine Revelation arising from Positivism,
Agnosticism, Pantheism, etc., are practically met in the previous chapter, and do not
need further notice here ; for if we have evidence which proves the existence of 8
rersonal God, the Maker and Governor of the universe—* a Being who thinks and
oves,” —it follows that He can and will make known His will to His intelli )

rational creatures,

® Trefiry’s “ Lectures on the Evidences.”
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regarded ?  Shall his body be fed, and his soul be left to pine away
in dreary and unrelieved destitution ? shall he find plentiful pro-
yvision for time, and none for eternity? Is this the lesson which
Divine goodness teaches ? this the conclusion to which its past and
present manifestations guide us?! Surely it may be presumed,
with Socrates, however much the modern infidel may doubt it, that
He, the loving Father of our spirits, will break the awful silence, and
speak to man in the voice of love whatever may be necessary to his
present and eternal well-being.?

ﬁ, then, these considerations afford presumptive evidence in
favour of a revelation from God, the next inquiry relates to

The historical evidences of the credibility of the Scriptures.

The volume that is offered us as a revelation from God contains
many separate books, written by different persons; are all these
ﬂ:w’ne? It abounds in historical facts; are they authentic? It
has come down to us from very ancient times; can we be certain of
its uncorrupted preservation? Historical evidence respects these
three points.

l’o\gl.—l-lave we sufficient proof of the genuineness of the sacred
ks ?

A book is genuine if it was written by the person whose name
it bears. The word has relation only to authorship. Is it the
legitimate production of the person to whom it'is ascribed, or is it
spurious? “Now, the greater part of the books of Scripture plainly
appropriate the names of those by whom they were written; but the
other books do not appropriate the names of their respective writers,
while yet they claim to be the genuine productions of competent
persons though unknown or undetermined.”* We must keep this
distinction before us, and by the ordinary rules of criticism, the
‘same rules that we should apply to the records of any profane
writer, test the genuineness of the sacred books. The process of
proof in respect to the Old and New Testament is of course distinct,
‘and must be treated of separately.

Concerning the Books of the Old Testament.

1. Those which are assigned under God to a known and certain
‘human authorship, have been received from the time of their alleged
publication as the production of the men whose names they bear;
‘and there is not, even in contemporary authors, in the contents of
‘the works themselves, or in the traditions by which they are accom-
?umcd, the shadow of a testimony to the contrary. And the books

~ ' Dr. Hannah

* The probability of a Divine revelation is stated with great force in Paley’s
.%rdex;icel ’;Pmlimiury Considerations. See also Watson’s “Institutes.”

. Hann:

It should be remembered that the onus probandi that the books of Scripture
_are not genuine and authentic lies upon the objector. We are in possession, and
objector brings an action of ejectment. e have not to prove, but only te
nd our case. Before we can be called upon to give u%ethe genuineness and
nticity of the Seriptures, positive evidence must furnished that the
s which were sufficient 8o prove this in the past, are insufficient, and are
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which ace assigned also under God to a competent human author-
ship, though unknown or unascertained, have been always received
on a prevalent and satisfactory authority as the genuine works of
men guided by God, and thus divinely fitted to instruct the Church
and the world. And they afford ample internal evidence of their
genuineness, in their strict harmony with other parts of Scripture,
and in their uniform character. Did our process of proof pause
here, we should be bound to admit the genuineness of these
records.

2. The Old Testament is in the hands of two classes of men,
who, in a theological sense, are utterly at variance—Jews and
Christians. They possess no interest in common, no ties by which
they could possibly be bound in a common scheme of fraud; and
yet these hostile bodies have for ages jointly maintained the
genuineness of the Old Testament: on this point there has been
neither doubt nor disputation. And is it possible that an acknow-
ledgment so universal could have taken place, had not these writings
been demonstrably what they profess to be ?

3. We have direct testimony to the genuineness of the Old
Testament; for Josephus, the celebrated Jewish historian, who
lived at the beginning of the Christian era, and who was without
temptation to state anything that was not perfectly and notoriously
true, gives a catalogue of the sacred books among the Jews, in
which he expressly mentions the five books of Moses, thirteen of
the Prophets, and four of Hymns and Moral Precepts. Now, the
ancient Jews united the book of Ruth to that of Judges, made the
two books of Samuel, the two books of Kings, the two books of
Chronicles, Jeremiah and the Lamentations, and the twelve minor
Prophets, respectively one book; and, therefore, the enumeration of
Josephus precisely corresponds with that of our Bibles: another
conclusive proof of the genuineness of these records.

4. But we have further proof on this subject in the fact that
more than three hundred years before the age of Josephus, the
Jewish Scriptures were admitted into the celebrated Library of
Alexandria, which was formed by the immediate successors of
Alexander the Great. For this purpose they were translated into;’
Greek about 280 B.c. This version is cccnmonly called the *Sep-

1

sutweighed by the proots now offered in opposition. This we affirm has not be;
one.

“The §enuineness of these writings really admits of little doubt, and it
susceptible of as ready proof as that of any ancient writings whatever. e rule
of municipal law on this subject is familiar, and applies with equal force to
ancient writings, whether documentary or otherwise; . . . every document,
Pareutly ancient, coming from the proper repository or tustody, and bearing on
ace no evident marks of for%ery the law presumes to be genuine, and devol
upon the opposing party the urden of proving it otherwise.

“If it be ob.jectecfrhat the originals are lost, and that copies alone are now
duced, the principles of municipal law here also afford a satisfactory answer.
the multiplication of copies was a public fact, in the faithfulness of which all

istian community had an interest; and it is a rule of law that in matters
ml:lic and general interest all persons must be presumed to be conversant
ir own affairs.” ¢ Testimony of the Evangelists,” by Dr. Greenleaf,
of Law in Harvard University.
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‘tuagint,” and is now in our hands.! It consists of the same books
s those which compose the Old Testament in our Bibles ; and thus
are we assured that we still have those identical books, which the
‘most ancient Jews attested to be genuine; a benefit this which has
ot happened to any ancient profane books whatever.

5. Besides all this, the genuineness of the Old Testament Scrip-
fures is attested by a mass of internal evidence, arising from the
language, style, and manner of writing that are used, and the very
great number of particular circumstances of time, place, persons,
etc,, that are mentioned. These are given in detail, and with great
force, by Rev, T. H. Horne in his * Introduction,” vol. i., and in
Treffry’s * Lectures on the Evidences,” lecture ii.?

Any one who will carefully examine the arguments now adduced
will see how strong—we may add, indisputable—is the evidence
of the genuineness of the Old Testament Scriptures.

VII.—Do not passages occur in some of these books which it is
said really could not be written by the person to whom the work
is attributed ?

“We do not deny that a few insertions may have been made

on the authority of subsequent inspired men, as Joshua, Samuel,
and Ezra; and that marginal glosses may have accidentally crept

! For a history of this translation, etc,, see Smith’s “Concise Dictionary of the

Bible,”—a most useful abridgment of the larger work.

* The Pentateuch has been the chief battle-ground as to the genuineness and
historical accuracy of Old Testament Scripture. Colenso’s attack is all but
forgotten, and was a signal failure, which excited attention chiefly because of the

ness of its assertions and the ecclesiastical position of the author. On the
osaic authorship of the Pentateuch see Barrow’s ‘“ Introduction to the Study oi
the Bible,” pp. 82-93 ; Ellicott’s ““Commentary :—Introduction to Exodus, Numbers,
Deuteronomy ;” “ Speaker’s Commentary,” note on Lev, xxvi., end of chapter;
Introductions to Numbers and Deuteronomy. See also Keil's *“ Introduction to the

Old Testament,” vol, i., pp. 79-196, for a full and almost exhaustive discussion of
this question, and likewise the Documentary, Fragmentary, and Supplementary
theories of the Book of Genesis,

- The most recent, as well as the most learned, attempt to prove the non-Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch is that of Dr. W, Robertson Smith, following the
teaching of Kuenen and Wellhausen, Their theory briefly stated by Dr.

i m Geikie is, that the Pentateuch cunsists of various documents ‘incor-
porated in its books (this is admitted by all critics, the only difference of opinion
Deing the extent of such incorporations), ‘ That portions said to have been written
by him may, indeed, be all that he himself with his own hand set down. But that
Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers, except a few fragments, date from nearly a
ousand years after Moses; that the story of the Tabernacle, of the institution
the great yearly feasts, of the Levitical econom , and, indeed, even the laws
hich governed the Jewish people, are all 'lefa.l ctions,” invented as long after
e dates they attempt to bear as the interval of the pres=st year from the reign of

g in Wessex.” All this, and more, Dr. Smith tells us “is quite certain ;*
ere is no doubt ;” “The conclusion is inevitable,~ This “Newer Criticism,”
s advocates call it, is not received by the highest authorities in Germany, and is
scted by almost every Biblical critic of note in England. Among the replies to
Robertson Smith’s tures, that of Professor Dr. Robert Watts, of Belfast, is
of the most able, viz,, “The Newer Criticism and the Analogy of Faith, a
y to lectures by.“’. Rofaert:on Smith, D.D., on the Old Testamentin the {iwuh

h,” second edition. An admirable brief statement is found in *“ The Mosaic
thorship and Credibility of the Pentateuch,” by R. Payne-Smith, Dean of
b\'i_lg, in “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. iii. See also on this and kindred ques-
ons “The Higher Criticism and the Bible, a Manual for Students,” by hv.
W. B. Boyce,—~an admirable and useful volume.

5
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into the text. But they do not affect the proper genuineness of
the work”! Let us, however, consider a few examples. They
may be comprised under one general head; viz., expressions and
passages found in the Pentateuch, which could not have been
written by Moses.

1. In Gen. xiv. 14 it is said that Abram * Pursued them unto
Dan,” whereas it appears from Judges xviii. 29, that the town
of Laish was not called Dan till ‘above 330 years after the death
of Moses. Hence it is argued that Genesis was not written till after
the Israelites had taken possession of the Holy Land. ‘But is it
not possible that Moses originally wrote Laish, and that after the
name of the city had been changed, transcribers, for the sake of
perspicuity, substituted the new for the old name ?”? “But if this
solution does not please you, we desire it may be proved that the Dan
mentioned in Genesis was the same town as the Dan mentioned in
Judges. We desire, further, to have it proved that the Dan mentioned
in Genesis was the name of a town and not of a river. A river was
fully as likely as a town to stop a pursuit. Lot, we know, was settled
in the plain of Jordan (Gen. xiii. 14); and Jordan, we know, was
composed of the united streams of two rivers, called Jor and Dan.”*

2. In Gen. xiii. 18 it is said that Abraham dwelt . . . in Hebron i
but in Joshua xiv. 15, we are told that “ Hebron before was Kirjath-
arba.” - Yet Hebron might be the name of the district even in the
time of Moses; and till evidence to the contrary is adduced, the
argument against the genuineness of the text is without foundation,

3. In Gen. xxxv. 21 we read, “Israel spread his tent beyond the
tower of Edar;” and it is said that, as this was the name of a tower
over one of the gates of Jerusalem, the author of the Book of Genesis
must at least have been contemporary with Saul and David. But
“ the tower of Edar” signifies, literally, the tower of the flock, and i§
so translated in Micah iv. 8; and as this name was undoubtedly
given to many towers or places of retreat for shepherds in the open
country of Palestine, which in the days of the patriarchs was covered
with flocks, it is unnecessary to suppose that the phrase in this
passage had any reference to a tower that, many hundreds of years
after Israel was dead, was built in Jerusalem.®

4. Exod. xvi. 35, 36 has been adduced to prove that the book
could not have been written by Moses, as the Jews did not reach the
borders of Canaan, or cease to eat manna, until after his death. It
is acknowledged that the passage is evidently inserted by a later
hand. It forms a complete parenthesis. * It might have been added
by Ezra, who, under the direction of the Divine Spirit, collected and
digested the different inspired books, adding such supplementary,

3 Dr. Hannah. et
s Horne’s  Introduction,” See also Speaker’sand Critical commentaries i loce.

8 Bishop Watson's ** r‘*mlogy," letter 1ii. X .
¢In Gen. xxiii. 3, and Numb. xiii. 22, we have Hebron identified with Kirjath-abray
@0 the objection is without force. See also * Speaker’s Commentl.rz' in loco,
$ Horne’s/* Introduction.” Seealso Speaker’s and Critical commentaries s oo

'
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mplanatory, and connecting sentences, as were deemed proper to
omplete and arrange the whole of the sacred canon.”’

5. Numb. xxi. 3 is another passage which appears to have been
dded after the days of Joshua; as it is certain the Canaanites were
ot utterly destroyed at the time here spoken of ; nor were they till
ter the death of Moses. Probably, therefore, the verse was added
afterwards by Joshua or Ezra: or else the word Vaiyacharem, which
we translate * utterly destroyed them,” should be rendered * devoted
hem to utter destruction,”? which not only makes a good sense, and
not repugnant to the Hebrew, but which the context shows to be
the true meaning.*

6. Numb. xii. 3 is supposed to prove that Moses could not have
been the author of this book, as no man, however great his egotism,
ould have written such an assertion of himself. But ‘“who would
e 50 fastidious as to find fault with an illustrious man, who, being

ed @limniated by his nearest relations as guilty of pride and fond of
/a8 power, should vindicate his character by saying, ‘ My temper was
ed paturally as meek and unassuming as that of any man upon earth &2
/as There are occasions in which a modest man, who speaks truly, may

speak proudly of himself, without forfeiting his general character;
id there is no occasion which either more requires or excuses this
nduct, than when he is repelling the foul and envious aspersions
of those who both know his character and had experienced his

the indness ; and in that predicament stood Aaron and Miriam, the
ng ccusers of Moses.”* This appears to be a sufficient answer to the
the I ghiection. But it is pleaded by able critics that the word Anav,
ver hich is translated *meek,” is derived from Ana#, to act upon, to

jumble, depress, afflict, and ought to be understood in this sense
“He was depressed or afflicted more than any man,” etc.
d why was he so? Because of the great burden he had to bear in
care and government of this people; and because of their ingra-
ude and rebellion, both against God and himself. Of this depres-
on and affliction see the fullest proof in the preceding chapter.
The very power they envied was oppressive to its possessor, and
more than either of #%eir shoulders could sustain.®
7. In Deut. xxxiv. the death of Moses is described ; and, therefore,
at chapter could not have been written by him. Most commentators
e of opinion that it was added either by Joshua, or some other
jacred writer, as a supplement to the whole. Or, it may formerly
jave been the commencement of the Book of Joshua, and was
moved from thence and joined to Deuteronomy by way of supple-
nent. This latter opinion “ will not appear unnatural, if it be con-
idered that sections and other divisions, as well as points and
uses, were invented long since these books were written ; for in

iDr. A. Clarke’s Note. $ The Revised Version reads in the margin, “Heby
pyoted ” instead of “ destroyed.”
*Dr. A. Clarke’s Note. See also “Critical Commentary.”

¢ W ’s ¢ Apology.”
m:’ﬁ:&. ::gpuker’l Commentary.”
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those early ages several books were connected together, and followed
each other on the same roll. The beginning of one book might,
therefore, be easily transferred to the end of another, and, in process
of time, be considered as its real conclusion.”?

8. Gen. xxxvi. 31, and Deut. iii. 14, contain the most formidable
objections that have been urged against the genuineness of the
Pentateuch ; for the one implies a writer who lived after the establish-
ment of monarchy in lIsrael; the other a writer who lived at least
some ages after the settlement of the Jews in Palestine. “ Butl
have no scruple,” says Bishop Watson, “in admitting that the
passage in question, viz., Gen. xxxvi. 31-39, containing the genealogy
of some kings of Edom, might have been inserted in the Book of
Genesis after the Book of Chronicles (which was called in Greek by
a name importing that it contained things left out in the other books)
was written.” * Or it is quite possible they might have been, ata
very early period, written in the margin of an authentic copy to make
out the regal succession in Edom, prior to the consecration of Saul;
which words being afterwards found in the margin of a valuable copy,
from which others were transcribed, were supposed by a copyist to
be a part of the text, which having been omitted by the mistake of
the original writer, had been since added to make up the deficiency;
on this conviction he would not hesitate to transcribe them consecu-
tively in his copy.?

And so also the clause of the second example (Deut. iii. 14),

“unto this day,” could not possibly have proceeded from the author
of the rest of the verse, who, whether Moses or any other person,
would hardly- have written, “ He called them after his own name
unto this day.” The author of the Pentateuch wrote, “ He called
them after his own name:” some centuries after the death of the
author, the clause ““ unto this day ” was probably added in the margin
to denote that the district still retained the name which was given
it by Jair, and this marginal reading was in subsequent transcripts
obtruded on the text.?

These are the principal passages that have been adduced to dis-

prove the genuineness of the Old Testament Scriptures. And now ,

let any one decide impartially as to their bearing upon this question,
Is there anything in any or in all of these passages to induce us to
lay aside the sacred books as spurious or counterfeit? Did any one
ever deny the Iliad or Odyssey to be the work of Homer, because
some ancient critics and grammarians have asserted that a few verses
are interpolations? And may we not even say that the few instances
of interpolation that have been discovered in the text of Scripture,
so far from impeaching the antiquity and genuineness of the original
narrative, rather confirms them ? * For, if this were a compilation
long subsequent to the events it records, such additions would net
have been plainly distinguishable, as they now are, from the main

* Dr, Clarke’s Note. Also “ Speaker’s Commen of

1 ] ” >
s gr Cln_:k:in :lét:‘;'sog.e-:ket’l Commentary mm “ Critieal Commentary,”
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ibstance of the original ; since the entire history would have been
mposed with the same ideas and views as these additions were;
d such explanatory insertions would not have been made, if length
time had not rendered them necessary.”"
( ing the Books of the New Testament; their genuineness
aquestion easily determined. It is proved by the common con-
it of all ages of the Christian Church from the times of the
ostles down to our own.? * Had the books which bear the names
[ Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, Peter, etc, been published
er their death, when they had never before been heard of, would
it the several persons and Churches to which some of them were
‘ d, and Christians in general, as supposed to have been
quainted with them during the lives of the apostles and evange-
s, have declared them to be forgeries? The claim, it is evident,
ld have been absurd, and the imposture manifest. The doubts
t arose concerning the Epistle to the Hebrews, which bears not
name of Paul; that of James, which perhaps was #en thought,
it has since been, irreconcilable with Paul’s doctrine ; the Second
pistle of Peter, which seems to have been written just before his
ath; and the Second and Third of John, in which he only calls
the elder, prove this. Some of these books, and perhaps
¢ Revelation of ‘]ohn, might not be generally known among Chris-
during the lifetime of their authors, or they might not be
icly acknowledged by them; and therefore, after their death,
e scrupulous caution of the Church long hesitated about admitting
em as genuine and Divine; till internal evidence fully convinced
 most accurate judges that they were entitled to that regard.”*
d, now, the early catalogues that we possess of the New Testa-
ent books, the references to them by name in the earliest Christian
ters, the quotations, from almost all the books, that are found in
¢if writings, are such as put the question of the genuineness of
Christian Scriptures in a position of certainty incomparably
nd any writings that ever existed.* Such, in fact, is the accumu-
on of testimony, that it would be far more rational to question
ther Milton was the author of “Paradise Lost,” than whether
books of the New Testament were written by the authors whose
nes they bear.®
Horne's “ Introduction.”
ee Lardner’s  Credibility of the Gospel History.” An abridged view of the
ce adduced in this work is given by Paley, in his * Evidences.” See also
“Introduction,” vol. i.
[refiry’s *“ Lectures on the Evidences.” :
canon of the New Testament was not finally settled until the Council of
397, but the books themselves were accepted as inspired long before.
zenuineness of the books of the New Testament there are two works
L le value, Isaac Tl_?lor’l “ History of the Transmigration of Ancient
. " and his “ Process of Historical Proof Exemplified and Expla.ined." They
I interesting in r::fect of the facts the‘y embody as they are convincinf in
- Rev. T. son. Rénan says, ‘It is known that each of the four
bears at its head the name of a personage known either in the apostolic
ory or in the evangelistic history itself . . . they assume a high value, since
ble us to go back to the half-century which followed the lifE of Jesus, and
in two cases to eye-witnesses of His actions.” ‘“As to Luke doubt is scarcely
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VIII.—Have we sufficient proof of the authenticity of the sacred
books ?

“ An authentic book is that which relates matters of fact as they
really happened. A book ‘may be genuine without being authentic;
and a book may be authentic without being genuine.”! Genuine
ness teaches us that a book is its alleged author’s real performance;
authenticity, that it contains the truth, and in consequence possesses
authority. Now, we maintain that the Holy Scriptures are not only
genuine, as we have proved them to be; but, also, authentic. 7he
facts related contain the truth, and nothing but the truth. And since
these facts are inseparably identified with all the other parts of
Scripture, if you establish #em, you may be said to give authentica=
tion to the entire revelation.?

Those statements of the Bible to which this part of our inquiry
refers, may be classed under three general heads.

1. Such as appertain to ordinary history, and which must be
judged of by the rules applicable to history in general. Such, for
example, are the facts that Moses was the leader and lawgiver of
the Jewish people ; that David was the second and the most eminent
of the Israelitish monarchs; that Jesus Christ was the founder of
the Christian faith ; that He was crucified by the command of Pilate;
that after His death His disciples extensively preached the doctrines
which He taught, and the like relations. Now, all that is necessary
to prove the truth of these statements is, that they were published
about the time when these facts are said to have occurred, and that
they were then admitted as authentic. It is impossible for a ficti-
tious narrative of public events to be believed by those who lived in
the times in which they are affirmed to have taken place. If, a
thousand years hence, a question should arise as to the conquests of
Napoleon Bonaparte, it will be a sufficient proof on the subject that

possible , . . the twenty-first chapter of St. Luke, which is inseparable from the
rest of the work, was certainly written after the destruction of Jerusalem, but not
long after. We are, therefore, here on solid ground, for we are dealing with a
work proceeding from the same hand, and possessing the most complete unity.”
“‘One point which is beyond question is, that the Acts are by the same author as
the third Gospel, and are a continuation of that Gospel. One need not stcp to
frove this proposition, which has never been seriously contested.” To sum up,
admit the four Canonical Gospels as serious documents, all go back to the age
which followed the death of Jesus.” The author of “éupernltuul Religion”
admits * That our third Synoptic existed in Marcion’s time ” , . . ““about the year
A.D. 140, and it may of course be inferred that it must have been composed at feast
some time before that date.” Holtzmann—a German rationalistic critic—sa
“The first Canonical Gospel was entirely and unanimously attributed by
ancient Church to the Apostle Matthew ; ” see Westcott's ¢ History of the Canon ;"
Sanday’s *‘ Gospels in the Second Century;” Tischendorf’s “ When were the Gos
Is written ?”” Kennedy’s *The Gospels, their Age and Authorship;” Bleek's
‘ Introduction to the New Testament, vol. ii., pp. 233-82 ; Row’s ‘‘ Bampton Lee-
tures ;” Paley’s ‘“ Evidences,” edited by Birks, particularly pp. 103-71; Martin’s
“Origin and History of the New Testament ;7 Wace’s “ Authenticity oI'. the Four
Is ;” Harris’s “ Christianity Histoncallﬁ' True ;” Gritton’s “ Christianity not
the Invention of Imfpostors or Credulous Enthusiasts ;¥ Maclear’s * Difficulties on
the Side of Unbelief in Accounting for Christianity.”
* Bishop Watson’s “ Apology,” letter ii.
* See “The Facts of Christianity Historically True,” 3y G. B. Cowper, in “ Chris
tion Evidence Lectures;” Cooper’s ‘ Bridge of History.'



DIVINE REVELATION. 3

e narratives of these conquests were published and universally
ceived in our own age. us, therefore, we prove the truth of
ripture history in general ; because we have abundant proof that
s published and admitted about the time when its events are
id to have occurred.!
Such as narrate public occurvences of a supernatural order;
, the plagues of Egypt, the parting of the Red Sea, the manna,
passage of the Jordan, the preternatural darkness, with the other
enomena, attendant upon our Lord’s crucifixion. Here, also, the
fidence of the genuineness of the books of Scripture is a sufficient
wof of their authenticity; for if these relations were published
hile multitudes were alive who must have witnessed the facts, had
ey really transpired, it is manifestly impossible that any narrative
uld have been received which was not strictly true.?
1, Such as we believe principally upon the lestimony of the writers
fScripture ; e.g., alarge proportion of the teachings and miracles
our Lord, and the incidents of His private life, the miracles of the
ostles, etc. Here we have testimony that is every way trustworthy,
pundantly sufficient to command our faith. To confine our remarks
the New Testament :
(1) The witnesses were in a position to judge accurately con-
ming the facts which they relate.
(2) Their character was such as to preclude the possibility of
ud. They were men of the most eminent virtue, followers of one
ho did no sin, neither was guile found in His mouth.” Their
ity and virtue and self-denial, all belie the supposition of their
wing spent their lives in the attestation of a known lie, in the name
with the pretended authority of the God of truth.
(3) They had no interest in making their story good. All
ceivers have some ob{)e\;:}: in view, which, by their imposture, they
ect to accomplish. at, then, was the object here? Why, the
iture of all the good on which men in general set their hearts,
d the endurance of the evils from which human nature revolts, and
which no sane man that could help it would expose himself. At
s same time, in the very doctrine which they promulgate in con-
tion with the alleged facts, they doom themselves, as conscious
jostors and liars, to the damnation of hell. And it would be an
er outrage on all the common principles and feelings of our nature
uppose men thus to relinquish good, and to encounter evils, in
estation of what they know to be false.
(4) Their narratives present every appearance of the most perfect
gplicity and candour. They contain no rhetorical embellishments
no peculiar opinions of the writers. They related facts just as
occurred, and even detailed their own errors and faults without
slightest attempt at concealment or extenuation.
5) Their writings contain several undesigned coincidences which
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See “The Facts of Christianity Historically True,” by G. B. Cowper, in “Chris-
ce Lectures;” Cooper’s “Bridge of History.
's “Lectures on the Evidences.
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are a decisive mark of truth. Our space precludes enumeration;
but the subject is fully brought out in Paley’s “Horz Pauline,”
Blunt’s “Veracity of the Gospel and Acts of the Apostles,” and
Birks’ “ Supplement to Paley’s Horz Paulinz.”

(6) Their testimony is in harmony with contemporary history.
They are most minute and circumstantial in their narratives, giving
dates, names of persons, places, and a thousand other things, which,
had there been any design to deceive, would certainly have been
omitted, since every one of them supplied facilities for detection.
And yet their statements are confirmed by the testimony of profane
historians, by the public and national records of the time, and even
by the bitterest enemies of the Christian faith.!

From these cursory remarks we are warranted in affirming that
Scripture history is accredited to a degree to which no other narra-
tives can make the slightest pretensions, and conseauently is worthy
of our most implicit faith.

IX.—Have we sufficient proof of the uncorrupted preservation
of the sacred books ?

Observe, this question does not relate to verbal inaccuracies,
such as may result from inadvertency. Before the art of printing,
books were multiplied by the pen. The transcribing of books was
a distinct profession; and the perfection to which the art was
carried is almost incredible to those who have not inspected ancient
penmanship. Yet the most careful were not infallible ; hence the
various readings which have been collected from existing manu-
scripts. But of what do they consist ? Almost wholly of inadver-
tencies in transcription; such as, the insertion or omission of an
article, the substitution of a word for its equivalent, the occasional
transposition of a word or two'in a sentence, or the insertion ofa
marginal note in the text. All this was to be expected. But our
question now is, are the Scriptures preserved to us in all material
and important circumstances without corruption ? And we maintain
that they are.?

* For information on these points we refer to Treffry’s “ Lectures on the Evi-
dences; ” but especially to Horne’s “ Introduction,” vol. i. ; and Leslie’s * Short and
Eas&,M’ethod with Deists;” “ The Authenticity of the Four Gospels,” by the Rev,
W. Wace, D.D., in “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. iii.; * The Historical Evidence of
the Resurrection of Jesus Christ from the Dead,” By the Rev. C. A. Row, M
in “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. i. For evidence of contemporaneous hlstmg' see
““ The Witness of Ancient Monuments to the Old Testament Scriptures,” by A,
H. Sayce, M.A., in “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. vi .; “AssK{rian Life and History,"
by E."M. Harkness ; “Fresh Light from the Ancient Monuments,” by A.
ng-ce, M.A.; “Babylonian Life and History,” by E. A. Wallis Bndie, BA.G
“Galilee in the Time of Christ,” by Selah Mervile, D.D. ; ““Records of the Past,
various series ; Rawlinson’s ‘‘Bampton Lectures;” Geikie’s “ Hours with
Bible,” six volumes ; Layard’s “ Nineveh and Babylon ;” the publications of the
Palestine Exploration Society; Keith’s “Evidence of Prophecy,” and other
lications, all of which present a united testimony of the most convincing
that the sacred writers were true historians. d

* The Revised Version of the Bible abundantly confirms the statement in the
text, and proves that all the various readings do not affect a single doctrine of
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With respect to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, this will

. From the moral improbability of the corruption of such
riings, guarded as they were by a succession of holy men, publicly
ad, made the subject of frequent appeals, and identified with the
rious institutions of the country in which they existed.!
2, From the precautions employed for their preservation. There
us one tribe, that of Levi, to whom their safe custody was con-
«d, One copy of the Pentateuch was preserved in the ark.
t was the reverence of the Jews for their Scriptures, that
hilo and Josephus testify that they would suffer any torment, anc
on death itself, rather than falsify a single point. And a law was
ted by them which denounced him as guilty of unpardonable
who should presume to make the slightest alteration in the
gered books.  Shortly after the completion of the Old Testament
n by Ezra, there arose the doctors of the Masorah, or the
rites "—the most learned men of the Jewish nation, who
dted their attention exclusively to the preservation of the sacred
ext. And on the cessation of the Masorites in the eleventh century
‘the Christian era, as we learn from the celebrated Rabbi Mai-
onides, it was a constant rule to destroy a book of the law rather
an allow a single error in word or letter to be perpetuated.?
3, From the entire silence of our Lord and His apostles on the
ubject of any corruption of the ancient Scriptures. Would they
referred so frequently to Moses and the Prophets, urging the
eople so emphatically to search the Scriptures,” appealing to
hem in proof of what they did and what they taught, had they
erished any doubt as to the perfect state of these writings? Had
h doubt existed, would they not rather have lifted up their voice
ke a trumpet to denounce the men who had wilfully corrupted the
jord of God ?*
4 From the harmony of the ancient versions. We have the
amaritan Pentateuch, which undoubtedly existed many centuries
efore the Christian era. We have the Greek translation, “the
entuagint,” executed about 280 B.C. And we have the ancient
version, made about the commencement of the Christian
2. The first was in the hands of the most virulent ancient enemies
f the Jews, the Samaritans; the last was held by their most
enuous opponents of a subsequent age, the Christians of Palestine
nd Syria. ﬁ was impossible, therefore, that any material alteration
ould be made upon the sacred books without at once being detected
id exposed. And the general agreement of those important
ersions shows that, in fact, no attempt to alter or corrupt was ever
yade ¢
3, From the harmony of all existing manuscripts. Of these we
! Dr. Hannah. * Trefiry’s “ Lectures on the Eyidences.”
See Lord Chancellor Hatherley’s ntmuxtg of Scripture,”—a most valuable

ok by one of the shrewdest equi lawyers of the present centur{.
Trefiry's  Lectures on the Evidences.” See also article “Bible Versiona” in

), Schafl's “Cyclopedia of Biblical, Historical, and Doctrinal Theology.
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have now extant some which are upwards of one thousand years
old. The whole number examined and compared with each other
by Kennicott and De Rossi was one thousand three hundred and
forty-six; and the published editions subjected to their most care-
ful inspection was three hundred and fifty-two; making a grand
total of one thousand six hundred and ninety-eight ; and though, of
course, there are in these a very large number of minor differences,
yet, as Dr. Kennicott stated to King George III., there is not one
which affects the truth of any Scripture fact, or the certainty of any
doctrine of faith or moral duty.!

With respect to the Scriptures of the New Testament, their in-
corrupt preservation is attested by the following facts :—

1. They were widely dispersed from the time at which they
were written. In the apostolic age Christianity was extended
through the greater part of the Roman empire ;? and Justin Martyr,
who wrote in A.D. 148, and Tertullian, who wrote above fifty years
after, in their “ Apologies for the Christians,” which they addressed
to the highest authorities of the state, declare that in all the religious
assemblies of these people the Gospels were regularly read as a part
of the service. It follows, therefore, that copies were circulated in
Egypt, Judea, Syria, Greece, and Italy. No man could corrupt books
so widely dispersed; especially when a peculiar sacredness was
attached to them, and the wilful adulteration of them was regarded
as a most atrocious sin.*

2. They were early translated into various languages. A transla-
tion of the New Testament into Syriac was made, according to the
general opinion of the learned, at the close of the first century or the
beginning of the second. Translations into Latin were also made *
for the use of the Christians who spoke that language ; and out of
these St. Jerome, in the fourth century, formed the version called the
Vulgate. Other translations followed, and every version of the New
Testament is an additional security against adulteration. If any
corrupt copies were circulated, the other copies which are extant, and
of an earlier date, would enable any one to detect the fraud.

3. Christians were early divided into sects; and these sects were

* Treffry’s * Lectures on the Evidences.” See also article “ Bible Versions” in
Dr. Schaff’s “ Cyclopedia of Biblical, Historical, and Doctrinal Theology.”

* For proof of this see Tacitus—who tells us that Nero, having set fire to Rome‘
in order to remove suspicion from himself ‘* inflicted the most exquisite torments
upon the Christians, of whom Tacitus says, ‘“ They derived their name and origin
from Christ, who in the reign of Tiberius had suffered death by the sentence of
the procurator Pontius Pilate. For a while this dire superstition was check
but again it burst forth, and not only spread itself over Judeea, the first seat o
this mischievous sect, but was even introduced into Rome, the common asylum
which receives and protects whatever is impure, and whatever is atrocious.”
Also the letter of Pliny, governor of Bithynia on the Black Sea, to the Emperor
Trajan—written about seventy years after the crucifixion—* The number of the
culprits (Christi:nsgil 80 great as to call for serious consideration. The contadglon
of the superstition hath spread, not onlgrthr_ough cities, but even villages and the
country.” He speaks of some of the Christians having been so, much more than
twenty years: thus within fifty years of the crucifixion Christianity had extended

even to this distant part of the pire.
* Rev. T. Jackson’s MS. Lectures.
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volved in continual disputes, all of them, however, regarding these

s 0

T cred records as Divine compositions, possessing an authority
d elonging to no other books. Now, these sects were a check upon
- one another ; and it was morally impossible that any man or body
d f men should corrupt or falsify what was universally regarded
f the supreme standard of truth, should hoist into it a single expres-

jon to favour some peculiar tenet, or erase a single sentence, with-

itbeing detected by thousands. It is thus that the God of providence

overrules what may seem at first sight to be unmitigated evil for the
oduction of permanent good.

All the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament that are known
exist are in substantial agreement with each other! These MSS.
far more numerous than those of any single classic author whom-
ver. Upwards of three hundred and fifty were collated by
Griesbach, They are not, indeed, all entire; nor was this to be
cted ; for not a few have been much read and damaged. They
written in different and distant parts of the world ; several of
are upwards of 1,200 years old ; and they all present to us the
books of the New Testament without any variations that affect the

ibstance of Christianity. The thirty thousand various readings
which Dr. Mill published, and the hundred and fifty thousand which
ve been collected by Griesbach, while they seem in some particulars

o restore the genuine text, seem also to prove that the text has not
sen wilfully or injuriously corrupted. In fact, it is the remark of
e every way qualified to judge : * The very worst MS. extant would
rvert one article of faith, or destroy one moral precept, not
where given in the most explicit terms.” And so far are the

1e
le various readings contained in these manuscripts from being hostile
of o the uncorrupted preservation of the books of the New Testament

(as some sceptics have boldly affirmed, and some timid Christians
ave apprehended), that they afford us, on the contrary, an additional
y nd most convincing proof that they exist at present, in all essential
d oints, precisely the same as they were when they left the hands of
eir authors.”

" Here we complete our inquiry into the Historical Evidence of the
Credibility of the Scriptures. They were written by the persons
‘ names they bear, and about the period in which they are said

..ﬂ

1 The oldest and most important MSS. of the New Testament are codices A, B,
nd&. A, or the Codex Alexandrinus, is in the British Museum, and is believe
'be of the fourth orfifth century. B, or Codex Vaticanus, is in the Vatican
brary at Rome, and is of the fourth century. C, or Codex Ephraemi, is a palim
of the fourth century. or Codex Siniticus, is in the royal library of St.

ersburg ; it was discovered in a monastery at Mount Sinai_by Tischendorf, on
ebruary 4&11 1850, and is believed to be the oldest known MSS.

Horne’s “‘ Introduction.”

e historical argument as to the New Testament may be thus epitomised :—

(1) The facts of the New Testament were publicly known early in the second

at Christianity itself—within about seventy years after the crucifixion—had

d the whole of tbe Roman empire.
the second century, or about seventy yearsafter the crucifixion,

“(3) That early in
existence o{ the Gospels, and several of the Epistles, and their circulation among

BREE

aBasas”
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to have been written, and we, therefore, affirm their Zenuineness.
They contain a true relation of facts, and a correct Statement of
doctrines, and we affirm their autkenticity. They have undergone no
alterations except such as in the lapse of time were unavoidable, and
we affirm their uncorrupted preservation. Our next inquiry will be,
whether the Bible is accompanied with evidence sufficient to satisfy

every candid mind that it really is a Divine revelation.

X.-—What are the direct or external evidences of Divine
revelation ?

If God should commission certain men to be the messengers of
His truth to others, He will certainly enable them to produce to their
fellow-men satisfactory credentials of their speaking with His autho-
Tity ; in other words, sufficient evidence that what they affirm to be
from Him really is of such Divine origin. And it is sufficiently
manifest that it must be evidence presented to the senses of men;
something of which all are competent to judge. It must also be
something which Divine power and wisdom alone can effect ; some-
thing undeniably superhuman and supernatural. This is what we
call direct or external evidence, and is found in the miracles wrought
and in the prophecies uttered —miracles, which display the Almighty
power of God—prophecies, which attest His omniscient wisdom,
These constitute the unequivocal seal of heaven to the commission
of His servants and to the testimony which they bear. For the dis-
cussion of these subjects, we refer the reader to Chapter III.

XI1.—What are the internal evidences of Divine revelation ?

This is furnished by the character and the discoveries of the book
itself—the sublimity of its doctrines, the purity of its precepts, the
harmony of its parts, the exactness of its adaption, the blessedness
of its influence, etc., etc. Inquiry and examination, the most acute
and penetrating, into these various departments of testimony, will
serve to make good the position that these Scriptures are incom-
parably superior to aught that unassisted human wisdom had ever
produced.

XII.—What are the most prominent features of the internal
evidence ?

the Christians under the names they now bear, is admitted by most of the eminent
sceptics.

(4) That these documents were accepted by the Christians throughout the Roman
empire as true histories of the life an teachings of Christ and His Apostles; and
they received their teachings as the rule of their lives.

(s) That Institutions commemorative of some of the most imgortant events of the
New Testament were adopted ; among which are the Lord’s upper in memory of
His death, and as taking the place of the Jewish Passover ; Sunday—or the Lord’s
Day—as the day of rest, and worship, on the First, instead of the Seventh day of
the weck—as a'memorial of Christ’s resurrection. These institutions have existed
without break from the very time of the events themselves. To these may be
added the festival of Easter, in commemoration of the death and resurrection of the
Saviour, which was instituted, at least, not later than the middle of the second
century, The festival of Whit Sunday—in commemoration of the descent of the
Holy Ghost at Pentecost, is traceable to a very remote antiquity—and there ig
3 reason to believe that it was instituted during Apostolic times.
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We have space amly to adduce but two or three.
1. The pure and spiritual conceptions which the Bible kas fur-
of the Deity. There is nothing which the writers upon
patural religion have demonstrated more clearly than the insufficiency,
he absurdity even, of those results to which the lights of nature and
reason have actually brought men as to the character of the Deity.
e take even the writings of the sages, the wise men in Egypt and
sreece and Rome, and in the most brilliant periods of the philoso-
ohical and literary history of such countries, and we find their
opinions of the Supreme Being, not only loose and undefined, but
nisshapen and preposterous, and to the last degree stupid. We
ake up the Bible, and we find there something so transcendently
wperior as to admit of no comparison. We find it declaring, “ God
one,” “ God is a Spirit,” “ God is light,” “ God is love.” In fact,
find here every view of God that is fitted at once to inspire fear
d love ; to command adoring veneration ; and to conciliate and fix
fectionate and confiding attachment. Are we not constrained to
ay there must be something more than human wisdom here ?
2. The clear and consistent account which the Bible gives of the
wdemption of man. The most unenlightened pagans have acknow-
edged man to be in a state of vice, ruin, and misery; but they
ould discover no method of recovery. How can a man be just
with God ?” was an inquiry to which their profoundest philosophy
hed no reply. But the Scripture revelation makes this the
t theme of its discoveries; and the arrangement which it
seveals is so high and wonderful as to extort the exclamation: “O
 depth of the riches both of the wisdom and the knowledge of
God!” Here is mercy extended to the guilty, but in perfect
accordance with the claims of law, of justice, and of truth. “The
aw is magnified,” sin is punished, justice is vindicated, and yet the
mer is pardoned and saved. In every part of the scheme there
re the most emphatic indications of profound and unsearchable
dom. It is a procedure so remote from the apprehensions of
en as to preclude all ideas of human fabrication.
3. The light which the Bible throws around the destiny of man.
fhe greatest teachers of antiquity were perplexed with doubts
oncerning the immortality of the soul, the resurrection of the body,
nd the rewards and punishments of a future state. Some of them
i weak and imperfect notions on these subjects, while others
scarded them as vain and superstitious terrors. But the Bible
slies us with all needful information. It alone has furnished
answer to the inquiry, “If a man die, shall he live again ool
s opened the portals of immortality ; its glorious sunshine has
nelled the darkness of the grave. It has so unveiled the eternal
ure to our gaze, that every right inquiry can be answered, every
necessity relieved, every substantial interest secured. Human
isdom has never produced anything at all like this.!
1 See “The tion of the Bible to the Needs of Man,” by the Rev. W. G.
e, D.D., in  Present Day Tracts,” vol. vi.

'l
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We cannot pursue the subject further ; and must refer for other
aspects of the subject to Chapter III. The Scriptures carry with
them a self-evidencing power. They have the impress of God
upon them. They plead their own cause; and the more their
contents are understood, the more will they manifest the source
from which they come. :

XIII. But do not Sceptics derive their chief objections to the
Bible from its internal character ?

They do, and the reason is obvious.

1. They do not come to the inquiry with a becoming sense of the
limitation of the human faculties. They find in the record certain
doctrines (such as the Trinity of Persons in the Unity of the God-
head) which they are unable to comprehend, and certain acts of the
Divine government (such as the destruction of the Canaanites by
the people of Israel) which they cannot reconcile with their notions
of what is right. It never occurs to them to inquire with Zophar,
“Canst thou by searching find out God ?” or to say with David,
“Such knowledge is too wonderful for me.” They evidently
suppose that in a revelation from God there should be nothing
which they cannot fathom—nothing the reasons of which they are
unable to perceive. And in view of these difficulties and mysteries,
they at once pronounce the volume which contains them to be an
imposture and a lie.! Now, is this wise ? Are there not inscrutable
mysteries in every department of nature, in every branch of science,
and even in our own physical frame ? and is it reasonable to expect
that we should find nothing of the sort when we pass from nature
to revelation ? If we cannot comprehend ourselves, is it reasonable
to expect that we should comprehend God? If we are baffled at
every point in our investigation of the physical universe, is it matter
of wonder that we should find some things beyond our reach in
God’s moral administration? And are we not justly chargeable
with a high-minded self-sufficiency that is utterly repugnant to the
dictates of sound common sense, if we bound truth by the limits of
our own capacity, refusing to receive whatever we cannot fully
comprehend, and indignant at everything difficult or mysterious
that does not immediately yield to our penetration ? Our first work,
undoubtedly, is to examine the great body of external and historical
evidence that proves the Bible to be of God. Thisis an examination
of which reason is capable. And if we find, as we shall, that this
book possesses valid claims to be acknowledged as a revelation
from God, our only legitimate course is at once determined ; namely,
to sit down to the record as humble learners, meekly receiving as

* See * Moral Difficulties connected with the Bible,” by the Rev. J. A. Hessey,
D.C.L. First to Third Series. These contain a very able defence and explana-
tion of many confessedly difficult passages. Also “The Moral Teaching of the
Old Testament delcated,)" byrtt?e ev. J. H, Titcomb, M.A., in_“Popular Objec-
tions to Revealed Truth.” ‘““The Moral Teaching of the New Testament viewe
as Evidential to its Historical Truth,” by the Rev. C. A. Row.
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uth whatever it teaches, and implicitly practising as duty what-
er it enjoins. This may be very mortifying to the pride of reason;
ut it is self-evidently rational and imperative.
2. There are some passages which through ignorance are mis-
nderstood by them, and, therefore, uninterpreted. For example,
m reading Exod. iii. 22 and xi. 2, they suppose that Moses repre-
ents the just God as ordering the Israelites to borrow the goods
the Egyptians under pretence of refurning them; while He
ntended that they should march off with the booty. Now, this
istake arises from ignorance of the meaning of the original word
haal, which signifies simply to ask, request, requirve, demand.
iGod commanded the Israelites to @sZ or demand a certain
compense for their past services, and He inclined the hearts of
Egyptians to gzve liberally ; and this, far from being a matter
oppression, wrong, or even charity, was no more than a very
artial recompense for the long and painful services which we may
600,000 Israelites had rendered to Egypt, during a considerable
umber of years.” There was, therefore, no borrowing (in the
dinary sense of that term) in the case; and if accounts were
rly balanced, Egypt would be found still in considerable arrears
b Israel’ Many other similar cases might be adduced which
tequire but to be fairly examined, and all difficulty disappears.
3. They overlook the fact that the gift and light of revelation
ere progressive ; in consequence of which things might be per-
itted under an inferior dispensation, but are not permitted now ;
s examples, we may mention slavery and divorce under certain
tircumstances. - £
' 4 They make the most of all the apparent discrepancies they
meet with, and allege them to be sufficient to set aside all claim
o the inspiration of the Bible. Now, we admit that freedom from
or is an essential property of whatever is Divine; all Scripture
s it came from God is pure, unmixed, and unchanging truth; and
one have given more attention to the discrepancies that appear,
an devout believers in the authority and Divine origin of the
jord. But they have discovered that many seeming discrepancies
ve arisen from the errors of transcribers and translators; and
ny from the brevity of the narrative, or from our ignorance of
scenes and circumstances, or from the ambiguity of certain
words, etc® They have also discovered that many of the most
midable discrepancies disappear before a rigid and exact inquiry,
d many more before the light of advancing science and discovery.
And they think it only fair and honest to conclude that, if a few yet
main, we have but to wait the results of investigation and dis-

1 The Revised Version reads “ ask,” instead of “ borrow.”
*Dr, A. Clarke’s Note on Exod. iii. 22.
441t is useless to carp at minor details. All histories contain variations, or, if
like to call them contradictions, on minor points. This has been the case with
history from Herodotus to Froude.” W estminster Review, January 18
The Facts of Christianity Historically True,” by B. Harris Cowper,z
pular Objections to Revealed Truth.”




46 DIVINE REVELATION,

covery, and light will break in upon the obscurity, and the authority
and inspiration of the Bible be put beyond dispute.!

XIV.—What are the collateral or miscellaneous evidences ?

“These evidences are so styled because they are subsidiary to
such as have been produced, and because they do not exactly fall
under any of the classes of proof which have passed under our
review. It is to be observed, however, that they are not of an
inferior character; the more they are examined, the more fully
will it be seen that they are of singular value and use.”* We take
a more particular survey, under this head, of the conversion of
Saul of Tarsus to the Christian Faith; the early propagation of
Christianity ; and the actual benefit which it has already conferred
upon mankind.

XV.—In what way does the conversion of Saul attest the Divine
authority of Christianity ?

The scriptural account of that event in Acts ix. assigns a miracu-
lous manifestation as its cause. There can be no debate whether
Paul himself thought that something supernatural had happened.
And on no other supposition can we account for a change so un-
expected, and requiring so costly a sacrifice.

1. It is not possible that he could have beem deceived; for (1)
The events that occurred were of a tangible and obvious kind, in
which there was no room for delusion or misapprehension. What
took place was at noon and in the highway. And the light from
heaven which struck him to the ground, the voice addressing him
by name, the total blindness which followed, the restoration of
his sight by one who was commissioned to visit him, his instruction
by special revelation in all the mystery of the doctrine of Christ,
his ability at once to confound the opposition of unbelieving and
prejudiced Jews—these were not matters of mere fancy ; the case
was thoroughly sifted by friends and foes; it became a matter of
greatest notoriety ; and amongst all his enemies who pursued him
with virulence and malice, not one was ever able to contradict or
disprove the tale. (2) The character of his mind was such as to
raise him above the possibility of deceit. His naturally vigorous
and capacious understanding had been strengthened by years of
careful study under the best of teachers, so that  he well knew how
to trace distinctions, to strip off disguises, to detect each species of
false or feeble reasoning, and to subject everything to the most
searching scrutiny.” (3) He was inflamed with ardent zeal for a
religion which he believed to be Divine. It was his religion by the
accident of birth, by the deliberation of choice, by the force of
habit. It was identified with his first thoughts, associated with his

! “Science and Scripture not Antagonistic,” by Rev. G. Henshaw, M.A., F.G.S,,
in “Popular Objections to Revealed Truth, Science, and Religion,” by Alexander
W.inchell akxl;n'hD.’ Pp. 11, 158, 159, 209, etc.

Dr. H
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pest feelings, interwoven with his fondest recollections. (4)
e was publicly committed to the task of opposing and destroying
e religion of Jesus. His fame was spread through all the region
udea as the prop and champion of the old religion, the avowed
i notorious exterminator of the new. He was, therefore, armed
ainst Christianity by a combination of mighty causes which pre-
uded the possibility of imposition or deceit.
2. He could not intend ta impose on others; for there was no
otive that could prompt him to feign what he was not, and no
end that could be answered by assuming the profession of Chris-
anity. His position as an enemy of Jesus was one of honour
mnd prosperity. The chief priests honoured him with their appro-
bation and patronage. His country's gratitude followed him, and
s rulers hailed him with the most flattering commendations.
ven to relax in his zeal would cover him with disgrace; but to
hange sides, and to defend the faith he had laboured to destroy,
would draw upon him universal execration, and expose him to
sorts of privations, sufferings, hardships, dangers, and death
t These were not only the unavoidable consequences of
spousing the cause of the Nazarene; but he had them fully in his
orehension. And would he be likely under such circumstances
p feign attachment to doctrines which he did not believe, and to
person whom in his heart he contemned? Who ever heard of a
eat whose only object was to secure to the actor the loss of
operty, of position, of friends, a.life of labour and ignominy,
d a death of scorn, and all in exchange for association and
our and applause and goodwill? He could not be imposing
n others.
3, We are, therefore, necessarily led to the conclusion that his con-
ion was the result of a real miracle. The brightness which
him to the ground, the voice by which he was arrested, pro-
eeded from a Divine interference. The great change that he under-
ent was from heaven. It is certain, therefore, that the religion te
jhich that conversion introduced him is not an imposture, but that
tis indeed of God. If challenged for proof that Christianity is
vine, we can point to Saul of Tarsus. There he stands, a monu-
ent of the power of grace, such as may fix the attention of every
e, and witness to the end of the dispensation that the religion he
aced is the infallible and eternal truth of Jehovah. This argu-
ent is ably developed in Lord Lyttleton’s * Observations on the
onversion and Apostleship of Paul.”

XVI—In what way does the early propagation of Christianity
est its Divine origin ?
e argument will unfold itself if we keep in mind a few important

Within the first century of the Christian era the Gospel had
de a progress that is altogether unexampled and without a parallel.
less than a single year after its Founder was accused as a male-

6
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factor, and on the very soil where his blood was shed, its couve.w
amounted to nearly ten thousand; in less than two years it overran
Judea: and in less than a single century it pervaded Syria and
Lybia, Egypt and Arabia, Persia and Mesopotamia, Armenia and
Parthia, the whole of Asia Minor, and no small part of Europe.

2. The doctrines which were promulgated with success were, in
all their essential facts and principles and requirements, in perfect
opposition to the prejudices, desires, and propensities of mankind,
whether Jew or Gentile.

3. The instruments that were employed were mostly plain, un-
lettered men, artless and simple in their manner and objects, without
polish of address, without friends, power, or property; and were
consequently the most incompetent and ineligible, in all earthly and
secular respects, for such a work (1 Cor. i. 26-29; 2 Cor. iv. 7).

4. The opposition that was directed against the Gospel was the
most determined and inveterate. Jews and pagans made common
cause against the religion of the cross, bringing all their resources to
destroy the workmen and to stop their work ; and for three centuries
Christian blood never ceased to flow.

5. Christianity did nothing to conciliate its foes by yielding itself
to the claims of Judaism and Paganism. It was exclusive and unac-
commodating in its pretensions and claims; demanding to be
received, not only as from God, but as a/ozne from God, to the deny-
ing and setting aside of every other system.

6. If, therefore, Christianity triumphed under these circumstances,
that triumph was a satisfactory evidence of its being from God, and
of its having Divine power and influence on its side. The true
principle of the argument, in this view of it, was perceived by the
penetrating shrewdness of Gamaliel: * If this counsel or this work
be of men, it will come to nought,” etc. (Acts v. 38, 39). He meant
to say, ‘“ such was its nature, and such were its circumstances, that'
if it really was indebted to human wisdom alone for its origin, and
to human authority and human power alone for its support, it could
not possibly maintain its ground;” from which the inference is
immediate and plain, that if it were not overthrown, but did maintain
its ground, and did prosper, the fact would be a satisfactory proof of

its possessing an origin, an authority, and a power, more than
human.!

XVIIL.—Does not the success of Mohammedanism weaken the
force of this argument ?

No; the two cases are, in every respect, widely different. (1)
Mohammed was a man of rank, of a powerful and honourable family,
and possessed, by marriage, of great wealth. Such a person, taking
upon himself the character of a religious teacher in an age of igno-
rance and barbarism, could not fail of attracting attention and
followers. (2) Mohammed propounded no doctrine that would be
unpalatable to the carnal mind. On the contrary, he indulged in the

! See *“Gesta Christi,” or a ‘“ History of Humane Progress,” by C. L. Brace,
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est pleasures, and gratified his passions without control ; laying
im to a special license from heaven to riot in unbounded sensu-
ity. He also courted the weaknesses, and humoured the evil pro-
ensities, of his followers, allowing them, in this world, a liberal
nce to their animal appetites and their natural fondness for
sual gratification ; and holding out to their hopes the promise of
paradise of carnality and voluptuousness. (3) But, attractive as
was to all that was sensual and worldly in the human
eart, so long as Mohammed employed argument and persuasion
his success was singularly small. His converts in three years
mounted, it is said, to fourteen; and in seven years to no more
an 2 hundred. It was not till he began to use a very different
pon that his followers greatly multiplied. He proclaimed the
oran at the head of his armies. With the book in one hand, and
e sword in the other, at once a prophet and a warrior, he forced his
eligion upon the people. In all these points of view Christianity
nd Mohammedanism, and their respective histories, stand in con-
The success of the latter can be traced to the attractions of
ealth, the allurements of vice, and the fear of the sword. The
ccess of the former was “not by might nor by power, but by my
pirit, saith the Lord of Hosts.”!

XVIIL—In what way do the benefits conferred by Christianity
test its Divine origin ?

1. That benefits of the highest order have been conferrved by its
fuence admits of abundant proof. (1) What a mighty and blessed
nge has it produced upon individual men, transforming them by
e renewing of their minds! It has weaned the drunkard from
s deadly cup; it has tarnished the gold of the miser, and made
m turn from his enslaving passion to lay up treasure in heaven;
has shed over the dogged soul of misanthropy the sunshine of a
ek, a glad, and a quiet spirit; it has silenced the tongue of
ofanity, and filled its polluted mouth with psalms and hymns and
ritual songs ; it has spread the smile of love over the face of
w; it has washed the hands of dishonesty and purified the
acherous heart; it has subdued the tiger to a lamb, and tumed
child of infamy into a worthy citizen, a devoted Christian, and
zady friend ; it has brought light in darkness, strength in weak-
ss, joy in sorrow, and abundant consolation in the hour of death.”
man be in Christ, he is a new creature; old things are
ssed away; behold, all things are become new.” (2) How rich
| alutary are the blessings it has conferred on domestic life !

thrown a holy sanctity around the marriage relation ; cutting
‘that grand source of domestic wretchedness, polygamy ; and

ning the dangerous liberty of divorce to one only cause. It

Ses “The Rise and Decline of Islam,” by Sir William Muir, in “Present Dag
" vol. iii.; “The Success of Christianity, and Modern Explanations of it,
v, J. Cairns, D.D., in *“ Present Day Tracts,” vol. i.
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has given to woman her proper place and appropriate occupations,
making her no longer a beast of burden and a slave, but an equal
and a helpmeet for man. It has abolished infanticide, and succeeded
the cruel rites of that bloody superstition by the gentle dealings of
parental love. It has made “home” a new word, investing it with
charms and endearing associations unknown before. It has taught
parents to love their children, children to honour their parents,
servants to obey their masters, masters to be just to their servants,
and all of them to cultivate “ whatsoever things are lovely and of
good report.” (3) How multiplied the advantages it has bestowed
upon nations! Wherever it has been welcomed, even though it
may have produced but slender spiritual results, “the inferior
benefits which it has scattered have rendered its progress as trace-
able as the overflowing of the Nile is by the rich deposit and conse-
quent fertility which it leaves behind.” It has exerted a humanising
influence upon penal statutes; it has been the Magna Charta of
true liberty, the enemy of oppression and slavery, the friend of the
poor, and the patron of learning; it has softened in some measure
the cruel spirit of war, and will, when its spirit shall universally
prevail, spread peace and good-will among all the nations; it has
secured to the toiling multitudes the inestimable boon of a weekly

Sabbath ; and has raised everlasting monuments of its benevolence

in hospitals and edifices of charity, and in the emollient influences
which it has spread over the heart of society.

2. Benefits like these have never been conferred in the absence of
Christianity. Sceptics are fond of attributing them solely to the
benign influence of a human philosophy, and the gradual improve-

ments of the human mind. But let them tell us how it was that,

before the appearance of the Gospel, philosophy and humanity were
perfect strangers to each other, though they are now, it seems, such

close and intimate friends. The philosophers of Greece and Italy |

were at least equal in natural sagacity and acquired learning to the
philosophers of modern Europe, yet not one of those great and wise
and enlightened men of antiquity seems to have had any apprehen-
sions that there was the least cruelty in a husband repudiating an
irreproachable wife; or a father destroying his new-born infant, or
putting his adult son to death; in a master torturing or murdering
his servant ; or in any of those horrid acts of oppression which the
page of history records. On the contrary, it would be no difficult
task to show that the more the ancients advanced in letters and the
fine arts, and the more their communication and commerce with the
different parts of the then known world was extended and enlarged,
the more savage, oppressive, and tyrannical they became.! And as
to the philosophy of the present age, which assumes to itself the
exclusive merit of all the humanity and benevolence that are to be

found in the world, we learn what it would do, if left to itself, for

Porteus’ “Beneficial Effects of Christianity.” * Gesta Christi, wl‘:‘

» Blsh«;g
History of Humane Progress,” by C. L. Brace.
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e promotion of love and gentleness and national prosperity, in
e events of the French Revolution, when Reason was erected as
he nation’s god. Seeing then that philosophy and learning have
ver of themselves exerted a benignant influence over the destinies
f man, and that wherever Christianity has spread, uninjured by the
pperstitions of men, she has exercised the most beneficial influence
the outer and inner life, we are bound to award to her the palm
the source of the high and matchless benefits that have followed
her train. And if the sceptical philosophers of modern times
ave thrown off the insensibility and hard-heartedness of their
ncient brethren in Greece and Rome, or those of France in more
modern days, and have become the patrons of gentleness and
hilanthropy, it can only be because they live under a light, and
draw from a source, which they ungratefully ignore—the light and
eachings of our blessed Christianity. ‘If they can show that they
jave added one iota to the original stock of benevolence to be found
the Gospel, or advanced one single human sentiment which is
ot either expressly or virtually comprehended in the Christian
evelation, they may then be allowed to arrogate some praise to
lemselves on the score of their philanthropy; but till they can
prove this, the claim of Christianity to all those happy changes in
he face of human affairs, which have been here specified, stands
nimpaired.” !
3. Here, then, we take our stand. * A tree is known by its fruits.”
The religion of the Bible has done more for the ré'g good of man
han any other system, yea, than all other systems put together have
ver done; its leading principles and characteristic precepts are
exactly such as would naturally produce (when not impeded by
any accidental obstructions) those very effects which we ascribe to
them. It cannot, therefore, have emanated from an evil source. It
st have come from God, for it bears the impress of His nature.
4. Nor is the argument weakened by the evil things whick have
een done by men who bear the Christian name. We are not ignorant
f the monstrous vices which have been practised under covert of
he Christian profession. We know all the cruel atrocities, the
oul abominations, and the baby fooleries of Popery, that system
f baptized Paganism, which is styled in Scripture “the mystery of
iquity.” And we know that many a2 man who professes to be
uided by the Bible has proved himself to be worthless, cruel, and
eacherous. But is the Bible chargeable with these things? Have
hey not been produced by a grievous disregard of its principles,
d disobedience to its laws? And can anything be more unfair,
nore dishonest, than to make the Word of God answerable for what
condemns ? Is this honourable? Is it what any infidel or
ceptical philosopher would relish being done with any system or
heory of his own invention ? Either judge of the Bible altogether
y itself or take a genuine specimen of true faith in its principles,

1 Bishop Porteus’ “ Beneficial Effects of Christianity.”
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and a pure life governed by its precepts ; if this be done, we do not
ear the result ; for the Bible and its religion will be found profitable
for the life that now is, and for that which is to come.!

* For an exhaustive treatise respecting the various schools of sceptical, rational,
and infidel writers, in ancient and modern times, 1 would especially refer the
reader to Farrar's * Critical History of Free Thought in reference to the Christisa
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CHAPTER II1
4 THE INSPIRATION OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES.

o -~
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1.—What is the distinction between revelation and inspiration ?

By revelation we understand a direct communication from God
p man, either of such knowledge as man could not of himself
tain to, because its subject matter transcends human sagacity or
man reason; or which (although it might have been attained in
ordinary way) was not, in point of fact, from whatever cause,
nown to the person who received the revelation. By inspization

s understand that actuating energy of the Ho Si >
hich the human agents chosen by God have officially proclaimed.

vill by word of mouth, or have committed to writing the several

s o1 the Bible.

]1.--What are we to regard as the proper view of inspiration as
yplied to the Holy Scriptures ?

Inspiration literally signifies a breathing into; and it denotes
extraordinary agency of the Holy Spirit on the mind, in
uence of which the person who partakes of it is enabled to
ce and communicate the truth of God without error, infirmity,
efect.”! “Divine Inspiration is the imparting of such a degree
Divine assistance, influence, or guidance, as should enable the
thors of the Scriptures to communicate religious knowledge to
jers without error or mistake, whether the subjects of such com-
mications were things then immediately revealed to those who
clare them, or things with which they were before acquainted.”

Hannah.
T. H. Horne. The Belgian Confession says:  We believe that holy men
God, moved by the Holy Ghost, spoke the word of God : God Himself afterwards
manded the prophets and apostles to commit these revelations to writing. He
elf, indeed, wrote the two tables of the law with His own fingers ; this is the
son why we call such writings the Holy Scriptures.”

I eopneustia of the Sacred Writers must generally be conceived of, not
| 2 momen! assistance exclusive of the act of writing ; but as a natural con-
guence of their being personally led 113 the Holy Ghost, who controlled all their
nking and working, and in this wad so their writing.”—Qosfersee.
nspiration is “the inbreathing of and the result of it.”—Pope.

By inspiration we mean that influence of the Holg Spirit which, when in-

d into the mind of man, guides, and elevates, an enkindles all his powers
ir highest and noblest exercise.”—F. . Farrar,
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This view is sustained by such Scriptures as 2 Sam' xxiii, 2;
2 Peter i. 21. )

It will be seen from these definitions that the inspiration of which
we are now speaking is to be distinguished, first, from #ie inspira-
tion of genius—the inspiration of a Plato, a Bacon, ora Shakespeare,
This has nothing in common with the special inspiration which we
claim for the Holy Scriptures. The former refers to the workings
of nature in her highest sphere, but still of nature, and of nature
only ; the latter is supernatural and miraculous, revealing truths
above nature, shedding a clear and unerring light on a path on
which all earthly guidance fails.

It is to be distinguished, secondly, from the inspiration of moral
goodness or of ordinary spiritual influence; in other words, the
illuminating and sanctifying grace of the Holy Ghost, bestowed in
larger or lesser measure on all believers, to lead them in the way
of truth and create them anew unto good works. In this sense,
every Christian, from the simplest child to the loftiest saint and
master of Christian thought, is inspired. But this inspiration,
bestowed on all who ask it, may co-exist with much of ignorance
and error; whereas that higher and rarer gift of which we speak
is extraordinary and infallible. The inspiration of genius unveils
the deepest truths of nature, but goes not beyond nature; the
inspiration of grace apprehends and realises the truths of revelation,
but does not reveal. The inspiration of the sacred books does
both. It is the inspiration of which Paul speaks in Gal. i. 11, 12;
“1 certify you, brethren,” etc.!

So much for the positive aspect of the doctrine; it will be neces-
sary to consider it also on its negative side. Thus:

[~ 1. It does not imply any suppression or abeyance of the natural
powers and faculties of the writers. It neither extinguishes their
individuality, nor restrains the free play of their human thoughts
and feelings. It elevates, illuminates, guides, informs the essential
and indestructible powers of the soul, but does not supersede them
It is not the supplanting of the human by the Divine, but the
blending and mutual interaction of the human and the Divine,
The sacred writers speak and write not only what they have
received, but what they have learned, felt, and realised; so that
the words they utter come forth, not from the depths of the Divine &
mind only, but from the depths also of their own hearts. Hence
one of the peculiar excellences of Holy Scripture; it is as utterly
human as it is truly and absolutely Divine. It comes as closely
near us as it rises above us.f Hence, too, the endless variety of
the sacred writings, and their marvellous adaptation to all sorts
and conditions of men. Where, however, the human and the
{Divine are so inextricably blended in one common result it is

s l%v. Islay Burns, Sunday Magasine, 186s.

* “Divine ‘inspiration did not, in the.case of the writers of Holy Scriptu2
supersede the use of ordinary methods of obtaining knowledge (see 1 Kings
4%, xiv. 19, 29.”)—Rawlinson.
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gbsolutely impossible clearly to discriminate the one from the
other, or to fix any definite point where the one element ends and
the other begins.

- 2, Inspiration does not imply an equal clearness and fulness in
he exhibition of Divine truth in every part of the sacred book.
n the contrary, it is one of its excellences that it is progressive.
t proceeds from the simplest lessons to the highest truths. The
eligion of the Old Testament and the religion of the New are
difierent, and yet parts of the same,—complementary though not
identical ; neither is in itself complete, but each contributing to
he completeness of the whole.!

: !ﬂ&—?Do the Scriptures themselves claim to be divinely ine

~ Direct and repeated affirmations of its own inspiration and truth
re not appended to each particular chapter or particular book,
ich, indeed, would be incongruous with the dignity and self-con-
sciousness of a Divine Author. But the scriptural writers speak
eely of their commission and of the authority attached to it; and
by necessary inference assert in the strongest manner their inspira-
tion by God. Moses was directly commissioned by God (Exod. iii.
), and the book of the law was written by His express command-
ment (Exod. xxiv. 4-7). Joshua, his successor, went forth to his
fask by the same Divine appointment (Joshua i. 1, 5, 9), and his
addresses to the people were prefaced with the words, * Thus saith
he Lord God of Israel” (xxiv. 2). Of Samuel, we are told “The
Lord revealed Himself to Samuel by the word of the Lord” (&
Sam. iii. 20, 21). The books of the Prophets are composed almost
ntirely of direct messages from heaven. And if these testimonies
ippear to be in any degree defective, the language of our Lord and
is Apostles supplies the void. Our Lord recognised the whole
ody of the Old Testament, included by the Jews in the threefold
livision of “the Law, the Psalms, and the Prophets;” paid the
lighest honour to those ancient records ; repelled every onset of the
empter with, “ It is written ” (Matt. iv. 4, 6, 7, 10) ; extended His full
anction to every “jot and tittle” of *the law and the prophets”
att. v. 17, 18) ; enforced the precepts of the Pentateuch as stil},
inding on the Jewish people (Matt. viii. 4) ; quoted the writing of
a (Matt. ix. 13), of Malachi (Matt. xi. 9, 10), of the Book of
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Rev. Islay Burns, Sunday Magasine, 186s. The reader will often meet with the
ords Mech 1 and Dy i lnsgirltion. The theory of Mechanical inspira-
on is that which teaches that the i
ate. It repr e prophets and apostles, when under the influence of the
piring spirit, as mere soulless machines, mechanicall answering to the force
ch moved them—the pens not the penmen of the Holy Ghost. This purel
nic theory of inspiration was taught by some of the disciples of Calvin shortly
ormation, but it rests on no scriptural authority ; and, if we except
lew ambiguous metaphors, is supported by no historical testimony. Dynamical
piration is the phrase used to describe an influence acting upon living powers,
manifesting itself through them according to their natural laws : man is not
d into a mere machine, but all his mental faculties and habits are used and
d by the Divine Spirit in the work of making known the will of God,
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pirit acted on man as in a purely passive
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Samuel (Matt. xii. 3, 7), of Isaiah (Matt. xiii. 13-17), of the Decalogue
(Matt. xv. 1-9), of Genesis (Matt. xix. 4, §), of Zechariah (Matt. xxi.
5), of the Psalms (Matt. xxi. 16), of Exodus (Matt. xxii. 31, 32, etc.);
recognising in every instance their full authority as the written word
of God, and even giving to them the distinctive name of * the Scrip-
tures,” in contradistinction to all other writings. (Matt. xxi. 42,
xxii. 29; Mark xiv. 49; Luke iv. 21; John v. 39, vii. 38, x. 35.) In
imitation of their Lord, the Apostles and Evangelists quote largely
from the various books of the Old Testament,' appealing to them as
authoritative upon all questions of faith (Rom. iv. 3; Gal. iii. 22),
giving them the title of Scripfures (Acts xvii. 2, 11; Rom. i. 2,
xv. 4; I Cor. xv. 3, 4; 2 Tim. iii. 15); “the oracles of God” (Rom.
iii.2; Heb. v. 12; 1 Peteriv. 11); and declaring that the Holy Ghost
spake by the mouth of His ancient servants. This is expressly
declared of David (Mark xii. 36; Acts i. 16), of Isaiah (Acts xxviii.
25), and of all the holy Prophets. (Luke i. 70; Acts iii. 21; I
Peter i. 21.)
Turning to the writings of the New Testament, we have the same
/ positive assertions of inspiration and authority. A special promise
of the presence and help of the Holy Ghost was given to the
Apostles_(John xiv. 25, 26; John xvi. 13). The Spirit of Truth,
thus promised, was (1) To recall to their minds whatever the Lord
had declared to them ; and (2) To teach them all things ; old truths
are to be brought back to their recollection, and new truth is to be
imparted from above. In virtue of this Divine endowment, our Lord
places their authority on a level with His own, and with that of the
earlier prophets (Matt. x. 40, 41). The Apostles themselves dis-
tinctly claim that the Holy Ghost azd they are witnesses to Christ;
not independent witnesses, but He witnessing through them (Acts
v. 32). They do not scruple to say, “it seemed good to the Holy
Ghost and to us” (Acts xv. 28) ; they identify their words with the
words of the Holy Ghost (1 Cor. ii. 13), even announcing their
message as ‘‘in truth the word of God” (1 Thess. ii. 13); they
claim the same Divine inspiration that they claimed for the ancient
prophets (1 Peter i. 11, 12), and declare that their Gospel message
was “ the word of the Lord that endureth for ever” (1 Peter i. 25);
they place “the commandment of the Apostles” on a level, in point
of authority, with *the words of the holy prophets ” (2 Peter iii. 2);
they reject and even anathematise man or angel who shall declare '
any other doctrine than theirs (Gal. i. 8); and this doctrine they
never pretend to have discovered by the use of their own reason,
but they refer it to the gift of God and the illumination of the Spirit"
(Eph. iii. 5). While, if any one should be inclined to fancy that all"
this relates to the teachings by wor2, and not to the awriffen instruc-

* There are 291 quotations of passages from the Old Testament made by the
New Testament writers. Of these jo are from Genesis, 36 from Exodus, rx from
Leviticus, so from Deuteronomy, 81 from the Psalms, 71 from Isaiah, and the
remainder from other books. Seé “The New Testament View of the Old,” by David
McCalman Tu:-gie, M'A'I p. 1-16. This is a most valuable work. See also Lord:
Chancellor Ha &m ;

erley’s ¢ tinuity of Scripture.”
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2 of the Apostles, John xx. 31, and 2 Thess. ii. 15, ought to show
xxi. t no such distinction existed in the minds of the Apostles. The
c)i pistles of Paul are identified with the general body of the Scriptures
ord 2 Peter iii. 16). The epistles of St. John are pervaded by the two
ri eas, that they are the teaching of the Holy Spirit and the truth of
od; and the Apocalypse is presented to us with its high title, “ the
evelation of Jesus Christ” (Rev. i. 1), which was to be written in
book by the direct command of Him who is “the First and the
ast” (Rev. i. 11). Thus, in various forms, the contents of the
doly Scriptures are declared to be * God-inspired ”! (2 Tim. iii.
). They issue directly and solely from Him. They breathe the
ure spirit of His goodness, and carry the stamp of His authority.

' IV.—Does not St. Paul disclaim inspiration, at least for a portion
f his writings ?

Certain passages in 1 Cor. vii. are often adduced to prove that the
ipostle distinguishes between what he says by inspiration, and

hat he says by himself; and the conclusion is drawn, that some
jarts of his epistles are inspired, and some are not. Let us
amine them :—

1 Cor. vii. 6—The apparent difficulty here arises from the am-
f our word “permission.” Had the better word, ndulgence
3 ance, been employed, the meaning of the passage would

ave been unequivocally presented ; namely, “I say this by allow-
ce for you, not of command Z you.”

1 Cor. vii. 10, 11.—The idea is that, in this passage, he distin-

ished between his 0wz commands and those received by revelation

om Christ. But this is not so. He is, says Dean Alford, “ about

) give them a command, resting not merely on inspired Apostolic

thority, great and undoubted as that was, but on that of the Lord

imself—(the command of Christ is in Mark x. 12)—so that all

d distinction between the Apostle, when writing of Zzmself
id of the Lord, is quite irrelevant.” In other words, he is re-stating

command which our Lord gave while He abode on earth ; and the

trast lies simply between #zaf and what he, as an inspired

ostle, might give; not between different commands of his own,

en at different times and under different conditions.

1 Cor. vii. 12, 25.—Here, again, the Apostle is supposed to

imate that in certain parts of Scripture he wrote according to his

m uninspired judgment, although guided in other portions of his

tk by the Holy Ghost. But the fallacy lies in supposing that the

ression, “ commandment of the Lord,” means a communication
by the Holy Ghost to the Apostle ; whereas it merely signifies

express direction of Christ, given while He abode on earth, and

th had now bzcome historical. So that the Apostle is not here

trasting what he says by the Spirit, and what he says of himself;

 what he say® that had already been expressly commanded by

The Revised Version reads, * Every scripture inspired of God is also profitable,”
3 but in the margin, “or every scripture is inspired of God and table,” ete,
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Christ, and what he says by the Spirit in reference to cases of
which, since they did not then exist, our Lord had not, while He
was on earth, spoken.

In none of these cases, then, does the Apostle disclaim inspiration.
In the first case his meaning is, that what he said was matter of
permission, as to the persons whom he addressed, and not of com-
mand or positive injunction. In the second case he declares that he
is reiterating a law once spoken by our Lord’s own lips, and is not
uttering the inward suggestions of the Holy Ghost. In the third
case he declares that he is not reiterating such a law, but is giving
utterance to these inward suggestions. Still, in every case he speaks
as an inspired Apostle. In the former, the Spirit is fulfilling one
part of our Lord’s twofold promise, “ He shall bring all things to
your remembrance,” etc. In the latter, he is fulfilling the other
part, “ He shall teach you all things,” “ He will guide you into all
truth.,” The objection therefore fails; and the witness which the
New Testament Scriptures give to the inspiration of their authors is
untouched, consentient, and complete.!

V.—What are the principal theories which are urged against the
common doctrine of plenary inspiration ?

1. “That an authoritative external revélation is impossible to
man ;”? meaning that no external revelation of spiritual truth is
trustworthy, or can have sufficient evidence to warrant our faith?
If no external revelation of God be authoritative, 7.e., truthful or
trustworthy, whence and how can we have any knowledge of God ?
It is contended by the advocates of this theory that ‘what God
reveals to us He reveals within, through the medium of our moral
and spiritual senses.”* But a revelation of God, His nature, our
relation and responsibility to Him are needed for the regulation of
the life and conduct, not only of individuals, but of the race,—a
revelation which can be appealed to as a rule or law of life and conduct.
That God can give such a revelation cannot be denied ; that, if given,
it must be authoritative must follow ; the evidence in proof of its
having been given is altogether another question, and is dealt with
elsewhere.

2. That “ Revelation is a process of the intuitional consciousness
gazing upon eternal verities.”® Upon this ground it is maintained
that revelation is purely an inner work in the soul, an act or process
of intuition, and so not a communication from without; and that
inspiration denotes the condition of those in whom, through super-
natural influences, these intuitions have been the most clear and
distinct. Nor is it allowed that this intuitive vision, this elevating

* British and Foreign Evangelical Review, vol. v., No. xvii., Art. 4. See
also Wardlaw’s “ Discourses on the Socinian Controversy,” Appendix.

* “The Soul: its Sorrows and its Aspirations,” by Francis W. Newman.

Fifth Ed. See reply in Rogers’ ¢ Eclipse of Faith,”
® London Review, No. 20,

. « Ibid.
“Philosophy of Religion,” by J. D. Morell, M.A. s




THE INSPIRATION OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES. 59

f the mental faculties to apprehend spiritual realities, was confined
0 a few men, constituting them authorised teachers to us; but that
| men in whom these supernatural influences have operated to the
sickening of religious thought and sentiment have received, though
varying degree, the same inspiration. Against this theory we,
sho receive the Bible as the inspired word of God, maintain that
ur knowledge of spiritual realities cannot be intuitive, and must,
herefore, be revealed through the understanding! We might go
through every item of intelligence contained in the Bible, and show
hat it could not be known by that natural light, that immediate
onsciousness which is called “intuition.” If men are left to their
m intuitive knowledge, their views will be obscure, uncertain, and
arying, and therefore unauthoritative. None but God can give us
such a revelation of truth as will assure either our mind or heart;
nd the Bible furnishes exactly what is required. There we have
the truth of God, truth which He, the wise and good Father of
ipirits, has revealed to us, and which must have been communicated
Him through words, images, or some other transcendental mode
informing the understanding.?
3. That inspiration is “ that action of the Divine Spirit by which,
apart from any idea of infallibility, all that is good in man, deas?,
matter, is originated and sustained; . . . it seems to us to be the
Bible’s own teaching on the subject of inspiration, namely, that
ything good in any book, person, or #ing, is inspired, and that
value of any inspired book must be decided by the extent of
s inspiration, and the importance of the truths which it well
(or inspiredly) teaches. Milton, and Shakespeare, and Bacon, and
anticles, and the Apocalypse, and the Sermon on the Mount, and
the eighth chapter to the Romans, are in our estimation all inspired ;
but which of them is the most valuable document, or whether the
Bible as a whole is incomparably more precious than any other book,
these are questions which must be decided by examining the observ-
ble character and tendency of each book, and the beneficial effect
which history may show that each has produced.” According to this
w, wherever there has been the co-operation of God at all, then
he epithet “inspired ” is justified. The blossoming of flowers, the
ing of rivers, the fattening of cattle, are the result of inspiration.
Genius is inspiration ; therefore the lustful tales of the “ Decameron ”
id the infidelity of “ Queen Mab ” are inspired. Clever mechanics
inspired ; therefore Dr. Guillotin was inspired. Nay, the power
of God sustains the energies of infernal spirits. His Spirit is present
n hell, therefore the Devil is inspired, and assuredly, if cleverness,
enius, tact, knowledge, are all the product of inspiration, none
re more inspired than the great deceiver, “the prince of the
ower of the air.” What arrant nonsense all this is! But it is the
consequence of the doctrine that wherever the creating,
g power of God is present, there is inspiration. The great

! See p. 11, as to the argument for the existence of God.
8 London Review, No. 50, pp. 308—a8. Pearson, *On Infidelity.”
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mistake upon which this theory is based consists in not seeing that
God energises in the universe in essentially different ways, and that
inspiration denotes one kind of Divine action, and not another.!

4. That inspiration in the sacred writers extends only to those
portions of the Bible which have reference to doctrine, or spiritual
truth ; but that on all other matters they were no more free from
error than other intelligent and honest men of their age. It is
a common formula by those who hold this view, that “ The Bible
contains @ Word of God,” not that it is *“ 7%e Word of God.” Itis
argued that this meets the difficulty of the alleged errors, contra-
dictions, and inconsistencies, which are found in the sacred writings,

Thereply to this, is—1. What is spiritual truth? 2. What are the
value and authority of the portions of Scripture which do not deal
with this? Who will undertake the task of making the separation?
‘What and how much of the Bible would be left to us, when the
different advocates of this theory have each performed the part of
Jehoiakim’s penknife? Infallibility, in the sense of entire freedom
from error in the Bible, we do not insist upon,? but that the Bible is
not only a sufficient witness to the truth of salvation, but one that
is rich and abundant above measure.”*

VI.—By what credentials were the writers of the Old and New
Testaments authenticated as divinely inspired ? ]

The word written was, in the first place, the word spoken, and
the credentials of the speakers consisted in their possession of
superhuman power, or of superhuman knowledge, or both. The one
we find in the miracles they performed; the other, in the prophecies
they uttered. If they could perform works that were really super-
natural, and foretell, with the greatest accuracy, remote events such
as no sagacity of man could possibly conjecture, it may be confi-
dently concluded that, so far, they were the subjects of inspiration,

I

VII.—What is the proper definition of a miracle ? i

“ By a miracle, in the strict and theological sense, we understand 8
direct interposition of God’s power, controlling or suspending the
established laws of nature, for the purpose of giving His sanction to.
the ministrations of His servants, whom He has sent to reveal His
will”* We do not think every strange event a miracle, nor what

1See London Review, No. 20, July 1858, pp. 285-342, for an elaborate and able
discussion of, and reply to, these theories. 2 ‘
* Such as arise from errors of copyists and other contingencies to which all
ancient MSS. are liable (see p. 71). A
*Lange. The Hon. Robert Boyle says :—‘* We must carefully distinguish between
what the Scripture itself says, and what is said in the Scriptures. Many of the
alleged difficulties and contradictions of the Bible arise from the forgetfulness of
this distinction.” X :
*Rev. T. Jackson. ‘A miracle is an entirely extraordinary phenomenon in
domain of natural or spiritual life, which cannot be explained from the course
nature as it is known to us, and must, therefore, have been broughtabout by a di
operation of God’s almighty will, in order to attain a definite object.”—Qosferzee,

“It signifies (1) anyact of God which is distinguished from those ordinary Di
operations, the laws of which we know; and (2) any act of God which is perfo
for the sake of confirming His Word.”—Pope.
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instructed men, from their ignorance of the laws of nature, etc,
ight consider miraculous; but consider that event only to be
siraculous which manifestly exceeds the extent of human power,
‘measured by those limits of its exertion which uniform experience
s defined, which, as it overrules the established laws of nature,
st argue the agency of a Divine control, and which is so connected
ith the promulgation of a professed revelation as clearly to be
ssigned to authenticate it.”’

3.

Eof i EawBEa

VI11.—How shall we sustain the view now given ?

By the scriptural designations of these supernatural works, which
everally shadow forth the several constituents of a miracle. These
lesignations are sémeion, signs, Zeras, wonders, dunamis, mighty deeds
2 Cor. xii. 12). According to the teachings of these three words,
2 miracle is (1) A wonder surpassing the powers of man and
ature ; therefore, rightly called (2) 4 power, as being produced
by the immediate exercise of supernatural and Divine power; and
3) A sign or token, as proving that he who works it, or by whom
God works it, has the seal of a Divine commission, of speaking by

vine inspiration, and acting by Divine authority.? In Acts ii. 22,
we find a concise but sublime summary of scriptural teachings
relative to miracles. The scattered rays are here brought to a focus.
t is expressly asserted (1) That they are the immediate work of
%0d in distinction from those events which He brings to pass by
e immediate efficiency of second causes. (2) That they were
enacted openly and publicly, when all had opportunity not only
witness, but to scrutinize and test them. (3) That they were
such, and so wrought, that the people among whom they occurred
could not but know their existence 2nd character, * as ye yourselves
also know.” (4) Their purpose was to demonstrate to beholders,
and all others cognisant of them, that Jesus Christ was a man
approved of God. (5) Thus miracles are important proofs of
Christianity. By them an obligation was laid on the people to
believe in Christ, and to obey His Word.®

- [X.—Are miracles appealed to in the Bible as conclusive tests
of a Divine mission ?

They are. Moses was accredited to the Hebrews of his day by
he miracles of the exodus and of the wilderness (Exod. and
Numb.) When his commission from God was called into question,
e matter was decided by an outward and visible miracle ( Numb.
i, xvi.) And Joshua, Elijah, Daniel, etc, were attested to be
he sent of by special signs of Divine power. Our Lord
eferred to miracles as accrediting His own ministry (Matt. xi. I-5;

0B E olenOCap

1Watson’s  Catechism on the Evidences.”
8¢ Marvel” (or der) d a ph in human experience ; ‘ mighty
ork’ an effect of special Divine action ; ‘sign” an instr t for the i t
‘moral ends.” ¢ we Believe in Miracles ?” by George Warrington, p. sg.

" British and Foreign Evangelical Review, vol. v., No. xvii., art. 3.
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John v. 36, x. 25, 37, 38); the Apostles appealed to the same in
proof of our Lord’s Divine authority (Acts ii. 22), and of their own
mission (Mark xvi. 20; Rom. xv. 19; 2 Cor. xii. 12; Heb. ii. 4).
And the conclusiveness of the evidence is such, that the rejection
of it is declared to be a heinous sin, meriting the severest infliction
of Divine wrath (Numb. xiv. 22, 23; Matt. xi. 20-24; John xv. 24).
If it be asked, in what way and under what circumstances
miraculous works authenticate the Divine mission of those who
profess to be sent by God to teach His will, the answer is, “that
as the known and established course of nature has been fixed by
Him who is the Creator and Preserver of all things, it can never
be violated, departed from, or controlled, but either immediately
by Himself, or mediately by other beings at His command, and by
His assistance or permission ; for if this be not allowed, we must
deny either the Divine omnipotence or His natural government;
and, if these be allowed, the other follows.”?!

X.—What are the objections that are brought against miracles
as proofs and tests of a Divine revelation ?

1. David Hume's well-known objection, which has been variously
repeated in modern times, is in substance this: “It is contrary to
experience that a miracle should be true; but not contrary to
experience that testimony should be false. No testimony, therefore,
can ever render a miracle probable.” Dr. Wardlaw pronounces
this argument “a piece of the sheerest and most puerile and pitiful
sophistry that ever had the sanction of a philosopher’s name.” The
grand sophism lies in the ambiguity of the word “experience.”

Whose experience does he mean? Does he mean the wniversal

experience of mankind in all ages and in all nations? Then, who
does not perceive that to affirm anything to be contrary to experi-
ence, in this sense, is a simple way of saying that a miracle never
took place ?—the very thing he should have proved. But perhaps
he means that it is contrary to his personal experience, and to the
general experience of mankind, that a miracle should be wrought;
and of course it is, or the miraculous character of the event would
cease? But are we to suppose that the experience of the present
generation, or of any individual in it, can disprove what is alleged

to have taken place eighteen hundred years ago? The fact is, no

fact or event is contrary to experience unless it is said to have
occurred at a time and place, at which time and place, we being

$ Watson’s “Institutes.”

8 « This expression ‘cont to experience,’ is, as has often been pointed out, |

strictly speaking, incorrect. In strictness that only can be said to be contrary to

experience which is contradicted by the immediate perceptions of persons present

at the time when the fact is alleged to have occurred, But the terms ! contrary to
experience’ are used for ¢ contrary to the analogy of our experience,’ and it must
be admitted that, in this latter, less strict sense, miracles are contrary to general
experience, so far as their mere physical circumstances visible to us are concerned,
This should not only be admitted, but strongly insisted upon, by the maintenance
of miracles, b it is an ial el of their signal character,”—Smith's
- i Bzcuonn.ry of the Bible,” art. ¢ Miracles.” The italics are the author's,
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ent, did not perceive it to occur; as if it should be asserted
gtin a particular room, and at a particular hour of a certain day,
1an was raised from the dead, in which room, and at the time
ecified, we being present and looking on perceived no such event
have taken place. Here the assertion is contrary to experience,
operly so called, and this is a contrariety which no evidence
n surmount.! Nothing of this kind can be asserted concerning
e miracles of the Bible. Here we have a record of the testimony
‘the only competent witnesses, those who lived at the time, and
athe place when and where the alleged facts are dated. That is,
s have experience in the only form in which, from the nature of
lings, it is possible for us to have it, in favour of the facts, and
e have no recorded counter experience against them.?
2. A modern philosophical objection against the miracles of the
aw and the Gospel is couched in these words: “ Our ideas of
Jivine perfection tend to discredit the notion of occasional inter-
rence. It is derogatory to Infinite Power and Wisdom to suppose
order of things so imperfect that it must be interrupted and
jolated to provide for the emergency of a revelation.”®* The objec-
n proceeds from low and unworthy views of the vast importance
f that revelation to attest which the miracle is said to be wrought.
or what purpose is that revelation given ? Isit not to promote the
esent and eternal well-being of intelligent, immortal, and morally
esponsible agents ? And is not this infinitely more important than
he mere regulation of the movements of a material system? The
» are not to be compared. Is there, then, anything unworthy the
niversal Governor if He should make the material or physical world
bserve the interests of the moral and spiritual ? Or is there
nything incredible in the assertion that the deviations from the

‘Hume says, that when any one bears testimony to a miracle, “if the falsehood
his testimony would be more miraculous than the event which he relates, then,

not till then, can he pretend to demand my belief or opinion.” No statement
ould be more reasonable ; and the Christian maintains that he has testimony to
ce whose falsehood would be a mightier wonder than the miracle attested.
then, is the next step to be taken? Clearly, to take up the miracles which
os allege to be true, to set their evidence fully and distinctly forth, and
out that, however plausible that evidence might be, its fallaciousness
1ld be no miracle compared with the miracle it affirmed. But every reader of
ne’s essay knows that he has done nothing of the sort. Christian miracles
e quietiy put by him out of court; and he calls to the bar certain “miracles”
| whiclyx Ehri:tinnity has nothing to do, enters upon their evidence, eondemns
m as !'lllities‘, and then calmly informs the court that the Christian miracles
disproven. “ Jesus Christ,” he virtua}_l{ proceeds, ‘‘is allefed to have given
‘ht to the blind.” He may stand aside. Hereis a miracle performed by the god

pis with some specialty about the tail,—throug the instrumentality
'Vespasian, and we shall take it up instead. J Christ is said to have made
e lame walk. Well, the Cardinal R

ed by Christ. Jesus is affirmed to

ive if we can make it appear that

allezed themselves to have derived advan-

.” Such is literally Hume’s mode of

. There is not, to my knowledge, in the whole range of
like that.—Bayne’s ¢ Testimony of Christ to Christianity.”

Paley’s “ Evidences.”
¥ #Essays and Reviews,” Ess. iii., pp. 107-14
7
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order of the physical world may form an essential branch of the
arrangements and provisions of the moral branch of the Divine
administration? Why so morbid a jealousy of any departure from
the laws of the material universe, if by such departure a high end i
to be answered in the moral and spiritual world ?

3. J2is objected that miracles have beenwroughtin defence of acknow-
ledged falsehood, or in connection with if, and that this circumstance
deprives the miracles of Scripture of their worth. It is undeniable
that, within certain limits, evil spirits, the powers of darkness, are
suffered, in God’s sovereign wisdom, to counterfeit miracles, and that

these have a sufficient resemblance to true miracles to deceive those |

who have not received the love of the truth.! (See Rev. xvi. 14,
xiil, 11-14, xix. 20; 2 Thess. ii. g-11.) But let a full exami
nation be made of the signs and wonders that have ever been

employed in giving currency to falsehood; let them be compared |

with the miracles by which the Scriptures are attested ; and it will
be manifest that they were pure deceptions, destitute of those
conditions by which a real miracle is sustained. Z%e Egyptian
Magicians wrought many wonders in imitation of the works of
Moses, and were perhaps assisted in their “ enchantments,” or
sleights of hand, by diabolical power ; but when Moses went beyond
what could be imitated by sleight of hand or subtle contrivance,
as in the plague of lice, they were themselves obliged to confess the
interposition of ‘“the finger of God,” and we hear no more of their
attempts.® There were certain false prophets in Israel, who gave
“signs and wonders” to support the claims of idolatry (Deut.
xiii. I-4); but when it is remembered how frequently miraculous
works are claimed on the part of Jehovah, as the conclusive evidences
of His authority and truth, and how He challenges all the gods of
the heathen and their devotees to the production of similar proofs
of their Divine claims (Deut. xviii. 21, 22 ; Isa. xli. 21-23, xliv. 7, 8),
the inference is inevitable that *the signs or wonders ” spoken of
did not involve anything really miraculous—any deviation from, or
suspension of, the laws of nature—but were mere wonders of power
or knowledge, such as a superior acquaintance with those laws, and
a more shrewd and penetrating foresight of the results of sympto-
matic events and circumstances, might readily enough account for,
And the Israelites, always prone to idolatry, are warned against all
hasty and rash conclusions, as if such wonders occasionally coming
to pass, the secret of which they might not be able fully to discern,

! British and Foreign Evangelical Review, vol, v., No. xvii,, art. ‘3. o
* Celsus compared the miracles of the Gospels with the tricks of magicians, and
suggested that they were from the same source. To this Origen replied with

force, that ¢ there would indeed be a resemblance between them, it Jesus, like the £
Qealers in magical arts, had performed His works for show ;” but no juﬁgler byhis

proceedings attempts to persuade men to reform their manners or “fo live as men

who are justified by God.” But Jesus, both by His life and His miracles, strove to

lead men to live new lives and to have * constant reference to the gooci

of the universal God.” His life and miracles showed ‘‘that He was

appeared in human form to do good to our race.” For the fulllﬁassn  see
cene Library.

pleasure

against Celsus, Origen’s Works, vol. i., p. 475; Clark’s * Anti-
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wolved anything really miraculous, really evidential of Divine
ims.  7/e case of the Witch of Endor is often adduced in proof
genuine miracles have been wrought by other than Divine power.
it read the whole case, as recorded in I Sam. xxviii. 11-14, and
it not evident that the appearance of Samuel was effected, not
by any of the arts and incantations of the sorceress, but by
immediate intervention of the power of God, to the astonishment
terror of the woman herself, and for the purpose of prophetically
nonishing the apostate King of Israel ?”' Ouwr Lord's templation
ithe Devil is regarded as evidence that Satan can work miracles
att. iv. 1-11) ; but whatever may be the difficulties attending some
ticulars of its explanation, there does not appear to be anything
necessarily miraculous, or which is not capable of explanation,
without the supposition of any miracle at all. The Devil set Jesus
a pinnacle or wing of the temple, but there is no proof that he
nsported Him through the air. He “showed Him all the kingdoms
‘the world in a moment of time;” but these universal terms,
koumené and kosmos, are often used in a less extended sense, and
we apprehend, to be interpreted in the present instance as
mifying a large extent of inhabited country, in all its variety,
es, and glory. And if so, there is nothing supernatural in the
This subject might be pursued at great length; but the
wclusion of an attentive examination would be, that no genuine
acle was ever wrought in attestation of anything but truth, nor,
the Divine government, ever can be.

PR A IR R - PN o K A RN F W e

—Do the miracles of the Bible satisfy the required condi-
ns for the purpose of attesting and confirming messages from
d?

These conditions may be reduced to four:
1. They must be of an unusual and exceptional character. When
sy become habitual with any regular law of recurrence, they cease
)be miraculous ; and if they become frequent, but remain irregular
id unaccountable, they will cease to startle or surprise, and will
i to be classed with the unexplained phenomena of the natural
ofld. And the Bible teaches clearly that miracles were a rare ex-
tion, and not the ordinary rule of Divine Providence.
2. They must be publicly wrought. Itwould contradict their great
ect if they were “done in a corner,” and there were no adequate
nesses of their reality. This condition, again, is satisfied in the
hest degree by the main body of the miracles, both of the Old
New Testament.
, There must be a consistent plan in their distribution and occur-
ge. 1f they are the real credentials of Divine messages, we
uld expect them to abound at marked eras of revelation, when
e is some conspicuous unfolding of the Divine will, and to be
sparingly exhibited in those intervals, when there is merely a

his view has been adopted by Delany, Waterland, Clarke, Farmer, Henderson,
and others.




B

2N

Bl

S LT e ey, e e

66 THE INSPIRATION OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES.

continuation of former degrees of light, and no sign of any new
message from God to man. And it is plain that this character
belongs to the whole series of miracles which the Bible records.
Occasional miracles were wrought from Adam to Moses. But when
the new dispensation was to be ushered in at the time of the exodus,
and the revealed will of God was to be embodied in a written and
permanent form by the great lawgiver of the Jews, then we meet
with a profuse display of miraculous agency, which lasted till the
chosen people had entered into their promised inheritance. After
that the miracles were few, till the Theocracy under the law began
to wane, and new revelations were to be given by Prophets to com-
plete the old covenant, and link it with the Gospel that was to
follow. Then public miracles reappear, which continued through
the two generations of Elijah’s and Elisha’s ministry. When the

Sinaitic covenant was waxing old, and the code of Old Testament

prophecy was nearly complete, signs and wonders were withdrawn
through the long space of five hundred years. Then came the dis-
pensation of the Messiah, and we are suddenly confronted once more
with “ mighty deeds ” to ratify the messages of the Gospel, which,
like the others, reach through a space of forty years and upward.
But when the Church is founded, and the sacred canon is brought
to a close, miracles suddenly cease or insensibly melt away. Thus,
every feature of their arrangement confirms the faith of the Church,
that they are credentials appointed by God to confirm and ratify His
own messages of holiness and grace.

4. There must be the presence of a moral purpose, and so form one
part of the message which they seal. And this feature severs the
Bible miracles from the idle tales of marvels with which a sceptical
criticism would confound them. The miracles of our Lord, with
scarcely an exception, are parables also. Some deep spiritual truth
shines through the supernatural history, and in the benevolence of
their character they answer well to the grace which forms the distin-
guishing glory of the Gospel.!

XII.—What is prophecy ?

Prophecy is that gift of God, by which He employs and empowers
a creature to speak in His name and for Him; so that although
coming through the lips or writings of a man, the communication is

' “The Bible and Modern Thought,” See also * Christianity and Miracles at the
Present Day,” by the Rev. Principal Cairns, D.D., in “Present Day Tracts,” vol. i.;
¢ Are Miracles Credible ?” by the Rev. J. ]J. Lias, M.A.; “Can we Believe in
Miracles ?” by George Warrington. “The evidential function of a miracle is based
upon the common argument of design, as proved by coincidence. The greatest
marvel or interruption of the order of nature occurrin%lby itself, as the very conse-
quence of being connected with nothing, proves nothing; but if it take place in
connection with the word or act of a person, that coincidence proves design in the
marvel, and makes it a miracle ; and if that person professes to report a message
from heaven, the coincidence again of the miracle with the professed message
from God, proves design on the part of God to warrant or authorise the message,

The mode in which a miracle acts as evidence, is thus exactly the same in which

any extraordinary coincidence acts, it exists upon the general argument of design,
'.hoyugh the aiI::}lvxlar design is spe'cill and appropriate to the miracle.”—Mozleys
“Bampton Lectures,” p. 24.
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very deed the word of God.! But the prophetic gift has so fre-
gently been employed by the Divine will in revealing a knowledge
f future events, that the term has become generally associated with
uch revelations. And in this view it may be thus defined: * Pro-
hecy is a miracle of knowledge; a declaration, or description, or
epresentation of something future, beyond the power of human
gacity to discover or to calculate.”?

o me

 XIIL.—In what respect does prophecy compare with miracu-
pus works, as an evidence of inspiration ?

The latter are miracles of power, the former is a miracle of
nowledge ; they thus belong to the same category, as deviations
fom the established laws and course of nature. Of the two
tlasses of miracles, too, the end or purpose is the same. They
not designed for the gratification of an idle wonder or a vain
auriosity ; but for the manifestation and establishment of the mind
God to His intelligent creatures, on points of essential conse-
sence, at once to His own glory and to their happiness. (See
ohn xiii. 19, and John xx. 30, 31.) There is, however, one very
manifest difference between miracles of power and miracles of
mowledge. The former usually produce the greatest impression
pon those who actually witness their occurrence ; while prophecy,
n the nature of things, makes its strongest appeal to posterity.
evidence of miracles is as full at first as ever it will be; that
prophecy goes on increasing from age to age.

L7 0E E = IRCIe BLL E —

! ;
1: - XIV.—How does the gift of prophecy verify a man’s claims as
1 an inspired instructor?

h § In this way: “When the events are distant many years or ages
h om the uttering of the prediction itself, depending on causes
of ot so much as existing when the prophecy was spoken or recorded,
- | and likewise upon various circumstances and a long arbitrary

eries of things, and the fluctuating uncertainties of human volitions ;
nd especially when they depend not at all upon any external
gircumstances, nor upon any created being, but arise merely from
the counsels and appointment of God Himself; such events can
foreknown only by that Being, one of whose attributes is

3 Dr, G. Smith’s “Book of Prophecy.” ;
~ Rev. T, H. Horne’s “ Introduction.” ¢ Prophecy (1) signifies the method of the
divine announcement by special inspired agents ; (2) the prediction by these agents
of the coming accomplishment of the Divine purpose.”—Pope. The modern objec-
n to prophecy by Kuenen (in ‘his ¢ Prophets and Prophecy in Israel ”) and his
ool is thus stated by Professor Stanley Leathes :— Old Testament prophecy is
purely natural and psychological phenomenon, unique and historical indeed, but
imply natural as the accidental form in which the ¢principal religions ’ o('_ the
world developed and expressed itself. It has no claim to be regarded asa direct

supernatural message from God. All its manifestations can be explained on
hological principles, and must historically be so explained ; so we have, accord-
to Professor Kuenen, no longer any ground to look upon pro&;le?, and if
0t pi phegthe Id Testament itself, as in any special sense the Word of God.
Leathes’  Old Testament Prophecy,” p. 82, etc. is vol. is an able refutation of
above views. See also ¢ Prephecy a Preparation for Christ,” by Rev. R. Payne
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omniscience, and can be foretold by ‘ﬁm only to whom the ‘ Fathet
of lights’ shall reveal them; so that whoever is manifestly endued
with that predictive power must, in that instance, speak and act
by Divine inspiration, and what He pronounced of that kind must
e received as the word of God.”?

48 THE INSPIRATION OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES.

XV.—-What things are necessary to the validity of the argu.
ment from prophecy ?

1. That we have satisfactory evidence of the predictions having
been delivered before the events, and not having been contrived
and palmed upon the world after them.

2. That the events predicted should be such as, from their own
nature, or their distance in time; from their complexity, or from
other circumstances, could furnish no ground either of previous.
-assurance, or even of high probability, to those who looked forward
into futurity.

3. That the prophecy should be very full, very explicit, so that
there could be no possibility of accidental coincidence of the event |
with the prediction. :

4. That the event should accurately correspond with the prophecy,
and should be sufficiently notorious to admit of public examination.

“If in any writing, said to be prophetic, we meet with the union
of these characteristics, we may at once pronounce it to be Divine,
In Scripture prophecy they all concur. Take, for example, the |
dispersion of the Jews, as foretold by Moses (Deut. xxviii.) ; the |
destruction of Nineveh, as foretold by Nahum iii.; of Babylon, as
foretold by Isaiah xiii, and Ezekiel xxxi.; the succession of the
Babylonian, the Medo-Persian, the Grecian, and the Roman
Empires, as foretold by Daniel ii., viii.; and we shall find that in
them each of these particulars is distinctly realised. But ‘the"

-

testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.’ This is the great
topic of prophetic Scripture; and the predictions on this .subject
were stated so distinctly as to maintain, from age to age, a growi;:g;;“
expectation of His advent; they were so numerous as to extend
almost from the birth of time to within five hundred years of Husi
actual appearance; and, lastly, their fulfilment was to the letter,
and in the most public manner.”? ]

XVI.—What are the methods by which unbelievers explain the
agreement of the event with the prophecies of Scripture ? -

There are only three natural explanations, as is acknowledg
by the French infidel, Rousseau. Either the agreement is purely
accidental: but prophecy is so full and precise, giving such details

as to times, places, persons, circumstances, that this is no more
possible than it would be to produce an Zneid by throwing f

! Watson’s “ Catechism on the Evidences.” i
* Trefiry’s ““ Lectures on the Evidences.” Seealso ““The Evidence of Pn;ph bt

by Alexander Keith, D.D.; Rev. J. R. Gregory’s “Illustrations of ulgm
ophecy.”
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printed characters at hazard. It is a philosophical absurdity. Or
he event has been made for the prophecy: but this is no more
possible than that the history of Napoleon was arranged or made
it pleasure. It is an Zsforical absurdity. Or, lastly, the prophecy
been made for the event: but this supposition overturns all the
ws of criticism. It is a Ziferary absurdity. Turn which way we
vill, we can find no other issue.!

. XVIL.—How. can we reply to the objection so often urged
against the Scripture prophecies, namely, that they are clothed
o terms of indeterminate obscurity ?

- Why is not the language of prophecy as lucid as that of history ?
n some instances it is, there being no ambiguity and no symbol,
his is the case, “First, when those to whom the prediction was
nown were not themselves to be the instruments of its fulfilment,
and those who were to be the instruments of its fulfilment were in
gnorance of the prediction, e.g., the prophecy of the destruction of
ancient Babylon : this was known to the Israelites, who were not to
je the agents in affecting it ; while to the Medes and Persians, who
ere to be the mstruments of its verification, it was unknown.
econdly, when the predictions are of such a nature as that they
annot be effected otherwise than by the combined agency of those
» whom they are known, e.g., the prophecy of the universal diffusion
f the Gospel.” * But it is admitted that, in general, the language of
cripture prophecies  is figurative and symbolical, and, therefore,
pvested with a certain haze and obscurity. For this various reasons
lave been given : “ This partial obscurity harmonises with the whole
God’s providential plan; for, in the first place, God lays no
estraint on the freedom of man; and He would be constrained to
o so with respect to certain prophecies if they were couched in
iteral and historical terms, otherwise the enemies of the faith would
onspire to prevent their accomplishment, while the friends of truth
jould combine to insure their fulfilment. In general, God would
His creatures fulfil the prophecy, without being aware of it
hemselves. In the second place, God does not force man's con-
fiction. He does not render truth so self-evident that there remains
lothing for man to do. On the contrary, He everywhere obliges him
0 seck and to pursue it, inasmuch as religion consists rather in the
elings of the heart than in the opinions of the mind. This remark
not applicable to revealed religion only; it is the same with
tural religion. The existence of Goaq, and the immortality of the
oul, are they at once and to all as clear as the day?”* ‘ Nothing
n be clearer than that the terms in which predictions are couched
lould be such as neither, by their too intelligible plainness, to
waken the suspicion of collusion for their accomplishment, nor,
y their too impenetrable obscurity, to leave the correspondence

1 Adol uonod-«Lucm..- * Wardlaw’s ¢ Systematic Theol
a Rev. A. Monod’s “Lucilla. 2 .
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between the prediction and the event undiscernible when the fulfil
ment actually arrived.”?

VIII.—How can we reply to the objection that there have been
pretenders to the gift of prophecy, and predictions which the
events proved to be false; and that, therefore, our reliance upon
what are said to be prophecies must be very feeble?

“We admit the fact; but we cannot allow that because there have
been some false prophecies there are none true and worthy of im-
plicit confidence ; on the contrary, we maintain that the existence of
fictitious predictions is a strong presumption that some predictions
are Divine. If there were no current money, there would be no
counterfeit coin; and if there had never been a true prophet, we
cannot easily conceive that there would have been any pretenders to
that character.”? Let any one look through the vast range of
literature of ancient or modern times, and produce any predictions
that bear the same marks of genuineness as those of Holy Scripture.
Let him examine all the oracles and divinations of paganism, and
see if they can be brought to the standard that has been mentioned
above. We repeat the challenge, and know that it cannot be met.

4 XIX.—Are we then to conclude that a genuine prophecy is in

the power of God only, and can be uttered by none except under
His direct inspiration ?

Yes; the most full and explicit assertions on this subject are
found in the Book of God. *Sagacious men and fallen spirits may
form very clever conjectures as to the result of causes in actual
operation, and may, therefore, suggest, with some approach to accu-
racy, events which are likely to occur at no distant date. But
nothing save the infinite prescience of the eternal God can foretell
the actual occurrence of future contingent events.”* How plainly is
this stated in Isa. xlvi. g, 10. And the sacred writers were instructed
to challenge the production of any equal or analogous displays of
prescience from the followers of the numerous idol deities or false
gods, whose worship abounded in their country and times (Isa. xli.
21-23). When, therefore, an individual can satisfactorily prove that
he is endowed with the power of prophetic utterance, he may be
considered as having substantiated his claims to the character of an
ingpired instructor.

XX.—What are the leading internal proofs that the writers of
the Old and New Testament were inspired ?

We have already referred to the Zonour paid by our Lord fo the
Holy Scriptures, how He affirmed the principle of their supreme
authority, and uniformly acted upon it. See Quest. iii., p. 55. And
it is of great importance that this should be borne in mind, especially
in the present aspects of religious controversy. But other internal
proofs of inspiration shall be adduced.

* Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology.’ * Treffry’s ‘ Lectures on the
Evidences.” s Dr; ;8 Smith’s * Book of Prophecy.”
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1. The wonderful unity that is apparent in _the Sacred Books.
This is patent to the most casual observation. There is not a book
‘which does not contribute something to our stock of information
relative to the ways of God with man ; not one the absence of which
ould not produce a gap in the continuity of our knowledge. The
complete Scriptures contain an entire (though brief) history of man
in his relation towards God. They take up the wondrous story in
e eternity before time, carry it on consecutively over the whole
course of time, and only cease with the eternity after time. Through-
out the whole of these ages one harmonious plan of redemption
narches on towards its accomplishment. We are presented with
its first beginnings, in the promise of a Redeemer, in Eden; are
invited to watch the calling, growth, and history of the family and
‘nation selected to furnish its human instruments ; we view its actual
tion in the life, death, and resurrection of our Lord Jesus; and
“we find in the Apocalypse a sketch of its fortunes in the world up
to the coming of our Lord. Throughout this connected line no one
book could be omitted without omitting a link, and leaving some
essential point of the history unexplained. And if the books thus
‘composed at very different periods, and by men of widely different
character, position, and circumstances, are yet found to constitute
‘one whole and single work, united throughout by a unity of thought
and purpose ; if collusion or mutual agreement among the separate
writers was clearly impossible, then this unity can only have been
impressed on the work by Divine intelligence, and constitutes the
stamp of Divine inspiration.!

" 2. The grandeur and sublimity of their contents. Many of them
lie beyond the possible scope of any human knowledge. This is
rue of many of the historical facts, of the interposition of God in
human affairs, of the purposes contemplated in them, and of the
incomprehensible mysteries connected with the being and nature
of God. The history, the doctrines, and the morality of the Bible
lie equally beyond the sphere of human reason. And many of the
~ truths that it reveals are so profound in themselves that, when
revealed, the loftiest human intellect is lost in their heights and
depths. Hence the book is believed to be a Divine book. The
sublimity t")f its subject-matter attests its higher than human
authorship.

3. The absolute veracity. of their teachings. None will deny that
mors have taken place in transcription, that dates have been
inaccurately copied, that glosses have been interpolated. We
save the determination of these questions to the ordinary resources
f criticism. We take the text as identified with the original auto-
raphs, and we affirm that it contains truth, and nothing but truth.

1 4God’s Word Written,” by Rev. E. Garbett, M.A. Thi; subject is treated
fith great clearness and force by Lord Chancellor Hatherley, in his work on “The
uperhuman Origin of the Bible inferred from itself,” by
also p. 43.
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On no one point has criticism discovered a single contradiction te

known facts, while it has brought to light an astonishing accordance

with them. Exactly in proportion as our knowledge of the countries,

circumstances, and nations alluded to in Scripture has become more

precise and minute, have all the statements of Scripture been more

and more verified. Where ground has apparently existed for im-

pugning its accuracy, further information has proved the objections

to be only the product of human ignorance; and it is natural to

conclude that what further information has done for some difficulties,

it would do, should it be vouchsafed to us, for all.! “Thy word is

truth.” Hence follows the inference, that the God of Truth Himself

directed the human instruments, They wrote as they were moved

by Him. Nothing but the full inspiration of His Spirit could give

to their words the attribute of perfect and unmingled truth.

4. We must also refer to what by some writers is classed amongst

the internal evidences of Divine inspiration, viz. he moral influence

_which the Scriptures exert wherever th are. ety a7

p believed,  Other Wiitings “have~béen reverenced as sacred and
' Divine, but they have left their adherents degraded in intellect,
polluted in morals, palpably and grossly estranged from all that

constitutes dignity and happiness. We refer for proof to the Shastras
of the Brahmin, the Koran of the Mussulman, and to the works of
the most celebrated legislators of antiquity—as Minos, Zoroaster,
Lycurgus, Solon, Pythagoras, etc® But when we turn to the
Bible, all is changed. Wherever its principles are understood, and
its precepts carried into practice, you will find all that constitutes

the grace, the strength, the purity, the perfection of social and
spiritual life. What is it that has laid so deeply the foundations
of our national freedom ; that has covered the land with seminaries
of education, with asylums for the sick and the destitute; that
has impelled the human intellect onwards in the path of discovery;
that has mitigated the horrors of war, and is gradually extinguishing
the war spirit; that has broken the fetters of the slave ; that has
elevated woman to that rank in society to which she is justly
entitled; and which has secured to the toiling multitudes the
inestimable boon of one day’s rest in seven ? For all these national
! and social blessings we are indebted to the influence of the Bible!
I Nor must we omit the higher, because the saving, influence which
¢ the Bible exercises on the inner, spiritual life of man. It is the
: medium through which the Divine Spirit acts in purifying the soul
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* Attempts have been made again and again, to show that Scripture and science
are at variance; all that has been prove is, that scientific theories are often in
conflict with Scripture, and with some alleged theological opinions. See Dawson's
(Dr. J. W.) “Origin of the ‘World, according to Revelation and Science 3" “Science
and Religion,” by Alexander Winchell, LL.D.; “Scientific Sophisms,” by 8§,
Wainwright, D.D.; “The Relations between Religion and Science,” by Bishop
Tem;le, ete, & * “God’s Word Written,” by Rev. E. Garbett, M.A.

s * See also chap. ii., pp. 24, 25. = 3
|5 ¢ See\also chap. ii., pp. ;9—5; See “Gesta Christi, or a History of Humane
Progre_ss under Christianity,” by Charles Lorin Brace; “The Dlvmre) g:iﬂ'n of

‘5 Christianity indicated by its Historical Effects,” by Richard S. Storrs,
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o man—in bringing it under the influence of new motives, new
esires, new principles; and when the affections of men are once
ought under its influence they are “ new creatures,” notwithstand-
g their former circumstances, prejudices, and habits. To exhaust
iis subject would require a volume. And who sees not that we
ave here another convincing proof that the Bible is from God ?
“An evil tree bringeth not forth good fruit.” If, therefore, this
evelation were not of God, it could do nothing.”!

' XXI.—Does the inspired authorship extend equally to all the
eontents of the canonical Scriptures ?

- Some have contended that the sacred writers were inspired in
al matters lying beyond the range of human discovery, such as
doctrinal teaching relative to the nature of God, and the mode of
nan’s salvation ; but that on all matters falling within the natural
inge of human knowledge, such as historical and biographical
| details, they were left to the unassisted use of their own faculties.
o this notion we strongly object. The historical facts constitute
ne of the principal means of verifying the entire revelation? We
ve no possible means of putting to any practical test its doctrines;
ut we have means of testing the accuracy of historical facts. And
n these facts, therefore, God has supplied the means of ascertain-
ng the truth of that Book, whose highest object is to reveal doctrines
ltogether belonging to another sphere. The simple fact, that in
this way alone could a verification be afforded, is enough to prove
hat the historical portions of Scripture are inseparably identified
vith the doctrinal, and form component parts of one and the same
evelation, invested with one and the same authority. Moreover,
wonderful accuracy of Scripture, in its minute historical details,
n only be explained by the exercise of a Divine omniscience.
This accuracy is not confined to a single book, or to a single writer,
I to a single section of the scriptural writings; it is the quality
the Scriptures in general. It has been traced in particulars
hich are more or less incidental to the main object of the narra-
; particulars which a human writer, diffident of the extent of
s own knowledge, might have omitted altogether, or where a bold
ind careless writer might have added details at haphazard; and
particulars, many of which could not possibly fall within the
ersonal knowledge of the writer, and for which no effort ofamemory,
extent of information can account. Now, we maintain, that this
ninute veracity is not the result of anything personal to the
idividual man, but of some general influence which they partake
0 common. Divine inspiration extends equally to historical and
ographical details, and to its sublimest doctrines. It follows,
jerefore, that an equal authority pervades the whole BOdY of the
Criptures. ey are zze VWord of God
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) Seemoa this ‘zlbject Horne’s * Introduction,” vol. i., chap. v., sec. 4; Watson’s
Tont e
1+ See No:'e. p- 38 * “God’s Written Word,” by Rev. E. Garbett, M.A.
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XXII.—Are we, then, to suppose that the same force of 1n«
spiration, so to speak, was exerted upon each of the sacred
writers, or upon the same writer throughout his writings, what-
ever might be its subject?

“There is no necessity that we should so state the case in
order to maintain what is essential to our faith—the plenary in-
spiration of each of the sacred writers. Traditional history and |
written chronicles, facts of known occurrence, and opinions which
were received by all, are often inserted or referred to by the sacred
writers. There needed no miraculous operation upon the memory
to recall what the memory was furnished with, or to reveal a fact
which the writers previously and perfectly knew. But their plenary
inspiration consisted in this—that they were kept from all lapses of
memory, or inadequate conceptions, even on these subjects; and
on all others the degree of communication and influence, both as }
to doctrine, facts, and the terms in which they were to be recorded
for the edification of the Church, was proportioned to the necessity
of the case, but so that the whole was authenticated or dictated by
the Holy Spirit with so full an influence that it became truth without
mixture of error, expressed in such terms as He Himself ruled on
suggested. This, then, seems to be the true notion of plenary in-!
spiration,—that for the suggestion, insertion, and adequate enuncia-
tion of truth, it was full and complete.” !

XXIII.—What is meant by verbal inspiration ?

By verbal inspiration is meant that “ the inspired servants of Gg%‘
while they retained the proper use of the powers and faculties wit

which the God of Providence had endued them, were a,lway&guﬁed
or assisted to use such language as would convey ‘the mind of the
Spirit’ in its full and unimpaired integrity.”? “It does not imply,
then, (1) that a supernatural influence made the words or communi-
cated the knowledge of them for the first time to the writers. Nor
does it involve (2) that the peculiar habits and familiar mode of
language of the writer did not mould the sentences and the place of
the individual words, perhaps their very form. Nor (3) does it exclude
the possibility that the fact affirmed by the use of some particular
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* Watson’s “‘ Conversations for the Young.”
* Dr. Hannah. The controversy among orthodox divines respecting what is
lled verbal inspiration appears to arise in a great measure from the different
es affixed to the phrase. Dr. Henderson, who is among the most candid and
able Writers opposed to the doctrine of verbal inspiration, seems to understand the
doctrine as denoting the # diat jcation to the writers of every word
and syllable and letter of what they wrote, independently of their intelligent agency,
and without any regard to their peculiar mental faculties and habits; while those
who most earnestly and successfully contend for the higher views of inspiration,
particularly Calamy, Haldane, and Gaussen, consider the doctrine they maintain
as entirely consistent with the greatest diversity of mental.endowments, culture,
and taste of the writers, and with the most perfect exercise of their intelligent
agency,—consistent with their using their own memory, their own reason, t|
own manner of thinking, and their own lan§-ua e ;—consistent, too, with their
making what they were to write the subject of diligent and laborious stud&loﬂy\-
snsisting that it was all under the unerring guidance of the Divine Spirit.—Kitto's
% Biblical Cyclopaedia,” 3rd ed., art. /uspiration.
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d, as, for instance, that the sons of Esarhaddon found refuge in
menia, might have been known to the writer, where such know-
dge was possible, by the ordinary channels of human information.
b short, it does not involve any denial that the man wrote it to
hose authorship the particular book is imputed. Verbal inspiration
dmits all this, but goes on to assert that there was a concurrence
"{he act of God with the act of man. (1) He endowed the man
ithose particular gilts, and chose him to be His instrument.
2) He guided his mind in the selection of what he should say, and
the revelation of the material of his writing, where such revelation
s made necessary through the defect of human knowledge. (3)
e acted in and on the intellect and heart of the writer in the act
‘committing the words to writing, not only bestowing a more than
man elevation, but securing the truthfulness of the thing written.
d moulding the language into the form accordant to his own will.
o sum up the whole, verbal inspiration simply amounts to this—
at while the words of Scripture are truly and characteristically the
d :mGﬁ,”tlhey are at the same time fully and concurrently the

XXIV.—Is verbal inspiration asserted by the immediate and
sct testimonies of the inspired writers ?

A considerable portion of the entire Scriptures consists in direct
sssages from God. These are found in the latter portion of the
ok of Exodus, the entire Book of Leviticus, many chapters in
euteronomy and Numbers, the greater part of the prophecies of
aiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, Micah, Zechariah,
the whole of the prophecies of Zephaniah and Habakkuk. In
se cases we find the direct communications ascribed imme-
jately to God, being introduced with * Thus saith the Lord,” or
ualogous terms. No assertion of the existence of inspired words—
at is, of words which carry with them the Divine authority—can
g stronger than this. The positive expressions, “ My God saith,”
The Spirit of God said,” etc., must imply a verbal message if it
s anything. To the same class belongs the personal teaching
our Lord. Surely His words were inspired.
But let us look at the question in relation to both the Old and
ew Testament. In the case of the Old Testament, the writers of
e New, including our Lord Himself, testify to its verbal inspiration,
ace they quote it in a manner inexplicable on any other principle.
12 majority of instances they quote, not its sense merely, but its
ds, and Test the authority of great doctrines on single phrases,
d even on single words, taken from different parts of the Old
sstament, and so separated from their context as to show that the
ds themselves are considered to be authoritative.? And, besides
s, while David, Moses, etc., are distinctly recognised as the writers
the books bearing their names, the Holy Spirit is plainly declared
peak through them: “ The Holy Ghost, by the mouth of David,

} Garbett’s “God’s Word Written.” * Tbid.
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spake” (Acts i. 16); *“ Well spake the Holy Ghost, by Esaias” (Acts
xxviii. 25). That these specified portions contain the very words
of God is expressly asserted in the word “spake,” and no consistent
believer in the authority of Scripture can call it into question. ‘
We find, indeed, that our Lord promised such a plenary assistance
to His Apostles in their time of special difficulty, that it would *not
be ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost” (Matt. x. 20.) The idea
evidently intended is, “ The instructions which ye in general give
are derived not so much from yourselves as from the Holy Spirit,
Hence, when ye are called on to defend your doctrines, ye need feel
no anxiety, but may confidently rely on the Holy Spirit to vindicate
His own doctrines, by suggesting to you the very words of your
defence.”' St. Paul positively asserts this verbal inspiration
(1 Cor. ii. 13). ’

XXV.—Are we to believe that verbal inspiration belongs to
every part of the Sacred Writings ?

If by this is meant that every word of Scripture is dictated by the
Holy Spirit—that, in fact, the writers are the *“ pens ” of the inspirer,—
it is evident that such a theory cannot be maintained. God used the
human instrument, not as a dead mechanism, but as the living being
he was; and so permitted His words, style, and manner to be
coloured by the personal peculiarities of the instrument. So it was
with the Prophets. The same God spake through Moses and Isaiah, |
Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and the words were His. The style impressed
on them by the Prophet was much the same as the difference of
accent and emphasis, of tone and manner, with which four different
speakers might deliver one and the same message.’? At the same
time, ‘it by no means follows that both words and manners weré
not greatly altered, as well as superintended by this Divine inspira-
tion, although they still retained a general similarity to the unin-
fluenced style and manner of each, and still presented a characteristic
variety. Certain it is, that a vast difference may be remarked
between the writings of the Apostles and that of the most eminent
Fathers of the times nearest to them, and #%af, not only as to
precision and strength of thought, but also as to language. This

i

! Storr and Flatt. )
*This view of plenary inspiration is fitted to relieve the difficulties and objections
which have arisen in the minds of men from the variety of talent and taste which |
the writers exhibited, and the variety of style which theyused. See, it is said, how
each writer expresses himself naturally, in his own way, just ashe was accustomed
to do when not inspired. And see, too, we might say in r:gly. how each Apostle,

Peter, Paul, or John, when speaking before rulers, with the promised aid of the

Holy Spirit, spoke naturally, with his own voice, and in his own way, as he
been accustomed to do on other occasions when not inspired. There is no me
objection to plenary inspiration in the one case than in the other. The men
faculties and habits of the Apostles, their style, their voice, their mode of spe
all remained as they were. What, then, had the Divine Spirit to do? What
the work which appertained to Him ? We re ly, His work was so to direct th
Apostles in the use of their own talents and habits, their style, their voice, and all
their peculiar endowments, that they should speak or write each in his own way,
Just what God would have them spéak or write for the good of the Church in

ages.—Kitto’s “ Biblical Cyclopadia,” 3rd ed., art. Inspivaiion.
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rumstance is at least strongly presumptive, that although the
yle of inspired men was not stripped of the characteristic pecu-

Ifity of the writers, it was grea exalted and controlled.”!

VI.—Are not the many minor details which are found in
eripture history inconsistent with plenary inspiration ?

In other words, would it not be unworthy of the majesty and
mniscience of God to suppose His Spirit to have inspired the
tails of genealogy, or the particulars of ordinary earthly events?
Je reply—(1) The detailed facts of Scripture constitute essential
ks in the historical unity of the entire revelation. As in human
inguage, if all words of conjunction, and of grammatical dependence,

omitted, the intelligent sentences of human language would
me mere strings of isolated words without a meaning ; so, were
the human details of the scriptural narratives taken away, the
nity of the plan now pervading the entire revelation would be
bsolutely lost, and the scheme of the Divine plan would be
pterrupted in the same degree. Hence, it would be as unreasonable
) allege these details to be unworthy of the majesty of a Divine
uthor as it would be to allege the absurdity of ascribing to the
nius of Milton the little words which connect the sublime diction
the “ Paradise Lost.” (2) Minute detail is inseparable from all
gman action. It is, therefore, inseparable also from doctrines
uching human life and action; and if the doctrine be consistent
th the majesty, wisdom, and goodness of God, the facts and
cord of the facts must be consistent with them likewise. (3) The
ily possible means afforded to man of verifying the truth of Scrip-
ire, and of distinguishing it from the false impostures of man, is
ipplied by these details on points of topography, genealogy, history,
If, therefore, we suppose it to be the will of God to afford to
ankind some means of verifying the accuracy of His inspired Word,
je addition of these little details is only what an adequate concep-
on of His purposes would lead us to expect.?

KVII.—How can the doctrine of plenary inspiration coincide
th the alleged discrepancies which distinguish the citations
om the Old Testament in the New?

1. It must be remembered that, in many instances, the writers
 the New Testament do not profess to quote the words, they
srely refer to the semse of the more ancient writers, e.g., Matt.
,23; John vi. 45, vii. 38, viii. 17; Acts x. 43; Rom. i. 2, vii. 1,
4, x. 11, xiii. 9; 1 Cor. i. 31; 2 Cor. ix. g, etc. Forgetfulness of
s has been one, among others, of the prolific causes of misappre-
nsion relative to the New Testament quotations of the Old
ent Scriptures.
2. In other instances, passages from the Old Testament are
duced in the New, not for the purpose of explaining the language

! Watson’s “ Conversations for the Young.”
* Garbett’s “ God’s Word Written.”
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employed, or of giving its literal sense, but #n accommodation to
particular circumstances of which the writer is treating. In the
narratives of the Evangelists, the phrase,  That the Scriptures might
be fulfilled,” is often to be understood in this way. “And surely,
if 2 human author may quote himself freely, changing the expression,
and giving a new turn to his thought, in order to adapt it the more
perspicuously to his present purpose, the Holy Spirit may take the
same liberty with His own. The same Spirit that rendered the Old
Testament writers infallible in writing only pure truth in the very
form that suited His purpose then, has rendered the New Testament
writers infallible in so using the old materials, that while they elicit
a new sense, they teach only the truth, the very truth, moreover,
contemplated in the mind of God from the beginning, and they teach
it with Divine authority.”?

3. And may we not, in these citations, assume the operation of
a Divine intention, which overruled a seemingly independent writer,
to provide for the interpretation of the passages adduced by employ-
ing one word rather than another? * The inspired writers of the
New Testament were God’s interpreters, commissioned to reveal
the predetermined counsels of His will.” As such, their function
was not so much to quote the teachings of the Prophets, as to
explain. And, being guided to inmferpret by the same Holy Ghost
by whom the ancient writers were guided to wrife, they could pass
infallibly through the words to the sense, and give to the Church
the authoritative record of what * the Spirit which was in them (the
Prophets) did signify.” Who shall interpret the words, but He who
first inspired them ?

These remarks apply to the various classes of Old Testament
texts that are given in the New Testament with verbal alterations,
But in the majority of instances, as we have already seen, quotations
are given with verbal accuracy, and elaborate arguments are founded
on single phrases, and even on single words. Several instances of
this character occur in the personal teaching of our Lord. (See
Matt. iii. 3, iv. 4, xix. 5, xxi. 13, 16; Luke iv. 21.) In the narrative
of His trial and crucifixion, there are also many notable cases of
similar verbal reference on the part of the Evangelist (Matt. xx&
9, 10, 35.) In the Acts of the Apostles, the same method of verbal
quotation is continued (Acts ii. 27, 34, iv. 25, xiii. 47). But in the
argumentative portions of the Epistles, we find these illustrations |
most abundantly.? The inspired writers of the New Testament rest |
positive doctrines, and frame elaborate arguments, on the authority
of single sentences and single words of the Old Testament Scri
tures; “If any one will take the trouble of examining these evidences,
he will find them marked by two peculiarities: (1) Although th
quotation of the whole sentence be verbally inaccurate, the quotation
of the particular phrase, or particular word, on which the stress o

1 ¢ Qutlines of Theology,” by A. A. Hodge.

8 See “ God's Word Written,” by Rev. E, Garbett, M.A., pp. 358-61, where a gres
number of illustrations of this are cited. & i :
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ithority is laid, is invariably accurate, and the context is added,
enerally, in order to identify the passage, but for no further reason.
Ihe exclusive attention thus fixed on particular words can only
ve arisen from the belief that these single words are God’s words,
ected by His intention, and, therefore, clothed with His authority.
2) It will be observed that passages, from different writers, are
rouped together as the harmonious evidence of some common
uth; ¢.¢., the Divine nature and glory of the Son of God are
proved in Heb. i., by parts of sentences, selected for the sake of their
mphatic words from three different Psalms and from the First
ook of Samuel. Similar instances occur in Rom. iv. 3, 6, 7, 8;
7, 16, 17, 20, 25 ; where single expressions and single words are
sharply separated from the context, and used in a sense which the
sentiment of the context would not of itself have suggested. If
ere be verbal inspiration, this mode of quotation is as consistent
nd reasonable, as it is utterly inexplicable without it; for, if the
words were selected under the guidance of the perfect wisdom
f the Omniscient Being, then they are full of God, and must have
depth and reach of meaning, a faultless and unerring appropriate-
Bess, investing each single word with the full authority of the Deity.”

XXVIIL—How can the doctrine of plenary inspiration be re-
onciled with certain inaccuracies that are alleged to exist on
cientific subjects ?

- The inaccuracies which have been prominently adduced in the
nost recent attacks, relate to the Bible-astronomy and the History
of Creation ; and in Chap. V. we have shown that the Bible, in its
llusions to these subjects, if it does not teach exactly what the
liscoveries of modern science have asserted and proved, it contains
nothing which, when fairly interpreted, is opposed to the ascertained
acts of science ; therefore, the objections founded upon the alleged
ontradiction of these discoveries to the inspiration of the Scriptures
are futile and worthless. Referring the reader to that chapter, and
0 the many able works that have issued from the press on the
subject, we will only remark in this place, that the cases of apparent
onflict between revelation and science generally arise either out
f a mistaken interpretation of a text of Scripture, or out of a
istaken interpretation of some phenomenon of nature—as, for
ance, the production of light before the creation of the sun. In
first case, the contradiction disappears when the Scripture is
irly interpreted ; in the second, it disappears when an erroneous
ysical hypothesis is abandoned.

XXIX.—How can the doctrine of plenary inspiration be recon-
led with the apparent discordance between different statements
) the histories of the Bible ?

It is freely admitted that every word of God is pure. Itis im-
* Garbett’s ““God’s Word Written.”
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possible that in the respective representations of different inspired
writers there should be any real discrepancy; we do not say any
material or essential discrepancy, but any real discrepancy what-
ever. On the other hand, the Bible is not strictly and absolutely
free from all error in the shape in which it actually reaches the |

reat majority of its readers. Sli transmission and |
translation may intrude, and have intruded, which it remains for
the scholar to detect, and, as far as possible, to expunge. But
as to the apparent contradictions and historical discrepancies
which have seemed so formidable to some, we regard them as
nothing but phantoms which disappear before a rigid and exact
inquiry. It must be remembered that historical truth does not

quire that no facts should be omitted, since such a condition
would be impracticable ; nor does it require that in several narra-
tives of the same events the facts recorded should be absolutely
identical.! One part may be given and another omitted, or there
may be variety in the order of arrangement; or the fact given
may be viewed from different points, corresponding either to the
objects or to the personal character of the narrator. Such varia-
tions furnish a strong evidence of the veracity of the writers,
since they show their independence of each other. These varia-
tions only become contradictions when the different statements
are so palpably opposed to each other that one and all cannot be
equally true. Now, when these things are borne in mind, the
great proportion of those difficulties in Scripture history which
seem serious give way and vanish. Although, on the first aspect,
there appears incongruity such as we are at a loss to reconcile,
upon more close and attentive examination light breaks in upon |
the obscurity. We discover links of harmony; the appearance
of contradiction gives way in proportion as investigation advances;
and at length the two accounts are seen to be in perfect concord,
And there could not well be a more satisfactory evidence of truth
than this. And if there should be a few discrepancies still
existing (and they are comparatively very few) which bear any
signs of involving a real contradiction, it is only fair and reasonable
to conclude that this arises either from some corruption of the
copies, or from the necessarily desultory style of the narratives,
and from the frequent want thence arising of connecting links,
We cannot here enter in detail into the various cases of inaccuracy -
that have been exhibited by Christian critics or by sceptical adver-
saries. They are dwelt upon at length in Horne’s *Introduction,”
Paley’s “Evidences,” ‘“ The Bible and Modern Thought,” by Rew
T. R. Birks, M.A,, “ God’s Word Written,” and many other works
on the Divine authority of the Holy Scriptures referred to in this
and the preceding chapter. By perusing such works the reader
will see that the usual result of a close and candid examination i§
to bring to light some historic fact, some connecting link, some

' See note, p. 83
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gned coincidence, or some delicate harmony of truth which
capes the careless reader, and only reveals itself to a patient,
mble, and reverent study of these oracles of God.

In conclusion, it must ever be borne in mind, whep discussing
s subject of Divine Revelation, that there are two elements to
recognised—the one human, the other Divine—which are ever
inct, but never separate; and we must keep them so, neither
nfusing them together, nor allowing eithér “one ‘to absorb the
The whole..of .Scripture is Divine, and the whole of Scrip-~
iman ; none the less Divine becausé it is human; none
uman because it is Divine. *“ Holy men of old wrote "—
the human side; “as they were moved by the Holy -
"—here is the Divine. Yet both meet in the same word,
e two clauses are but the constituents of one sentence:

nen of old spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.”
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CHAPTER 1V.
THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY TRINITY.

SEectIiON L.
I. THE NATURE AND ATTRIBUTES OF GOD.

I.—What do the Scriptures teach respecting the nature nnd
attributes.of the Divine Being?

No language can adequately express or describe the nature and
perfections or attributes of the Divine Being. Having proved the
existence of God,' and the fact that He has revealed Himself to
man,? we must turn to that Revelation to ascertain what He has
declared concerning Himself. ‘

“ There is but one living and true God.” This unity of the
Divine Being is distinctly taught in Scripture. See Deut. iv. 35, 39,
vi. 4; 2 Sam. vii. 22; 1 Kings viii. 60; 2 Kings xix. 19; 1 Chron,
xvii. 20; Psalm lxxxvi. 10; Isa. xliii. 10, u, xlv. 22 ; Mark xii. 29, 32;
John xvii. 3; 1.Cor. viii. 4, Eph. iv. 63 3

I1.—What do we understand by the term attributes, as applmiL
to God ?

The attributes of God are the qualities or perfections of Hll
nature, which belong to, or are justly conceived of as existing in
Him. “The Divine attributes belong to God, not as though they
made up His nature, as though His whole being consisted only of
the combination of the same, but because they are the forms and
outward expressions in which His Being is revealed and become!
manifest.”

The Divine attributes are usually divided into nafural and mom&
The natural are those which belong to His existence as an infinit
and rational spirit, viz., Self-existence (or eternity), Freedom, Omnie
potence, Ommpresence, Omniscience, Wisdom. The moral attri-
butes are Holiness, Righteousness or Justice, Goodness, Love, Grace
or Mercy, and Truth.*

1 -

" %::lg;)aly theg:est deﬁnmon of the Dlvi:ee %ealgs‘ ?3 ha? &ptl.les_“s\xﬁestm'

fession of Faith,” which see.

* Qosterzee’s “ Christian Dogmatics,” p. ng
* Pope defines the Divine ntmbumna solute and related. See *

of Higher Theology,” pp.
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m.-?—Whnt are the proofs from Scripture of the Divine attri-
utes

1. The uniform teaching of Scripture is, that God is a Spirst

John iv. 24). He is “ the invisible God” (Col. i. 15; 1 Tim. i. 17),
hom no man hath seen, nor can see” (1 Tim. vi. 16).
2. God is an eternal Spirst, self-existent (Gen. xxi. 33). “I Am”
[Exod. iii. 14; Deut. xxxiii. 27 ; Psalm xc. 2; Isa. x1. 28; Rom. xvi.
26; Rev. iv. 8-11). Created intelligences are endowed with immor-
ality: God alone possesses eternity.
3. God is infinite, filling all space (Jer. xxiii. 24) ; the soul of the
miverse, but not as a part of it. Infinite in the perfection of all His
tiributes (2 C;u'on. vi. 18; Job xi. 7-9; Psalm cxlvii. 5 ; Isa. xl. 28;
Rom. xi. 33-35).
4 God is omnipotent, i.e., infinite in power (Gen. xvii. 1, xviii,
14; Job xlii. 2 ; Jer. xxxii. 17 ; Matt. xix. 26; Rev. xix. 6).
(1) God’s omnipotence is shown in ¢reafion, which is described
s His act, done by the exercise of His volition (Gen. i. 1; Exod.
. 11; 2 Kings xix. 15; Neh. ix. 6; Psalm xxxiii. 6, 9; Isa. xxxvii.
16; ger. x. 12, xxxii. 17 ; Amos iv. 13; Acts xiv. 15, xvii. 24; 1 Cor.
iii. 6; Col. i. 16; Rev. iv. 11).
(2) God’s omnipotence is shown i #he universality, variety, and
mulfitude of His works (Gen. ii. 1-4; Job ix. 5-10, xxvi. 7-14;
dsalm xix. 1, civ. 2-7, cxxxvi. 5-9; Isa. xl. 26, xlii. 5; Jer. x. 12;
om, i. 20; Col. i. 16). Also by the descriptions of His power
(Job n;nu 9-11; Psalm xviii. 9-15, civ. 28-32 ; Nahum i. 3-6; Hab.
il, 3-12).

(3) God's omnipotence is exeriised over animate as well as over
inanimate creation ; but its exercise is limited by His moral perfec-
ons. As a good man cannot do a bad act, though he may have
he opportunity, and the mental and physical power to do it, much
ess can God, though He is infinite in power, exercise it in doing
what is wrong. His almightiness is moral as well as natural, and
8 always controlled by infinite Holiness, Justice, and Love.

5. God is omnipresent (1 Kings viii. 27; Job xxviii. 24; Psalm
xiif, 13, 14, cxxxix. 7-12; Jer. xxiii. 23, 24; Amos ix. 2, 3; Acts
wil. 27, 28). If God be the Creator, Upholder, and Governor of all
hings, the idea of ubiquity is necessarily implied. His knowledge

His essence knowing, His actions are His essence acting ; but as
His knowledge and power are infinite, they, therefore, reach all
uration and space, and embrace all actions and events.

6. God is omnis.ient. The texts which prove the omnipresence,
the most part prove also the omniscience of God ; see also 1 Kings
iii. 30 ; Job xxxi. 4, xxxiv. 21, 22 ; Psalm xi. 4, xciv. 9-11, cxxxix,'s
tov, xv. 3; Isa. x1. 28 ; Jer. xxxii. 19; Dan. ii. 20-22; Heb. iv. 13.
(1) God’s intelligence is independent, i.e., it in no way depends
pon His creatures or their actions, but upon His own infinite intui-
on of all things possible or actual, past, present, or future (1 Sam.
giii, 11, 12 ; Isa. xlvi. 9, 10; Acts i. 24, xv. 18).

(2) God's intelligence és perfect and absolute, i.e., He knows all
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things directly in their essences, which are often hidden from us,
while we know them only in their properties, and as they stand
related to our senses.

(3) The foreknowledge of God is proved by the predictions which
He inspired the prophets to utter; and it follows also from the
perfections of His nature.

How the foreknowledge of God is to be reconciled with man’s
free agency and moral accountability, is one of the most awful and
dark problems of theology; indeed, it may be pronounced to be
insoluble by human reason. But both these doctrines are clearly |
stated in Scripture, and are established by abundant evidence. We
must, therefore, accept them “as of faith,” though we may not be
able to reconcile them.

In order to meet this difficulty, (¢) man’s moral freedom has been
denied by some; (4) others have maintained that God, being in-
finitely free, abstains voluntarily from knowing what His creatures
endowed with free agency will do; (¢) others, again, contend for a
middle knowledge (“scienta media”), i.e., foreknowledge as to what
free agents will voluntarily do under given circumstances.

None of these views are satisfactory. The first is opposed to
Scripture, reason, and experience. The second is based upon a
misconception, as though the omniscience of God were like His
omnipotence ; whereas, in fact, the former is a necessity of His
nature ; whereas the latter is His power in operation, and implies
that it may or may not be exercised as His will and wisdom may
determine. The #hird is true, but defective; since this “ middle
knowleage ” is necessarily implied in omniscience, as the less is
comprised in the greater.

(4) The prescience or foreknowledge of God does not impose any
course of conduct upon an intelligent free agent; it in no degree
affects his liberty of action. Man neither sins, nor follows holiness,
as the result of God’s foreknowledge ; so that arguments used to prove
that God's foreknowledge of man’s fall and its consequences is incon-

' gistent with, and opposed to, His goodness and justice are without

foundation.' 1
7. God is infinitely wise. God must know what is best; and
must, therefore, be conceived of as always adopting the means which -
will best accomplish His purposes; and that constitutes wisdom.

(1) God’s wisdom is manifested i the adaptation of means to the
end, as seen in creation (Job xxvi. 1-14, xxxvii. §-22 ; Psalm civ. 24;
Prov. iii. 19, 20; Isa. xl. 12-15; Jer. x. 12, 13); in Providence
(Job v. 9-16, xxxvii. 12-14; Psalm xxxiii. 8-19, cxiii. 5-9; Isa. xliv. |
24-28 ; Dan. ii. 20-22). God’s wisdom is exhibited in the variety,
beauty, order, and wondrous arrangements of nature; in the adapta-
tion of man to the world and the world to man ; of light to the eye,
and the eye to light, etc.? -8

(2) God’s wisdom is pre-eminently demonstrated in the plan
human salvation, by which the problem is solved as to how

1 See Watson’s “ Institutes,” part ii., cﬁap. iv. * See chap. i., pp. 19—18.
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an be just, and the justifier of him who believeth in Jesus (1 Cor.
24; Eph. i. 7-9, iii. o-11).
8. The perfect goodness of God is a glorious characteristic of His
nature, and is one of His moral attributes. It is shown in the
benevolence which embraces all mankind, and provides for their
welfare. It is exhibited in #ke mercy which the Divine Being shows
towards His fallen creatures, and in the provision He has made for
their relief and restoration to Himself. It is manifested in #e grace

‘which He gives to His creatures, which enables them to avail them-

selves of His merciful provision for their salvation, and to live so as

to please Him (Exod. xxxiv. 6; Numb. xiv. 18; Psalm xxv. 7, 8,

. cxix. 68 ; Nah. i. 7; Matt. xix. 17).
ow the exéstence of moral evil can be consistent with the in/finite
L goodness of God is a difficulty of the most awful character, the

‘omplete solution of which is impossible to man. But sin does

exist; and if God be the infinitely perfect Being which He is re-

presented to be, and which even natural theology requires He should
be, it must follow that the permission of sin, and all its terrible
consequences, is consistent with His holiness and goodness.!

9. God is infinitely Aoly in His nature and in His relations to

‘man (Psalm Ixxi. 22, cxi. 9; Isa. vi. 3; Hab. i. 13; 1 Peter i. 16;

. iv. 8, xv. 4).

0. Justice or righteousness is a Divine perfection. It is holiness

exhibited in government, and has been defined as Legislative,

‘Rectoral, and Judicial or Administrative ? (Exod. xxxiv. 7 ; Numb.
xiv. 18 ; Deut. xxxii. 4; Psalm xi. 7, boxix. 14, xcvii. 25 Jer. xxxii.
19; Zeph. iii. 5 ; 1 Peter i. 17).

" “11, The Zruth or Faithfulness of God is akin to His holiness and

justice. His truth implies that all He says and does is true. It
ncludes His veracity, “ He cannot lie.” The unchangeableness of
‘His laws, promises, and threatenings, result from His truth. His
faithfulness to all His promises manifests His truth. Nor does the

apparent failure of some promises or threatenings argue against this ;
for these are not always absolute, but more frequently conditional,
sither expressed or implied (Jonah iii. 4, 10).

Language is sometimes used which seems to show that God
changes His mind and actions. This, however, so far from being
any evidence of vacillation or changeableness, is, in fact, illustrative
of His truth and unchangeableness. It is the alteration in man’s
conduct and feelings towards God which causes the change in His
feelings and action towards men. To be insensible to repentance
and confession of wrong-doing, when united with a change of conduct
on man’s part, would be to represent God as a tyrant and monster.
Nor is it possible to represent God’s mercy and compassion in such
cases other than in language such as is used in Scripture, although
that language is necessarily defective. Gen. vi. 6; Exod. xxxii. 14 ;

Sahm. xv. 35; 2 Sam. xxiv. 16; Psalm cvi. 45; Joel ii. 13;

onah iv. 2.

See p. 84. 3 See Pope’s “ Compendium of Theology.”
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IV.—What do the Scriptures teach as to the mode of the Divine
existence ?

Scripture assumes the existence of God, and never attempts to
prove it; but in 7evealing Him it distinctly declares His Unizy.!

It is impossible to define the Unity of God; the word unity in
human language gives but a faint idea of it, barely serving to defend
the doctrine against the opposite error.? “Of all other objects of
thought we can imagine fellows or reproductions. But in God there
is absolute soleness, ¢ solezzas;’ though what lies in this essential
oneness, we know but partially.”*

“ We speak of God as one and indivisible, but also as unique and
incomparable” * (Exod. viii. 10 ; Deut. iii. 24 ; 2 Sam. vii. 22; 1 Kings
viii. 23; 1 Chron. xvii. 20; Psalm lxxxix. 6, 8 ; Isa. xlvi. 5, 9).

“Belief in the unity of God finds its support partly in the idea of
absolute perfection itself ; partly in the harmony of the laws, forces,
and phenomena of nature, and notably in the unity of the moral
law ; partly in the last place, in history, which clearly shows that
humanity, as it continues to develop itself, ever ascends from Poly-
theism to Monotheism, never the reverse. No wonder that the
latter may be called the common basis of the Law, the Gospel, and
of Islamism.”

The Unity of the Divine existence is made the basis of worship,
and the ground of obedience (Exod. xxxiv. 14; Deut. vi. 4, 5, 13,
x. 20; 2 Kings xvii. 36; Matt. iv. 10). :

It is the standing protest against Polytheism and Dualism (Exod,
xx. 3; I Sam. vii. 3 ; Isa. xlii. 8,xliv. 6, 8 ; 1 Cor. viii. 4). And equally
is the Divine Unity opposed to Pantheism (Psalm xciv. 7-11).

V.—But do not the Scriptures reveal a plurality of personsin
the Unity of the Godhead ? 4

They do. Dimly, as in Gen. i. 26, and in the name Elohim, often
applied to God.* More directly in the benediction and doxology
used by the Jewish priests (Numb. vi. 24-27 ; Isa.vi., compared with
John xii. 41; Acts xxviii. 25-27. Also in Isa. xlviii. 16). {

The plurality of persons is shown to be triune in the baptismal
formula, and in the apostolical benediction.”

Section II.
THE TRIUNE JEHOVAH.

I.—What is the meaning of the word Trinity ?

The word, in its Latin form, 77z#nitas, is derived from the adjective
Trinus, * three-fold,” or “three in one;” it is nowhere employed in
oly Scripture, but was a term invented and used as early as the

*See pp. 82, 83. * Po; * Po *Qosterz
3 pp'Ozo'stirzee.sp 4 ‘Soep.xup.. 'Soep.:z.ee'-n
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gecond century,' to express the doctri a single word, for the
[I.—What is the substance of Scripture teaching with regard

to this doctrine ?

- The doctrine, as delivered in the Bible, is very short, and amounts
fo this : “That in the entire and undivided unity of the Divine nature
there is a Trinity of personal subsistences, con-substantial, co-equal,
and co-eternal.” “In other words, that the one Divine nature exists
the personal distinction of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.”
This we conceive to be the extent of the information conveyed to
s respecting this doctrine in the inspired volume; and it is wise to
keep ourselves within the limits of the record. When the adversaries
of Trinitarianism insist on explanations of what is admitted to be
inexplicable, and on definitions of what the Bible has not defined,
let us follow the counsel of Hezekiah: ‘ Answer them not.” We
never can venture to explain on such subjects, further than the
testimony of the Bible warrants, without the risk and certainty of
darkening counsel by words without knowledge.*

- II.—What idea do we attach to the word “person” in con-
nection with this doctrine ?

It is clearly defined by Dr. Waterland to be “an intelligent agent,
aving the distinct characters, I, Thou, He.” By Locke thus: A
‘person “is a thinking, intelligent being, that has reason and reflec-
tion.” By Dr. Isaac Barrow thus: ‘“ By a person, we are to under-
stand a singular, subsistent, intellectual being; or, as Boethius
defines it, an individual substance of a rational nature.”® It has
‘been said that the term is not used in Scripture; and some who
‘believe the doctrine it expresses have objected to its use. But if
that which is clearly stated in Scripture be compendiously expressed
Dy this term, and cannot so well be expressed except by an incon-
venient periphrasis, it ought to be retained. Our translators,
however, believed that there is Scripture warrant for the term,
when, in Heb. i. 3, they translated the word Zypostasis, “ person.” ¢
The Greek Fathers understood the word in this sense, though not
n this sense exclusively. And the Apostle’s argument obliges us
0 give the word this signification here. For the Son being called
the express image” of the Father, a distinction between the Son
and the Father is unquestionably expressed; but if there be but
one God, and the Son be Divine, the distinction cannot be one of
essence, and must, therefore, be a personal one. This seems
ufficient to authorise the use of the word “ person” in discussing
the doctrine of the Trinity.” *
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! By Theophilus, Bishop of Anti in Syria (a.D. 168—183) ; but it does not a
' t’o hx::pbeen generally used in eologx:al writings ungil'l much later penos:
*Dr.H * Watson’s “Institutes.”

¢ Dr. Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology.”

~ * The Revised Version has ‘“ substance ” instead of ¢

3 Workﬁ vol. ii., p. 493.
7 Watson’s “ Lnstitutes.” S
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IV.—How does the doctrine now stated differ from Tritheism,
Sabellianism, and Arianism ? 3

Tritheism, said to have been first advocated by John Ascusnage,
a Syrian philosopher of the sixth century, denies the unity of persons
in the ever-blessed Trinity, and teaches that the Godhead is con-
stituted of three beings, distinct in essence as well as in person,
In other words, that there are three Gods. From the absurdity and
grossness of this system none are more free than Trinitarians, who
earnestly plead for the infinite and indivisible unity of the Divine
nature.

Sabellianism, so called from Sabellius, an African bishop or
presbyter of the third century, may be considered as the opposite
extreme to this. It teaches that there is no distinction of persons |
in the Divine nature, and that the terms, Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost, represent the Divine Being to us under different aspects or
relations only ; as a man may be called a father, a son, and a brother
in different respects or relations, continuing the same single in-
dividual man. Because their scheme, by denying a real Sonship,
obliged them to acknowledge that it was the Father who suffered
for the sins of men, the Sabellians were often, in the early ages,
called “ Patri-passians,” ! 3

Arianism, which derives its name from Arius, a presbyter of
Alexandria in the fourth century, teaches that the Godhead consists
of one eternal person, who, in the beginning, created, in His own
image, a superangelic being, His only begotten Son, by whom He
made the worlds; and that the Holy Ghost was the first and
greatest creature whom the Son created. is system, therefore,
while it professedly allows a kind of inferior deity to the Son and
the Spirit, denies all proper consubstantiality and co-eternity with
the Father, and consequently all that constitutes peculiar and
supreme Divinity.? ‘

In direct opposition to all these heresies of the early Church,
“we worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity; neither
confounding the persons, nor dividing the substance. For there

* This heresy has been revived in modern times bg Emanuel Swedenborg, a
Swedish baron, who flourished in the early part of the last century. He wasa
learned but eccentric man, and declared that for twenty-seven years he had enjoyed
uninterrupted intercourse with the world of de ed spirits, and during thal
time was instructed in the internal sense of the Sacred Scriptures, hitherto
undiscovered. His views with regard to the Divine nature were that Jesus Christ
is Jehovah manifested in the flesh—that His humanity fs Divine—and that in His
person dwells the whole Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; the Father
constituting the soul of the above humanitgv. whilst the humanity itself is the Son,
and the Divine virtue or operation proceeding from it is the Hon Spirit ; forming
altogether one God, just as the soul, the body, and operation of man, form one
man. See Watson’s ““ Dictionary,” art. Swedenborgsans.

* Rev. A. A. Hodge. Dr. Hannah. Socinians (from Socinus, a Polish divine,
1604) differ somewhat from Arians ; but for the most part both Arians and Socinians
are known in the present century by the name of Unitarians; who, while rejecting
the doctrine of the Trinity, hold views widely apart from each other—from the
extreme Socinianism of Priestley, to the Arianism, almost amounting to Trini-
tariani of Channing. The name Unitarian is misleading ; for believers in the
Trinity are firm believers in the Unity of the Deity. See p. 86.
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 one person of the Father, another of the Son, and another of
be Holy Ghost. But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son,
nd of f.h? lHoly Ghost, is all one; the Glory equal, the Majesty

o-etern

'V.—Is not the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity contrary to all
sason, and, therefore, perfectly incredible ?

Were we to affirm that the persons in the Godhead are three
 one in the same sense, or in the same respects, we should
widently affirm what is contrary to reason; such a proposition
avolving, in the very terms of it, a palpable and irreconcilable
ntradiction. But it is no contradiction to say, that in different
pects the three may be one; that is, that in respect of persons
s shall be three, and in respect of Godhead, essence, or nature,
hey shall be one. The manner of the thing is a perfectly distinct
mestion. It is a mystery concerning which the Bible says nothing.
We are required to believe the plain fact that God is Three in One.
Inthe manner lies the mystery; we have no concern with it; it is
0 object of our faith. We believe just as much as God has revealed,
nd no more.. * This” (says Mr. Wesley) *is a point much to be
jserved. ¢ There are many things which eye hath not seen, nor
r heard, neither hath it entered into the heart of man to conceive.’
Part of these God hath revealed to us by His Spirit; ‘revealed,’
hat is—unveiled, uncovered ; that part He requires us to believe.
Part of them He has not revealed ; that we need not, and indeed
annot, believe ; it is far above, out of our sight. Now, where is
e wisdom of rejecting what is revealed, because we do not under-
and what is not revealed ?—of denying the jac, which God has
aveiled, because we cannot see the manner, which is veiled

VI.—Is there not evidence of this doctrine supplied by the
sames of God as given in the Old Testament?

This is very obvious to a person conversant with the Hebrew
wuage. This language is peculiarly expressive, and its names
f objects are not arbitrary signs, but significant of their nature
) perties, or of some remarkable circumstance connected
ith their history (see Gen. xvii. 5, xxxii. 28; Matt. i.21).--In
onformity with this feature of the language, the names of God are
xpressive of Himself, and were chosen by Him for this purpose.
jow, the two principal names which are applied to Deity in the
ld Testament are Jehovah, and God (in Hebrew Elokim). The
ormer is God’s proper name, and clearly applies to the Divine
ence, ‘This name is always singular, and may be rendered “He
o exists.” The other name, Aleim or Elohim, is plural. And
e question occurs—Why is the name Jehovah, which refers to
s essence, always singular ? Plainly to express the unity of the

1 Creed of St. Athanasius.
34 Sermon on the Trinity.” Also Jones’s  Catholic Doctrine of a Trinity.”
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Divine essence. Why is the other, Elohim, plural? As clearly to
denote a plurality of persons in the Godhead.

In a multitude of passages these two names of God are united
together to express His Divine nature—‘the Lord God,” Jehovah
Elohim' (Exod. xx. 2, 5; Deut. vi. 3, 4, 5; Isa. xlii. 5). This
double name is the one which God has ordinarily assumed in
addressing mankind. Now, as there must be fitness and propriety
in the language of God, there must be a sense in which He is both
singular and plural—plural in persons, for His name is Elohim;
singular in essence, for His name is /eZoval. If the Trinity were
false, the names would be contradictory; if the Trinity be true
the genius of the language is consistent, and the names appropriate,

_7 VIL—Is not this argument strengthened by the ordinary
grammatical construction of these names in a sentence, and
by some peculiar exceptions in a few remarkable passages?

Every one knows that verbs and pronouns should agree in number
with the leading noun. Yet Elokim, though plural, is almost in-
variably constructed with verbs and pronouns in the singular, as in
Gen. i. 1, “ Elohim created;” the agent is plural, the verb singular.
And this strange form of expression is used by Moses above five
hundred times. It is not as if the grammar had been unformed, and
necessitated such an idiom; it was that the writer, actuated by an
inspiring influence, selected a mode of speech denoting an undoubted
plurality in the agents, while there was perfect unity in the action.

In a few remarkable instances, where the personalities of the
Godhead are designed to be made prominent, the regular con-
struction is adopted, and Elkim is combined with plural verbs
and pronouns. See Gen. i. 26: “ Elohim said, Let us make man
in our image.” If the language is proper, there must be a plurality
of persons in the Godhead, and each person must be related to us
as our Creator. In harmony with this, the Son and the Holy Spirit
are set forth in other parts of the sacred volume as united in the
act of creation (Job xxxiii. 4; John i. 3).

And it must also be observed, that on some occasions the singular
name, Jehovah, is united with plural verbs and pronouns. See
Gen. xi. 6, 7, which obviously contains the solemn intercourse of
Divine persons: *Jehovah said ... let #s go down,” etc.; and
Isa. vi. 3, 8, where both the singular and plural pronouns, “whom
shall 7 send?” and “ who will go for us?” refer to the one true
and only God, “Jehovah of hosts.” Thus, by the very names in
which God is revealed to man, and by the construction of those
names with various verbs and pronouns, we are taught the great
mystery of godliness—the fact of a plurality of persons in the
essential unity of the Godhead.?

' The reader will remember that in every instance where the name Lord
printed in capital letters, it is Jehovah in the original Hebrew. 3

* See Dr. RN Cooke’s * Christian Theology.” A remarkable and very
@asay will be found in the sixth edition of this valuable work.

See also an article in the /ngusrer, August 4th, 1877, by the Rev. Professor U
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VIII.—What other passages in the Old Testament clearly
k a distinction of persons in the Godhead?

1. The threefold ascription of praise, uttered by the winged
eraphim in the heavenly temple (Isa. vi. 3), especially when
gken in connection with other texts which show that the Being
whose glory filled that temple, and drew forth those praises, was
the Father only, but the Son (John xii. 41), and the Holy Ghost
Acts xxviii. 25).

- 2. The threefold benediction of the high priest in the temple
elow (Numb. vi. 24-26); that threefold blessing mysteriously
valescing in ome covenant name: for it is added, “ They shall
ut My name upon them, and I will bless them” (ver. 27).

The Messiah’s commission (Isa. xlviii. 16): “The Lord
vah and His Spirit” send forth, and the eternal “I AM” is
je sent one,

4. The many passages which speak as distingtly of the Son and
Spirit as they do of the Father:—of the Son, Psalm ii. 7, 12;
tov. xxx. 4; of the Spirit, Gen. i. 2, vi. 3; Psalm cxliii. 10; Joel
i 28; Zech. iv. 6.

IX.—What passages in the New Testament confirm and
anction the Doctrine of the Trinity ?

The Doctrine of the Divine Tri-unity presents itself—

1. At the Saviour’s baptism (Matt. iii. 13-17), where we have the
pice of the Father, the human presence of Jesus, and the visible
escent of the Spirit.

2. In the form of Christian baptism (Matt. xxviii. 19), that solemn
rdinance being duly administered only when “in #e name”"—the
ne undivided name—of the Three Divine Persons.

3. In the apostolic formula of blessing (2 Cor. xiii. 14), where
glorious Three are addressed in prayer, as the united fountain
grace and love.

4 In the prayers of the saints (Eph. ii. 18 ; Rev. i. 4, 5).!

§. In the worship of heaven (Rev. iv. 8), this threefold ascription
ing in perfect harmony with Isaiah’s vision (Isa. vi.), and with
ll that we learn from other scriptures of the threefold personality
the Divine nature.

itled “ The Unitarian and Orthodox Theology Compared,” in which he says, ““I do
of course, accept the doctrine of the Trinity; but I do think that that doctrine
been a ml.rvelgusly useful vehicle in transmitting to man the most central
vital truth of Christian theology and philosophy, I mean the inseparable
presence of God and man in human nature. To my feehng, there is no expres-
on more indicative of theological and philosophical shallowness than the expres-
jon not unfrequently among us, ‘I, for my part, regard Jesus as a mere man. -
The Gospel of the Nineteenth Cen ,” 4th ed., pp. ﬁm 4
! The style of the book sufficiently accounts for the :? Spirit being called the
even spirits ; but no created spirit or company of created spirits are ever spoken
inder that appellation ; and the place assigned to ‘ the seven spirits ” between
the Father and the Son, indicates with certainty that one of the
d 8o eminent, and so exclusively eminent, in both dispensations, is
d.—Watson's ‘‘ Institutes.”
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X.—What is the value of 1 John v. 7, in its bearing on thif
controversy ? )

The genuineness or otherwise of this passage has long been
the subject of discussion; it is omitted in the Revised Version
and the majority of biblical critics have abandoned the clause a
spurious. But its absence does not invalidate the irresistible evi
dence which other undisputed passages of Holy Writ afford to the
doctrine of the Trinity.!

Many very able works have appeared in defence of this grea
doctrine. Wardlaw’s “Discourses on the Socinian Controversy"
are very powerful and convincing, and the appendix embodies much
Scripture criticism. Faber's “ Apostolicity of Trinitarianism,” in§
two volumes, 8vo, is one of the most important works that mod
times have produced on the subject. His object is to prove that
the doctrine of theé Trinity has been the recognised doctrine of the
Christian Church from the apostolic times; it is a standard work
on this great subject. David Simpson’s “ Apology for the Doctrine
of the Holy Trinity ” is an historical, as well as a theological work;
it is in one volume, 8vo, and displays vast reading and resear
Randolph’s “ Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trinity ” is the pro-
duction of a very accomplished scholar, against “The Apology” ¢
Mr. Lindsey, a clergyman of the Church of England, who had im
bibed the Socinian principles. In the early part of the last century,
Mr. Abraham Taylor, a Nonconformist minister, published an o o
voiume on “The True Scripture Doctrine of the Holy and Eve
Blessed Trinity, in Opposition to the Arian Scheme.” It is a woi
of real merit—learned, orthodox, zealous. At this time the Ladj
Moyer Lecture was founded. It consisted of eight sermons prea hed
annually at St. Paul’s Cathedral in defence of the orthodox doctrin
of the Trinity. Dr. Waterland led the way ; and was ably followe
by Dr. Berriman, Bishop, Trapp, Knight, Bedford, Wheatly, See
Dawson, Browne, Felton, and others, each of whom published hi
sermons in an octavo volume. They form a valuable body of Serif
ture and historical evidence on the subject. Towards the close
the seventeenth century, Bishop Bull wrote a “Defence of i
Nicene Faith ;” a work of great importance. Mr. John Howe als
wrote with piety and moderation, confining himself, however, print
pally to the question of the possibility of a Trinity of persons inf
Godhead. Dr. Wallis, at the same period, published three sermon
and several letters concerning the Trinity. Their clearness an
logical accuracy have perhaps never been surpassed. Bish
Stillingfleet, who was one of the most voluminous and powerf
writers of that age, published also a small treatise on the doctril
of the Holy Trinity, which deserves a place in every theologic

! See on this disputed clause Horne’s *Introduction,” vol. iv. 1, Nl
edit, ; Dean Alford's * Greek Testament;” Angus'’s  Bible Handb%%k,‘*s; 3D
Clarke’s ‘ Commentary,” end of 1 John v.; and other commentaries.
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: And Mr. Charles Leslie wrote against the Socinianism of
at period. He was a high and intolerant clergyman, but one of
je most profound reasoners of either that or any other age. His
incipal work on the subject was,  The Socinian Controversy Dis-
ssed” In reference to the subject of the Holy Trinity, Milbourne’s
Mysteries in Religion Vindicated,” published 1692, is well worthy
‘diligent study; and particularly two works of Bishop Browne,
titled,  The Procedure, Extent, and Limits of the Human Under-
nding,” and “ Divine Analogy.” They are well adapted to check
e intellectual price which has given birth to every form of error
especting the Divine nature, and to teach men to rest in the simple
stimony of Holy Scripture.!

SectioN IIL
THE SUPREME DIVINITY OF CHRIST.

1.—Do the Scriptures reveal the proper Deity of Christ?

' We have seen that while God is truly one in essence, He is truly
nd really distinguished by a threefold personality. To render the
argument complete, we have yet to demonstrate from the Holy

eriptures that each personal distinction in the Godhead is described
s possessing true and proper Divinity. The Deity of the Father is
dmitted by all. That the Deity of the Son and the Holy Spirit is
also explicitly revealed we shall proceed to prove. We begin with
lie true and proper Deity of Christ.

" [L—With what heresies are we principally brought into contact
in examining this subject ?
Those of Arius and Socinus. Arius maintained that the Son of
God is a creature, but the first and noblest of all created beings;
that by Him, as a subordinate agent, God formed the universe, and
hat the Holy Ghost was created by His power? This scheme
shtained for a time imperial patronage in the primitive Church, and
or some years to a great extent triumphed over Scriptural Chris-
itv. The Nicene Council was held in order to its suppression,
and the Nicene Creed was drawn up and adopted as a_testimony
sainst it. In England this scheme is generally abandoned, and
who depart from orthodox Christianity almost invariably
spouse the tenets of Socinus, under the plausible name of Uni-
rianism.
There were two men of the name of Socinus, who lived about the
of the Reformation. The elder was Lelius Socinus; the

St AP _OBNS N i

- Ix-- ger, Faustus Socinus, a nephew of Lelius. Their theory had
leen advanced in substance by Paul of Samosata, in the third

ol

* Rev. T. Jackson’s MS. Lectures. * See p. 88,
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century. It is easier to say what they did not believe, than what|

they did. They denied the Divinity of Christ, with the sacrifice
of His death; and regarded Him as a mere man and a martyr,
The personality and Godhead of the Spirit they denied, and spoke
of Him as an exertion of Divine power. This theory reduces
the revelation of God to a level with Deism and the system of
Mohammed.! 1

III.—Is there any evidence that Christ had an existence pre-
vious to His incarnation ?

This Socinians and Unitarians deny; they even say that the
doctrine is not to be met with in the Bible. First, take the testi-
mony of Christ Himself (John iii. 13; vi. 32, 33, 38, 50, 51, 58, 62;

. xvi. 28). Secondly, take the testimony of inspired men :—Of John

the Baptist (John iii. 31); of the Apostle John (John i. 1-3, 14);

of St. Paul (1 Cor. xv. 47; Eph. iv. 9; Heb. ii. 14-16). All these §

scriptures are perfectly plain if we regard Christ as having had an’
existence before He appeared among men. His birth was not His
beginning. It was His arrival from another sphere.

IV.—How far back did His pre-existence extend ?

The Scriptures carry the mind backward, and yet farther back-

ward, until the thoughts are lost in the inscrutable depths of a
pre-eternity. (1) He existed before John the Baptist (John i. 13,
27), though certainly not in His human conception, birth, or personal
ministry. (2) He existed before Abraham (John viii. 58). The

question, to which this text was an answer, related to pre-existence,

and in this sense the text was understood by the Jews. (3) He

existed before the flood (1 Peter iii. 18-20), for “ He preached” to

the sinners of the old world; if, this were done by the ministry
of a prophet (2 Peter ii. 5); yet to do anything by another not able.
to perform it without him, as much demonstrates His existence as i

He did it of Himself without any intervening instrument. (4) He
existed before the creation (John i. 1, xvii. 5, 24; Col. i. 1738
Heb. i. 2). (5) He existed from all eternity (Micah v. 2, margin);

from “the days of eternity ” were the goings forth” of this glorious

Being, travelling in the greatness of His strength through the silences

of immensity.? Now, the pre-existence of Christ, simply considered,

does not evince His Godhead, and is not, therefore, a proof against -

the Arian hypothesis—that He was the first and greatest of creatures;
but it destroys the Socinian hypothesis, that He was a man only.

When, however, we are carried back by the Scriptures to the ages

of eternity, and are told that “in the beginning ” He was with God,
yea, and “was God,” then the doctrine of His pre-existence is

* Rev. T. Jackson’s MS. Lectures. g

* Read on this subject Pearson, “On the Creed,” art. 2, under the head of ‘‘His
Only Son ;” Watson’s Institutes,” part ii., chap. x. ; Wardlaw, ‘‘ On the Socinian
Controversy,” dis. iii. ; also “ How is the Divinity of]‘)] esus depicted in the Gospels
and Epistlés?” by the Rev. Thomas Whitelaw, D.D., part & This is a very
llhh&olo work, and well worthy of careful study.
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gwerful argument in proof of His Divine nature. He must be God -~
all the mystery and all the majesty of that nature, if He could be
poken of in words like these.

V.—Were there any appearances of Christ as a Divine Person
gfore the advent ?

0f this we have no positive statement in Scripture ; but the fact
1 be clearly proved by a comparison of many texts.

1. It is clear that a Divine Person did appear, though often in the
of an angel} both to the patriarchs and to their successors :—
0 Abraham at Mamre (Gen. xviii.). Here He comes as one of
three men,” but He announces Himself as “ Jehovah,” who can so
errule the processes of nature as to give the aged woman a son
er. 14) ; and as they look towards Sodom, He stands forth as
ity confessed ; six times He is called * Jehovah” (vers. 17, 19, 20,
2,26, 33); once “the Judge of all the earth” (ver. 25) ; suchis His
ower, that He threatens to destroy the Cities of the Plain (vers. 20,
1) ; He receives the adoring worship of His servant (ver. 23) ; * then
ehovah went on His way” (ver. 33).—70 Abraham at Moriak
Gen. xxii.). God came to try the faith of the patriarch. In ver. 11,
find that the “God ” who tempted him (ver. 1) was “the Angel
f the Lord.” It was to Him that the sacrifice would have been
flered, and He declares that the readiness to offer the son of his
fiection to Him (the Angel) was proof that Abraham feared God
ver. 12). He then calls to him again, delivers the message of the
nal God, and by using the phrase, “ By Myself have I sworn,
with the Lord” (ver. 16), He shows that there are distinctions of
ersons in the Godhead, and that He Himself, though Divine, was
he medium of communication between heaven and earth.—7b
gob at Bethel (Gen. xxviii. 13-17). Here was a very glorious
ppearance to Jacob of “ Jehovah God of Abraham ;” and in Gen.
o, 11-13, we find that it was “ the Angel of the Lord” who as
chovah thus appeared.—7v Jacob al Peniel (Gen. xxxii.). The
patriarch was subjected to a _strange mysterious conflict with “a
an” (ver. 24) ; but. when the day came, “the Man” gave Him
new name, and Jacob gave the place a new name (vers. 28,
9); and in both cases the statement was made that the Being
ith whom he wrestled was none other than “God” Himself,
shom Hosea designates “the Angel ”—* the Lord God of Hosts o
Hosea xii. 4, 5).—Z0 Moses at Horeb (Exod. iii:). A burning

1The term “ Angel of the Lord,” which so often occurs in the English Bible, is
pill conformed to the original t‘xat, it is to be feared, it has led many into the
ror of conceiving of ““the Lord ” as one person, and of ‘‘the Angel ” as another.
e word of the Hebrew, ill rendered ‘‘the Lord,” is not, like the English word,
D llnive, expressing rank or condition, but it is the proper name Jehovah.
is proper name Jehovah is not, in the Hebrew, a genitive after the noun

e English represents it ; but

ntive ““ Angel,” as the
¥ two sub ive in n, both speaking of the same

Angel” are P S

srson, the one by the appropriate name of essence, the other by the title of o,
angel would be & better rendering. Bishop Horsley, cyluoud in Dw&

ology,” ser. XXXv.

the words ¢ Jehovah ” and
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bush startles the man of God, and a voice speaks; but the
Speaker, “ Angel” as He was (ver. 2), is called * Jehovah,” God‘
ver. 4), “ the God of Abraham,” etc. (ver. 6), and the great “I AM"
§ver. 14). He claims the tribes of Israel as /is people (ver. 7%
promises that Himself should bring them out of Egypt to the Promised
Land (ver. 17); which promise He afterwards fulfilled, when, as
“ Jehovah ” (Exod. xiii. 21), “the Angel” (xiv. 19), He went before.
them in the cloudy and fiery pillar. And there are many other
appearances of the same august Being. In Exod. xix. 20, 21, H
comes down on Mount Sinai, and is called “ Jehovah;” in Acts Vil
38, He who thus came down is called “ the Angel.” In Exod. xxiil.
20, 21, He is promised as the Guide and Leader of the peopleto
the Promised Land ; and that He was the same Divine Angel is|
evident from the fact that He claims their obedience, that it is His
prerogative to pardon or punish sin, and that God’s own peculiar |
name, “ Jehovah I AM,” is in Him. With this uncreated Angel—
this presence of the Lord,—the people were satisfied (Exod. xxxiil.
14, 15) ; whereas the thought olP being left to the guidance of “an
angel "—a mere ministering spirit—filled them with mourning and
sadness (Exod. xxxiii. 2). In Joshua v. 13-15, He is called “a|
Man,” because He assumed a human form ; He is also Captain of
the “ Lord’s host,” and, therefore, distinct from Jehovah, whose host
He led ; still, He is called “ Jehovah” (vi. 2), whose presence made,
the ground holy (v. 15). 3
2. It is clear that the Divine Person thus revealed was not God lt
Father. * For of God the Father it has been ever true, that no man
hath at any time seen His shape, nor has He ever limited Himself §
to any definite personal appearance.”! He has always maintained.
the character of “the invisible God,” “ whom no man hath seen not
can see” (1 Tim. i. 17, vi. 16; John w. 37). Moreover, in no patt
of Scripture is He spoken of as being senz. On this subject there
a perfect uniformity in the language of the sacred writers. Accord
ing to them, the Father sends the Son, and the Father and the Son
send the Holy Spirit; but neither the Son, nor the Spirit, nor both
united, ever send the Father. f
3. It is also clear that this Divine Person was the promised and |
future Christ; for, first, Christ is announced under the very sam 1
titles that the Angel bore. Malachi speaks of Him as *the Mes
senger” or “Angel “of the covenant” (Mal. iii. 1); “but the
same person who is the Messenger is the Lord Jehovah Himselfj
not the same person with the sender, but bearing the same namg
because united in that mysterious nature and undivided substancs
which the name imports. The same person, therefore, is servail
and Lord, and by uniting these characters in the same person, whal
does the prophet but describe that great mystery of the Gospel, the
union of the Divine and human nature in the person of the Christ ?
Observe, also, as a messenger or angel is the servant of Him w
sends him, so Christ, in evident reference to this, 18 called

* Dr. A. Clarke. s Bishop Horsley, Sermon on Mal. iii. 11,
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pvant (1sa. lii. 13, liii. 11, xlix. 6). A message is a service; it im-
ies a person sending and a person sent; and as this name is given to
he Lord Jesus, it seems that whenever God has had a commission to
ixecute, that commission has been confined to His Son, who, from the
eginning, has been the Mediator between God--and -man. *He
ought it not robbery to be equal with God, but took upon Him the
orm of a servant.” The identity of titles, both Divine and subordinate
_titles of nature and of office, which were given to the Angel Jehovah
d to the Lord Jesus, are, to.our mind, conclusive evidence that /
ey ate one. Secondly, various things, said to be done by the Angel |
hovah in the Old Testament, are attributed to Christ in the New./
(1) We have seen how the Angel Jehovah spake to Moses 6h
fount Sinai. In Heb. xii. 24-26, we are told that it was * Jesus,
e Mediator of the new covenant, whose voice then shook the
arth.” (2) The Angel Jehovah, when He * spake to Moses in
Mount Sinai,” gave the law, and made the covenant, usually called
e Mosaic, with the children of Israel. Jeremiah tells us that the
w covenant with Israel was to be made by the same person who
ade the old (Jer. xxxi. 31-34); and from St. Paul we learn that
his new covenant, predicted by Jeremiah, is the Christian dispen-
ation, and Christ is its Author-(Heb. viii, 6-10).. The Christ of .-
New Testament and the Angel gét_lqv;ah, of the Old are,
jerefore, the same Person. (3) We have seen how the Angel
shovah was the leader and guide of the Israelites to the Promised
and, and the New Testament frequently identifies the Lord Jesus
with the events of their journey. The reproach which Moses
ndured, when he left the Egyptian court, and united himself with
he tribes of Israel, is called “ #4e reproach of Christ” (Heb. xi. 26).
But how can this be true, excepting as the people were the people
Christ, and so the reproach was His? They are charged with
empting the Lord their God in Massah (Deut. vi. 16), which they
lid by murmuring and repining at what He, as their Divine leader,
llotted them to bear. But St. Paul tells us that it was Christ -
whom they tempted when ‘they murmured - against God in_the
vilderness (1 Cor. x. 2% But how can this be true, excepting as
ist was then with them as “the Lord their God,” leading them
o the land of promise? They were su‘pplied with manna from
eaven and water from the rock, type o those spiritual supplies
hich the pelievers among them received as oft as they resorted
o their Divine conductor. But again, the Apostle tells us that the
‘spiritual rock ” which supplied the life-giving stream was Christ,
who “ followed them ” (margin, * went with them”) wherever they
urmeyed (1 Cor. x. 4). But how can this be true, excepting as
Christ was with them, their unfailing companion, the Author of all
i t:,lm?oral blessings and of all the spiritual good which they
‘.I ? 1
hus, from the New Testament, we . gather that the-Son of God,
The evidence on this subject is arranged with consummate ability and clearness
i Professor Hill's  Lectures on Divinity,” book iil. £
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the Saviour, was the Angel Jehovah of the Old Testament, who
appeared and spake to the fathers. And what rich and copious
proof have we here of our Lord’s Deity! “No name is given to
the Angel Jehovah which is not given to Jehovah Jesus; no attribute
is ascribed to the one which is not ascribed to the other; the
worship which was paid to the one by patriarchs and prophets,
was paid to the other by evangelists and apostles, and the Scrip-
tures declare them to be the same august Person ; the image of the
Invisible, whom no man can see and live; the redeeming Angel,
the redeeming Kinsman, and the redeeming God.”*

VI.—Are Divine names or titles ever given to Christ ?

1. He is called God. There can be no dispute that the name
“god” is often used in the Bible when it cannot for a moment be
supposed that it is used in its high and incommunicable sense. It
is applied to Moses (Exod. vii. 1), and to princes, magistrates, and
judges (Exod. xxii. 28; Psalm Ixxxii. 1, 6), because of some im-
%erfect resemblance which they bear to God in some one particular.

ut it is in no secondary or figurative sense that Christ is called

> God. Consider these texts: Matt. i. 23; John i. 1, xx. 28; Acts

xx. 28;% 1 Tim. iii. 16;* Heb. i. 8; 2 Peter i. 1.* But, as if for
ever to shut out the secondary or subordinate sense, He is called
“ the mighty God ” (Isa. ix. 6) ; “ God over all” (Rom. ix. 5) ; “the
true God ” (1 John v. 20); “the great God ” (Titus ii. 13).*

2. He is called Jehovak,® which is acknowledged to be the incom-
municable name of the Most High, signifying His eternal, in-
dependent, and immutable existence. “I am Jehovah; that is My
name: and My glory will I not give to another.” If this name,
therefore, is directly given in the Scripture to Jesus of Nazareth,

! Read on this subject Watson’s *Institutes,” part ii., chap. xi.; Doddridge’s
$Lectures,” lecture clvii. ; Hare’s * Preservative against gocinlanilm," chap. viii.
Fletcher's Works, vol. vi. ; Dwight’s ““Theology.”

® Griesbach and J. P. Smith agree that the %reponderance of evidence is for the
reading “the Church of the Lord.” Bloomfield considers that “the Church of
God” 1s the true reading, and observes that it is a usual expression of St. Pa
occurring eleven times in the epistles. The Revised Version has the margi
note, “ Many ancient authorities read the Lord.” =

* Some have wished to read “ which ” or ‘‘ who,” instead of * God,” in this verse.
The difference in the original would be made by a very trifling variation inthe
characters used. The Revised Version reads, “ He who was manifested in the
flesh,” with the following marginal note, “The word God, in the place of He w,
rests on no sufficient ancient evidence. Some ancient authorities read which.”
Those who desire to see the arguments on this text will find them in the various
‘commentaries, in Horne’s * Introduction,” and Henderson’s *Great Mysteryof
Godliness Incontrovertible.”

* This text is rendered in the margin of the larger English Bibles, ¢ Through the
righteousness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ;” and, according to the esta-
blished .prmcilgle: of Greek construction, this appears decidedly to be their just
translation.—Dr. Wardlaw. This rendering is adopted in the Revised Version,
with marginal note *‘or, our God and the Saviour.”

*To avoid all ambiguity and to express the precise sense of the original, the
words ought to be rendered “the glorious appearance of our Great God and
Saviour Jesus Christ.”—Dr. Wardlaw. The Revised Version has this renderi
with the authorised text in the margin.

e reader will remember, that in every instance where the name “ Lord " s
printed in capital letters it is jehonh in the original Hebrew.
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question of His supreme Divinity ought to be decided ; and that
tis so, we have abundant proof (see Isa. vi. 5, compared with John
2. 41; Jer. xxiii. 5, 6; Joel ii. 32, compared with Rom. x. 13; Isa.
compared with Matt. iii. 3; Isa. viil. 13, 14, xxviii. 16 ; compared
with 1 Peter ii. 6-8; Zech. xii. 10, compared with John xix. 37); and
“we are bold to say that there is no lofty name by which the Father
§ ever described, which is not given, in some place or other, to the
on; so that if you have any process of argument by which to dis-
rove the Divinity of Christ, you may apply the same process to
sprove the Divinity of the Father, and thus demonstrate that there
1o God at all.” -

, vu.?_m Divine attributes or perfections ever ascribed to

Christ

E¥es,

L Efernal existence. lIsa. ix. 6; Micah v. 2; John i. 2; Isa. xliv.
.compared with Rev. i. 171, ii. 8, xxii. 13.

2. Omnipresence, Matt. xviii. 20, xxviii. 20; John iii. 13.

Omniscience. John ii. 24, 25, xxi. 17; Col. ii. 3; Rev. ii. 23,
mpared with 1 Kings viii. 39.

Omnipotence. Isa. ix. 6; Phil. iii. 21 ; Rev. i. 8:

8. Immutability. Heb. i. 10-12, xiii. 8.

6. Every attribute of the Father. John xvi. 15; Col. ii. 9.

v II.—Are Divine works ever ascribed to Christ? ___.

1. The creation of the Universe. “If there be a maxim that is
tten clearly, with all the light of its own evidence upon the

iman soul, it is this: ‘ He that made all things is God.”” And in

ow many texts is creation ascribed to the Son of God? (John i.

10; Eph. iii. 9; Col. i. 16; Heb. i. 2, 10.)?

\ 2. Providential government. Matt. xxviii. 18; Luke x. 22; iI_;)hn
lil. 35, xvii. 2; Acts x. 36; Rom. xiv. 9; Eph. i. 22; Col.i. 17; Heb.
L3; Rev. xvii. 14.

The forgiveness of sins. Matt. ix. 2-7; Mark ii. 7-10; Col.

4 The final dissolution and renewal of all things. Heb. i. 10-12
il iii. 21 ; Rev. xxi. 5.
5. The resurrection of the dead, and universal judgment. John

*4By thus ascribing the work of creation to the Son, the apostles do no
de the agency of the Father and the Holy Spirit. They do not break in upon
unity of the Godhead, and separate the essence of Deity, in distinguishing the
ons. Creation was the work of the Triune God; but the Son was the imme-
e and Wominent agent in wielding the three-fold energy of the whole Divine
"—Watson’s Sermon on Col. i. 16.
ould it be objected that Christ created officially, or b delegation, 1 answer,
 is impossible ; for as creation requires absolute and unlimited power or
potence, there can be but one Creator, because it is impossible that there can
or more Omni , Infinites, or Eternals. It is therefore, evident that
tion cannot be efiected officially or bg delegation, for this would imply a bei
g the office, and delegating such powers; and that the being to whom
ted was a dependent being ; consequenti'y not unori{inlted and eternal;
 this the nature of creation proves to be absurd.”—See Dr. A. Clarke’s admirable
sublime note on Col. i. x2-17.
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v. 22, 25-30; Phil. iii. 20, 21; Matt. xxv. 31, 32; Acts x
xvii. 31 ; Rom. xiv. 10; 2 Tim. iv. L.

IX.—Is Divine worship paid to Christ?

1. The worship of Christ is distinctly recognised as the dis
tinguishing peculiarity of New Testament saints. Acts ii. 2I]
1 Cor. i. 2; Rom.x. 12, 13! A

2. We have numerous instances of religious worship as renderes
to Christ by the inspired apostles and early saints. Luke xxiv. §,
52; Acts i. 24, vil. 59, 60; 2 Cor. xii. 8, 9; 1 Thess. iii. II-13}
2 Thess. ii. 16, 17.2

3. Heis worshipped by angels. Heb. i. 6; Rev. v. 11, 12.

4. He is to be worshipped. by -every creature in the unive:
Rom. xiv. 11; Phil. ii. g-11; Rev. v. 13, 14.

After reading such passages as these, can we doubt whether the §
Being who is thus represented as occupying the same throne with
the eternal Father, and receiving the very same expressions o
adoration and praise,—of wngualified adoration, of everlasting prai
—be Himself God in the same sense, and in as high a sense, as
Father Himself is so styled ?

X.—Is not the Divinity of Christ proved from His own most
solemn declaration ? E

See especially Luke xxii. 70;* John v. 18, 25, x. 30, xiv. 9, Xvi. I
If this be His testimony concerning Himself, we are reduced to the
fearful alternative, either to recognise Him as truly God, or to tu
away from Him as destitute of the human excellences of sincer
humility, and truth ; unless, indeed, we have recourse to a suppe
tion, upon which the most desperate of His modern opponents ha
not yet ventured, and say with His jealous kinsmen that He w

o)

* The testimony from ep /, translated ““call upon,” is most convi
when compared with the Septuagint usage of the word; for it is the ordina
term for the sacred invocation of God, as see Psalm lxxxvi. 5; 1 Peter i. 27, |
describes such spi:itual worship, that, whether offered to the Father or to th
Son, is indissolubly connected with salvation (Acts ii. 21); and yet this is, witho
f’he shadow of a doubt, applied in the above texts to the invocation of the

esus.

* The Unitarian objection to the Divinity of Christ, as arising from this argume;
18, that the worship rendered to Christ was only such reverent salutation as Wi
by custom offered to those in authority. We are aware that the wo:d tran
worship, proskunes, is often used in classical writers for humble and pro
salutation. But what isits New Testament usage ? The word occurs sixty
and the noun formed from it, proskunstés, once. There are twenty-two ins
i which it is used of worship offered to God the Father, or absolutely to God; a
five of Divine worship used intransitively ; fifteen instances of worship to j’ 1
Christ ; seventeen of idolatrous worship condemned, and two of human salutati
Of these two, moreover, in one (Matt. xviii. 29), the king to whom the worship
paid is evidently in his ro¥{alty a t{}()e of God. We are, therefore, virtually redu
to one solitav instance.—Rev, E. H. Bickersteth, M. A., “ Rock of Ages.

* Revised Version—in margin, “ Or, ye say it because I am.”
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sside Himself? Of a truth, the alternative is terrible. But can
evout and earnest thought falter for a moment in suspense ?

XI1.—Is not the Divinity of Christ proved by the frequent con-
action of His name with that of the Father?

‘We have examples of this in the promises He made (John xiv.
, 23); in the embassy of the apostolic writers (Titus 1. 4; Gal.
1); in the designation of the Churches addressed (1 Cor. i.2;
oh. i. 1, 2; Phil. i. 1, 2; 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Thessi. 1, 2); in the
enediction besought by the apostles (1 Tim. 1, 2; 1 Thess. iii. 11
s. ii. 16, 17; 2 Cor. xiii. 14); and in the worship of heaven
. v. 13, vii. 10).{ Now, the union of the Name of the Most High
jith one subordinate ployed in the evident capacity of a servant,
of easy explanation, though even this is rare in Scripture ; but the
mjunction of the infinite God with one co-ordinately engaged in
nifest equality of rank, is utterly inexplicable on the Unitarian
ypothesis, and no explanation can be given except on the assump-
0 he Lord Jesus is.oneswith the Father in the honours of
fipreme Divifiity. 10 associate the Creator with a creature, in
‘ fices and prayers and giving of thanks, in the way set forth in

3 hese texts, would for ever confound and destroy the infinite dis-
ction between the eternal God and mortal man.

XII.—Is not the Divinity of Christ proved from the view given
the Scriptures of the love of God as displayed in the mission
t of Jesus Christ ? >

ove 5,% spoken of in terms which intimate its aston-
g and unparalleled greatness (John iii. 16; Roffi v. 8] viii.
2; 1 John iv. 8-10). If Jesus Christ is to be viewed only 2s a
acher sent from God, if His life was only an example, and His
eath a confirmation of His testimony, where shall we discover that
alleled peculiarity of love, and whence derive that incomparably
obligation, which these sages_s0_strongly.s -
et and Paul were commissioned to teach mankind the will of
od, and they also proved their sincerity, and sealed their testimony
th their blood. But when do we find any language like that which
‘used respecting Him applied to them? Why is the love dis-
yed in the gift of Jesus Christ the pledge and assurance of every
er blessing? Why is it exhibited as without parallel or com-
arison, even in the whole conduct of God Himself ? Indeed, the
ipposition of Jesus Christ being a mere human prophet so reduces
nd neutralises the meaning of the expressions, so totally annihilates
r spirit and beauty and propriety, that we say, with all the
mphasis of conviction, it cannot be true.?

N 11.—Is not the Divinity of Christ proved by His high claims
y the love and obedience of His followers ?

" a4 el

1 This Argment is elaborated in a train of lofty and imp q by
liddon, in the “ Bampton Lectures for 1866.”
* Wardlaw's “Socinian Controversy,” dis. ii.
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What mere human prophet ever addressed the people to whom
he was sent in such terms as the following passagel, contain?
Matt. x. 27-38; Luke xiv. 26; John xii. 25,26. Ifthe speaker were.
indeed what we affirm Him to have been, the language is suitable
to the person; we are sensible of no incongruity between them.
But if He were on a level in nature with the disciples and the
multitude to whom He spoke, every feeling of fitness and proprie!
is outraged; it is the language of unexampled presumption. Yet
these high claims were felt and owned by His followers to be just.
Love to Christ was the distinguishing feature of their character
(Eph. vi. 24) ; the grand moving spring of their activity (2 Cor.%
14, 15) ; the want of which incurred a heavy curse (1 Cor. xvi. 22).
And view Jesus Christ as Emmanuel—God with us—the atoning.
Redeemer of a lost world—then all is as it ought to be. The
strongest terms that can be selected are not then too strong to
express His claims on our attachment; His title to the entire
surrender of our hearts and powers to His service.! 3

the Divinity of His person and mission ?

It undoubtedly is, and is so stated by St. Paul (1. Cor. xv.). The
clear teaching of Scripture is, that “ The Christ who died for our
sins, and was buried, returned bodily to life on the third day, and
was seen alive by His disciples. If ever this confession, on which
the whole Christian Church is built, must be abandoned as
absolutely untenable, all will at the same time be for ever over,
alike with the highest glory of the Redeemer, as with the highest
consolation of the redeemed.” 2

XV.—How may the evidences of the resurrection be stated ?

Our limits preclude our doing more than present a very briel
summary. .
1. It will be admitted that such a person as Jesus Christ lived;
that He collected around Him a body of followers who believed!
Him to be the Messiah ; and that He was crucified by the authori
of the Roman Government. ;
2. It is certain that before the end of the first century tl
religion which bore the name of Jesus Christ, and of which He w
the recognised Founder, had spread very widely, and Christia
Churches were founded in—almost, if not—all the great cities of th
Roman Empire.*
3. The first three Gospels were published in their present fom

* Wardlaw’s “ Socinian Controversy,” dis. ii.

* See Oosterzee’s ‘ Christian Dogmatics,” pp. s63, etc; Row’s ¢ Histo
Evidence of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ.” 2

* See Tacitus' ¢ Annals,” Book. xx., ¢. 44 ; and Pliny’s * Letter to Trajan,” o.n.|



THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY TRINITY, 103

ot later than A.D. 110. Even Rénan acknowledges that there is
ufficient evidence that Matthew was written about A.D. 66; Mark
bout 100; Luke about A.D. go; and John at the beginning of the
second century.!
4. The four most important Epistles of St. Paul—viz.,, Romans,
st and 2nd Corinthians, and Galatians—the latest of these was
written not later than twenty-eight years after the crucifixion.?
5. These are the authorities upon which the proof of the resurrec-
on depends.
Now here we have historical recollections beginning twenty-eight
ears after the principal events recorded, and we may readily test
he value of such evidence. A writer in 1874 thus puts this matter:
“The repeal of the corn laws took place exactly this interval of time
om the present year. Those who are forty-five years old must
a clear recollection of the events by which it was brought
about; and while they continue alive, it will be impossible to
ircle the chief agents in it with a mass of fable, so as to hide the
chara of the events. Two years later occurred the revolution
in France, which expelled Louis Philippe. Our recollections of that
event are so fresh as to render it impossible that we could become
prey of a number of legendary stories respecting it. Such
tories can only grow up after the lapse of considerable intervals of
me, when the recollection of the events has lost its freshness, and
ie generation which witnessed them has died out. Observe, then,
that St. Paul was separated from the crucifixion when he wrote these
stters by the same interval of time which lies between us and the
Wo events in question.”

- XVI. What do Paul and the Evangelists testify as to the
surrection of Jesus Christ ?

_ 1, That Jesus Christ was crucified by the Romans, having been
eclared by the Jews to be guilty of blasphemy—Dbecause that He,
ting Man, made Himself God. After the body had hung upon the
ross the usual time, it was found that He had died sooner than was
usual, so that “ they brake not His legs; ” but to be sure that it was
0t a case of suspended animation a soldier—in mere wantonness,
it seemed—pierced His side, and forthwith there came out water
id blood. His body was not cast into the common receptacle for
‘,,. als, but was given over to a friend, and was laid in a tomb in
hich no other body had been placed. But Jesus had declared that
ithey killed Him He would rise from the dead the third day. His
nemies, to prevent the possibility of a spurious resurrection, asked
it the tomb might be guarded. A military guard was detailed to

} Rénan’s “ Life of Jesus” quoted in Wace's Authenticity of the Four Gospels,”
,‘I'iu:hendorl'-" “tc en were the Gospels written?” Sanday’s “ Gospels of the
tond etc,
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this work, and lest they should be tampered with, the stone at the
mouth of the sepulchre was sealed.

2. But it is agreed on both sides that the body was missirng from
the grave. What explanation was offered of this? The soldiers
said, that while they kept watch there was a great commotion, and
an angel rolled away the stone—that they were terror-stricken and
became as dead men. They told the chief priests and elders what
had happened, and they were bribed to say, “His disciples came
by night and stole Him away while we slept ;” and though such
conduct—sleeping on guard—would subject them to punishment,
they were secured from it by the influence of the Jewish authorities.
This, then, is the only explanation ever given by the parties
concerned to account for the body of Jesus being missed from the
tomb, and you will observe it was published at the time.

3. How do the disciples account for the body being missing from
the tomb ? They say, that when the death of their Master took place
all their expectations of His being the Messiah died out; at Hi
betrayal they forsook Him and fled, and before they were assured of
His resurrection they went to their own home. But His declarati
that He would rise again the third day, gave them some vague hope,
though they did not understand what the rising from the dead
should mean. Early in the morning of the third day, some women
of their company went to the grave, taking with them sweet spices
to embalm the body. They were surprised and distressed at finding
the sepulchre empty, but were informed by angelic messengers,
« He is not here, for He is risen.” Mary Magdalene did not clearly
understand what was meant by this, and, bitterly weeping, she
exclaimed—* They have taken away my Lord, and I know not
where they have laid Him.” Turning from the grave in the twilight
of early dawn, and blinded by her tears, she saw some one whom she
took to be the gardener, and in great agony demands—* If thou hast
borne Him hence tell me where thou hast laid Him, and I will take
Him hence.” Calling her by name,— “ Mary,"—she recognises Him
to be her Master, and she is directed to tell His disciples that H
has risen. They are somewhat incredulous ; some of them go to
the sepulchre and find it empty.! Two of them go to the village
Emmaus, and in the evening are joined by Jesus; conversation
_ensues respecting the wonderful events of the day, but as they
break bread together Jesus is made known to them. Meanwhile
those of the disciples ‘who remain in Jerusalem have met in the
evening, and as they are speaking of the astonishing event of their

Nl R - - ]

-

. el

1 We are aware that attempts have been made to show that the reports of the
women and disciples who went to the sepulchre are contradictory. It is only
necessary to point out that each simply testified to what they saw, and do not
pretend to give evidence as to all the facts which occurred. If in a court of justice
each witness gayve evidence in precisely the same manner, in nearly the same words,
while it was evident that all were not witnesses of every particular circumstance
in the case, the judge would at once say the evidence was untrustworthy and had
been concoeted.
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ter's alleged resurrection. He, Himself, appears among them,
d shows them His hands and His side. They are joined by the

m ciples from Emmaus: but one of their number—Thomas—is
CIS 8 bsent, and he refuses to believe that Jesus has risen and appeared
nd them. On the eighth day—or one week after the first appearance

ong them—He comes again, no doubt by ap pointment—for they
e all present—Thomas being among them: Jesus rebukes his
redulity, so that convinced, he exclaims, “My Lord and my
jod.” tOyn various occasions, for forty days Jesus is with His
sciples. On one occasion He was seen of five hundred brethren,
e greater part of whom were alive when Paul wrote his first letter
the Corinthians. By His words and actions He gave them most
bitable evidence that He was their once crucified but now risen
ter; and when He had given them His final directions and
ructions, He ascends out of their sight.

4. Such, without going into minute detail, are the statements made
the Gospels, as those of eyewitnesses, and are confirmed by Paul.
Jut they receive additional confirmation in the facts—

(e) That the disbanded company of Christians—for they went
) their own homes—was reformed, as the result of Christ’s
ection.

That they continued to meet together for worship on the first
ay of the week—the Lord’s Day—transferring the Sabbath to that
ay, in consequence and in commemoration of the resurrection ;
d this custom has continued in the Christian Church without

rly termission from the day of the resurrection; a standing monu-
she pent, in fact, of this great Christian miracle.

not (¢) That the Apostles proclaimed the fact of Christ’s resurrection
sht imediately after the event, in the very city, and among the people

o were conversant with the facts of the case, and where it could

ast been disproved instantly, had it not been true.

ke That the Apostles and first Christians had no interest in pro-
im ng the resurrection, had it not been a fact, but that all their
He™ ts lay in the opposite direction.

) That in the various prosecutions of the Apostles by the
ewish authorities no accusation was ever made that they were pro-
daiming what had not occurred. If they were willing not to speak
the name of Jesus, they might have gone where they pleased, and
one what they liked ; but they declared they “ could not but speak
e things which they had heard and seen,” let the consequences to
em be what they might. They willingly suffered the loss of all
and endured martyrdom as witnesses of the resurrection of
1

5 Upon the whole case, then, we may confidently say with St.
“Now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the first-

1ce -
f'; 1 See Row’s “ Historical Evidence of the Resurrection ;” Sherlock’s “ Trial of
e Witnesses of Christ's Resurrection;” Cooper’s “The Verity of Christ’s

rrection.”
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fruits of them that slept.” Jesus Christ was therefore demonstrates
or “declared to be the Son of God with power by the resurrectio
from the dead.”?

XVII. Have not sceptics raised various objections against th
resurrection of Christ ?

From the earliest times they have done so. During the life of the
apostles there were some in the Corinthian Church who denied the
resurrection of Christ by denying the doctrine of the resurrection of
the body. Celsus, Porphyry the Emperor Julian, and others w
followed at a later period by Spinoza, and during the eighteent
and nineteenth centuries by the English Deists and the German
naturalists and rationalists. In recent years objections have been
urged by the materialistic school of scientific men, who may be ™
designated the modern Sadducees.? )

The objections are of two classes—

1. Those which @ priori deny the possibility of a miracle.!
objection is sufficiently answered in pp. 62-66.

2. That the disciples and followers of Jesus were impostors, or that.
they were enthusiasts—iz.e., they were either deceivers, or were the
victims of delusion. As to delusion two alternatives are put forthy
(a) Thatthey were so “credulous and enthusiastic that one or more
of them fancied they saw Jesus alive after His death, and that they
succeeded in persuading the others that it was a fact.”* Or (})
That Jesus did not really die, but merely swooned, and was after-
wards removed from the sepulchre by His friends, and died s
after® It certainly requires a greater amount of credulity to a
either of these theories than to believe that Jesus Christ rose fro
the dead.® This is sufficiently replied to under Questions XV,
XVI. (pp. 102, 103).

! Dr, Arnold, in one of his sermons to the boys at Rugby, says :—* The evidenc
of our Lord’s life and death and resurrection may be, and oiten has been, shownfs
be satisfactory; it is _‘gﬁ)od according to the common rules for distinguishing go
evidence from bad. ousands and tens of thousands have gone through it piect
by piece as carefully as ever judge summed up on a most important cause. I have
myself done it many times over, not to persuade others, but to satisfy myself, |
have been used for many years to study the history of other times, and to examint
and weigh the evidence of those who have written about them, and I know of
one fact in the history of mankind which is proved by better and fuller e vidence.
the sort, to the understanding of a fair inquirer, than the great sign which God ha
given us that Christ died and rose again from the dead.”

* See “The Unseen Universe,” by Tait and Stewart, in reply to the
objection, znd edit., pp. 165-189.

* See Acts xxvi. 8.

¢ Rénan supposes that Mary Magdalene took the gardener for Jesus—
He had risen irom the dead—and communicated her enthusiasm to the others,
accepted her report. He says: ¢ Divine might of love ! moments for ever &
when the passion of an hysterical woman gave to the world a risen God.”

® «The 1dea of suspended animation, not real death, is involved in inscrut
difficulty.”—Dr. Samuel Davidson.

* Strauss, even, is obliged to confess: “Taken historically,—f.e., compari
effect of this belief with its absolute baselessness,—the story of the res\xnetgl
Jesus can only be called a world-wide deception.” Truly it is a miracle great
than that of the resurrection itself, that such a belief should have originated
been perpetuated if the event itself were a myth.



W ) ] P e O~ - W e W W W W e

L

S T IR

e

@GO Y

THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY TRINITY. 107

That the disciples were impostors has never been seriously
argued, or if so has been long abandoned. Their whole life,
conduct, sufferings, and sacrifices show that they were sincere in
the belief of the truth which they proclaimed—that Christ was risen
om the dead ; and, as we have seen, they had abundant, suitable,
and frequent evidence of this. Such a belief in the resurrection
desus Christ as has prevailed from the beginning to the present
it is impossible to account for on any hypothesis other than that 1t
ctually occurred. For a full discussion of this subject see
Christlieb’s “ Modern Doubt and Christian Belief,” pp. 448-503;
Abbot's “ Commentary,” Matt. xxxiii., close of chapter; Oosterzee’s
“Christian Dogmatics,” p. 563, etc.

~ XVIIL.—What are the principal objections that Socinians and
Unitarians allege against our Saviour’s true and proper Divinity ?

They may be arranged in two classes :—

" 1. Those drawn from His proper humanily and His humble
‘mission as a servant. It is exceedingly unfair to adduce this as an
objection; for Socinians and Unitarians cannot but know that
Trinitarians admit as freely as themselves that our Lord is man,
and that, as the Mediator between God and man, He received a
commission from the Father. The question, however, is, are we
not continually taught, by an astonishing mass of Scripture evidence,
that while He is truly and properly man, He is also the Supreme
and Eternal God ? And are not the very texts which most strongly
declare the humanity of Jesus sufficient to refute those who from
would deny His Deity ? How could a mere man, without
absurd presumption, solemnly announce that God the Father was
greater than he ? How could he be “made flesh”? How could
it be a proof of his humility that he “ was made in the likeness of
men”? He was “perfect God and perfect man;” and, keeping
this in remembrance, we have a clear and satisfactory explanation
of those passages which might otherwise appear incongruous and
contradictory. :

2. Those drawn from particular texts of Scripture.

(1) It is supposed that our Lord’s reply to the rich young man
proves that He Himself disclaimed Divinity (Matt. xix. 16, 17). Itis
‘most unfortunate for the Unitarian theory to press this passage into
its service ; for if it disproves the Saviour’s Deity, it also disproves
His goodness. But was He not good? Not good ? and yet the
great teacher of men, and the example of the most perfect holiness,
obedience, and benevolence! Not good ? and yet ‘the whole testi-
nony of Scripture asserts His immaculate holiness and disinterested
Jove! Not good? and yet the Father, once and again, proclaims
from heaven that He was His beloved Son, in Whom He was well
pleased ; and inspired apostles declare that He was holy, harmless,
‘undefiled, and separate from sinners! The title “good Master,”
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however, was not rejected by our Lord because it was improper
applicable to Him, but because it was improperly agplied by one
who regarded Him only as a mere man, not as the Divine Messiah!
He did not restrain one from calling Him good, who came profe
sing his persuasion that He was a Divine person, or one who
entreated Him to do an act which supposed Divine power, and so
might be considered as implying such a persuasion; but one who
addressed Him as a teacher, *“good Teacher,” didaskalos aga
and proposed a question which all eminent teachers amongst
Jews professed to answer. Our Lord repelled the title when gi
as an unmeaning compliment, but announced to the young man th
true ground on which alone the term was applicable to Him.
I am good, then am I Divine ; for there is none good but one,
is, God.” This was doubtless the conclusion to which Christ
desirous to lead the young man. He had come to inquire of Jes
merely as a master, or teacher; the Saviour would convince hi
that He was not only his instructor, but his God.?

(2) It is supposed that in Mark xiii. 32 we have a denial of our
Lord’s omniscience, and, therefore, of His Divinity ; but whatever
may be the meaning of these words, they cannot be understood
a sense that contradicts the many passages which explicitly decla
that Christ knows all things. Moreover, it is very clear, from
whole drift of the discourse, that our Lord ZiZ know the time
the impending calamities ; for, in the same breath, He foretells them
with the most circumstantial exactness, and declares that the pres
generation should not pass away until the event should be accome
plished. And hence we must seek the explication of the text in
that idiomatic use of the word % %#now, which the Hebrew so often
furnishes, and which the Evangelist would naturally follow, altho
he wrote in Greek. To 4now, in this place, appears to bear
sense of the Hebrew conjugation called Hiphil, and to signify,
therefore, “to make to know”—that is, “to declare or reveal.”
St. Paul uses the same word in the same sense in 1 Cor. ii. 2
The meaning will then be, that by none of the three means of
communication by which God has been pleased to reveal Hig
purposes, neither by inspired men, nor angels, nor even the Son
Himself, was the exact time of that visitation made Fnown
revealed; but the Father Himself would reveal it by its sudd
and unlooked-for appearance, “which #z His own times He sh:
show.” A comparison of this text with Acts i. 6, 7, seems to confim
this view ; for there again the Saviour intimates, not that He was.
Himself unable to satisfy their curiosity, had He pleased to do so
but that it was not within the range of His commission, as the Sent.
of God, to disclose to them that part of the Divine arrangements?
i.‘ The?!}eviaed Version reads in v. 17, * Why askest thou ning that which

5 Dr. Cooke’s “Christian Theology ; ” Watson’s position,” i loco.

Watson’s *‘ Exposition,” i loco; br.w. Cooke’s *‘ Christian Theo| .

Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology.” vol. iii. p. 68s; Dr. Urwick’s
Advent,” p. 34. :
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(3) Two passages are often adduced against the eternity of
hrist, and in proof that He is a created being—Rev. iii. 14, and
ol i. 15. In the first of these, the word rendered “beginning”
 archd, which is applied to the Father as well as the Son (see
i. 6); so that, if the word must mean that Christ had a

so eV, X0 ; : -

ho I beginning, and, therefore, is not eternal, it teaches the same with
05, to God the Father. The meaning of the word arche
the' nning,” is the same here as archon, chief, ruler, governor,

; the abstract term being put for the concrete, of which

here are many examples. This is evidently its meaning when
olied to the Father, and so it is when applied to the Son.!

‘
1a1: fence, Dr. A. Clarke’s note: * The beginning of,” etc.; *that is,
as B e Head and Governor of all creatures, the King of the creation.’
us nd Benson’s : *The Author, Head, and Ruler of the creation of
im God” And thus, instead of disproving His eternity, it establishes
His supremacy and Divinity. In Col. i. 15, Christ is designated
ur Uthe first-born of every creature,” or more literally, * the first-born
i of the whole creation.” The word prototokos, first-born, like arche,
i ginning, signifies the Chief, the Supreme, the Lord, the Governor;
re | fhe phraseology is Jewish. As he who was first born in a Hebrew
he mily had the pre-eminence and lordship over his brethren, so the
of word was used to denote pre-eminence or dominion in general. It
o s applied to kings (Psalm lxxxix. 27); to death (Job xviii. 13); and,
nt by the Jewish people, to God Himself, for they call Jehovah “the
= frst-born of all the world, or of all the creation,” to signify His

having created or produced all things. The word is thus applied to
Christ by St. Paul, and is designed to exalt Him above all creatures,
and to crown Him Divine Head and Lord and Sovereign of all. It
2ims one of His many royal titles, and invests Him with the
insignia of universal empire.?

" (4) 1 Cor. viii. 6 is also adduced as a denial of our Lord’s
Divinity ; but, as Dr. Pye Smith observes, “ The Deity of Christ
can no more be denied because the Father is here called the ‘one
God,’ than the dominion of the Father can be denied because the
Son is called the ‘one Lord.’”® ‘The connection of this passage
with the preceding, and the scope of the argument, are well ex-
pressed by Billroth, as follows: ¢ As respects the eating of flesh
offered in sacrifice to idols, we know that there is no idol-god in the
‘world, and that there is no God but one, viz., Jehovah. Although,
then, there be what are called gods, whether they be in heaven or
on earth, as, indeed, there are gods many and lords many (to the
heathen, according to the ideas of the heathen), yet is there to #s
‘but one God (Z.e., there is only one Being whom we acknowledge as
Divine) and one Lord, from whom, as Creator and First Great
Cause, all things have their origin, and we [exist] for Him (Z.e., for

~ % Dr. W. Cooke’s “Theology.”

- " Dr. W. Cooke’s “Christian 'rheolog;" Dr. A. Clarke’s “Commentary,” #s
loco : Dr. Guthrie’s * Inheritance of the Saints,” p. 197

+ $mith’s “ Scripture Testimony,” vol. ii,, p. 391
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His service and glory, see Col.i. 16, 17) ; and one Lord Jesus Christ,

by whom (Z.¢, as the immediate and efficient cause) are all things,
and we 4y Him ;’ 7.e., are what we are ” '—language in perfect accord- |
ance with the great Scripture principle: “ Of the Father, through
the Son, and by the Spirit, all things are.” Here, then, there is
nothing to exclude from the honours of supreme Divinity either the
Word, who was in the beginning with God, and was God, or the
Holy Ghost, who bears the same Divine title. Indeed, the passage
can only be explained in itself, or made to agree with the uniform
testimony of Scripture, on the principle that the Father and the Son

are one God and one Lord, in the unity of the Godhead.

Among the most valuable works on the subject of this section are
the following: Dr. Pye Smith’s “ Scripture Testimony to the
Messiah,” in two volumes, 8vo, beyond comparison the most 7
elaborate and convincing book on the Divinity of Christ that ever -
appeared in the English language. Wardlaw’s “ Discourses on the
Socinian Controversy.” Holden’s “Scripture Testimony te the
Divinity of Christ,” which is more adapted to popular use, and to
the use of young students, than either of the works just mentioned, 4
It is in one volume, 8vo. Moses Stuart’s “ Letters to Dr. Channing,
in Defence of the Divinity of Christ.” They are written in a truly
Christian spirit, and contain much valuable criticism combined with 3
sound argument. Hare's “Preservative against the Errors of
Socinianism.” It is acute and powerful in argument, and contains 1
a just view of the important subjects of which it treats. Wilson’s
“Illustration of the Method of Explaining the New Testament by
the Early Opinions of Jews and Christians concerning Christ.” A
very able defence of the Godhead of Christ, showing that the early
Christians and the Jews, who were contemporary with our Lord,
understood those terms which are now applied to the Divinity of
our Lord just as they are now understood by orthodox believers.
Dr. Burton’s “ Testimonies of the Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of
Christ,” and his “Testimonies to the Divinity of the Holy Ghost
and the Doctrine of the Trinity,” are both works of the highest
value, as exhibiting the views of the Christian writers during the
first three centuries concerning these subjects. Horsley’s “ Tracts |
in Controversy with Dr. Priestley,” published in one volume. They
are deficient in Christian temper, but are among the ablest contro-
versial publications that ever appeared. Dr. Waterland, at an
early part of last century, wrote largely in defence of the Divinity
of Christ and of other subjects connected with it; and all his
publications bearing on these points are entitled to a careful study,
Dr. Calamy, Dr. Guyse, and Mr. Hurrion, three Dissenting ministers,
lived at the same time, and distinguished themselves in defence of
the truth. Calamy published a volume on the doctrine of the
Trinity; Guyse on the Divinity of the Holy Spirit; and Hurrion
another on the same subject. They are all worth a careful reading,

* Dr. Bloomfield, s» loco.
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shop Bull's “ Opinion of the Catholic Church, for the first three
uries, on the necessity of believing that our Lord Jesus Christ
truly God,” is equally valuable to the theological student and the

:l; ‘ dent of ecclesiastical history. I especially recommend a work,
i lished A.p. 1765, by Dr. Abaddie, entitled “ The Great and
hell dous Mystery of Man’s Salvation by Jesus Christ, asserted

d defended.” Mr. Wesley was deeply impressed with the value
this treatise. The author maintains that if Jesus Christ be not
d, the Gospel is less credible than the system of Mohammed.
is argument may be evaded, but cannot be refuted.!

SECTION IV.
THE DIVINE SONSHIP OF CHRIST,
In what various applications do we find the term * Son of

o od” in Scripture ?

d. This was a title which, before our Lord’s time, had been received
lg' th various shades of meaning. It had been used of all who, in
t{ 3 eir several degrees, stand in filial relationship to their Father in
£ wen—(1) Of the spirits who sang for joy when the foundations

 the earth were laid (Job xxxviii. 7). (2) Of the judges and
s who, because the word of the Lord came to them, were all

3  children of the Most Highest, and to whom, as such, even one
Z the very names of God—ZE/lo/im—was applied without impiety

m Ixxxii. 6; Judges v. 8). (3) Of those, whosoever they may
ve been, who saw the daughters of men that they were fair (Gen.
&'f (4) Of Israel, as the dear son of Jehovah (Hosea xi. I).
) Of all who should one day be called the children of the living
d (Hosea i. 10) ; viz., believers in Christ, because of their gracious
option into God's family (John i. 12).?

7_' ,—When the term is applied to the Lord Jesus, is it a title of
fice or of nature ? In other words, does it apply to Christ as a
ne person, or must it be restricted to His humanity ?

1. There are passages which seem?® to restrain its significance to
‘mere humanity of the Saviour; and to rest its application—
) Upon His miraculous conception (Luke i. 35).* (25, Upon His
cial designation (John x. 34-36). (3) Upon His resurrection
m the dead (Acts xiii. 33).

T. Jackson’s MS. Lectures. See also pp. 119, 120.

ptre’s ‘‘ Christ and Christianity ;” Boyle Lecture for 1866, p. 145.

“ seem to restrain,” etc., because I am well aware that some of our most

ed and judicious divines explain these passages as confirming, rather than

posing, the doctrine of the Divine Sonship of our Lord, as we shall afterwards
‘occasion to show.

Revised Version, “That which is to be born shall be called holy, the Sem
od,” with marginal reading almost like the A. V.

10 :
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2. The general teaching of Scripture is, however, that as Hel
called “Son of man” in reference to His proper humanity, so
He called “ Son of God” in reference to His Divine nature, and
expressive of His peculiar and eternal relation to God the Father,

We admit that there are instances in which the title * Son of m:
is connected with the loftier attributes of Deity (see Matt. ix. 6,
8, xxiv. 30, 31; John iii. 13, vi. 62); and that the title “ Son of Go
is occasionally applied where the reference is to the attributesi
pure humanity, as ¢.g.,, Rom. v. 10; Gal. ii. 20. This, of cous
arises from the personal union of the two natures in Christ. |
this interchange of appellations will no more prove the title “Son
God ” to be a human designation, than it will prove *Son of mi
to be a Divine one.

III.—Can we gather from the evangelical narrative in wh
sense the disciples, and the Jews in general, regarded this title?

A few references will show that they all regarded it as
designation of a Divine person. (1) Zake the confession of Nathan
(John i. 45-51). He was first led to Jesus through an invitati
from Philip, who described our Redeemer as “the son of Joseph
But when Jesus announced to him that He saw him * under the
tree,” probably in allusion to a recent act of secret devotio
Nathanael, certain that no merely human being had seen him,
once recognised in Christ that prerogative of God, which consists]
searching the hearts of men, and seeing them in their most set
retirements, and under this idea exclaimed, “ Thou art the Sor
‘God,” etc. The natural conclusion is, that, as the confession wi
drawn forth by this proof of omniscience, it was intended
indicate His proper Deity. (2) Zake the confession of the discfl
occasioned by a most impressive display of our Lord’s power g
the elements (Matt. xiv. 22-33). They had seen Him walk up
the sea, which is the prerogative of God (Job ix. 8) ; they had se
Him uphold the disciple on the face of the great deep, and, by
single act of His will, hush the tempest, and bring the endange
veesel to land. They felt that the Lord of nature was there,a
they “ worshipped Him, saying, Of a truth Thou art the Son of Go
Can we resist the conviction that under these circumstances
acknowledgment and homage was that of pure Deity? (3) Z
the confession of Peter (Matt. xvi. 13-18). It has two great pa
“Thou art the Christ ” is the first part,—He whom God has anoinf
and sent forth to be the King, the Priest, the Prophet of His Chus
This, then, was a title of office. “The Son of the living God'
emphatically added to express the #we nature of Him who was
acknowledged to be the Christ. That this was the view of Pe
is rendered indubitable by our Lord’s reply, “ Flesh and blood I
not revealed it unto thee, but My Father which is in heave
meaning, that the truth thus expressed had not been ascertai
by human testimony, but by the Divine revelation alone. No
the title “ Son of God” describes the miraculous conception, it i
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matter of plain historical testimony; if it expresses nothing more
than the Messiahship of Jesus, #zaf was stated to Peter by his own
brother Andrew (John i. 40, 41); and was no subject of Divine
tommunication. But the doctrine of the Saviour’s Deity, and of His
eternal relation to the Father, is truly inscrutable, and in order to its
pprehension requires the revelation of God; for “ no one knoweth
who the Son is but the Father.” This interpretation, therefore, is
the only one with which the passage harmonises. (4) Zake the
wowed conviction of the Jewish people. In the narrative recorded
(John v. 17, 18), the calling of God His own Father was understood
y the Jews, and their opinion is sanctioned by the evangelist, as the
most direct and precise claim of Divinity, and, according to their
interpretation, as a crime worthy of death. In John x. 24, 25, we
find our Lord avowing Himself to be the Christ; but this produced .
noobservable effect upon His hearers. When, however, He claimed *
God as His Father, they proceeded to outrage as before, and assigned
as the reason, that, being a man, He made Himself God (vers. 2g-38).
It is obvious, therefore, that the conception they had of the term
as that it implied the possession of perfections and prerogatives
such as belonged to no creature, but to God only (see also Mark xiv.
61-64).

~ IV.—Did the Saviour ever affirm His Sonship in the same sense
in which it was understood by the Jews ?

Had they misapprehended the term, we cannot doubt that He
ould instantly have corrected their mistake, and set them right.
He was bound not to suffer His own character to be stained in their
yview with the crime of blasphemy. But He uttered no word of cor-
rection. On the contrary, He re-asserts His Sonship, and that in the
most explicit terms, as involving a Divine character and claim. For
(1) He declares His equality with the Father, both in operation and
in honour (John v. 19-29). (2) He refers to the testimony of John
in confirmation of His claim (John v. 33, compared with John i. 34).
(3) He appeals to the testimony of the Father (ver. 37), who, both
at the baptism (Matt. iii. 17), and at the transfiguration (Matt. xvii.
5), proclaimed Him as His “beloved Son,” for the purpose of securing
the most profound reference for His person and work. (4) He
appeals to His miraculous works, they being evidences of His Divine
jower (John x. 37, 38 ; xiv. 1I).
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»'V.—In there any confirmation of this view arising out of the
story of our Lord’s death and resurrection ?

- The Jews had all along asserted that the assumption of the title
Son of God” by one whom they regarded as a mere man, was
or Him to be guilty of the capital crime of blasphemy (see John
. 33). And before the bar of the Sanhedrim, the high priest
idjured Jesus, that is, put Him upon oath, to tell Him whether He was
Christ, the Son of God (Matt. xxvi. 63). The people also urged the

me question (Luke xxii. 70). And He at once avowed that He was
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80 in the very sense in which they put the question (Matt. xxvi. 64
Mark xiv. 62; Luke xxii. 70); and for this they adjudged Him
worthy of death, and led Him to the cross (Matt. xxvi. 63, €6
Mark xiv. 61-64 ; John xix. 7). * The mere claim of being tke Chris
would 'not have been regarded as blasphemy by those who ha
questioned with themselves whether John was the Christ or ng
and were deceived again and again by the appearance of false
Christs. It was because they saw in the words what seemed to
them to imply a claim to the incommunicable name, a participas
tion in the absolute unity, that they condemned Him on the ground
that e spoke of Himself as the Son of the Blessed.”! It now
became a question of the utmost moment, was He, as the Son of
God, equal to the Father, or was He a hlaspheming impostor? It
was a question to be decided by infinite power alone; and, for its
decision, the Father interposed; and by the most stupendous of
all miracles—His resurrection from the dead—Christ was “declared,”
definitely marked out, ‘“the Son of God with power” (Rom. i. 4).
The resurrection was, therefore, the evidence of the Divine filiation
of the Redeemer. His claim to be the Son of God, which the
Jewish council adjudged to be blasphemy, was by this glorious
miracle effectually vindicated.

VI1.—Do the writings of St. John afford any special evidence of
the Divine Sonchip of our Lord ?

The avowed purpose, both of the Gospel and Epistles, was to
excite and confirm our faith in the great truth that Jesus is the Son
of God (John xx. 31; 1 John v. ¥3). And how is the matter
proved ? By giving evidence that He was miraculously born? By
supporting His claims to Messiahship? No; but by repeated and
irrefragable arguments that He was Divine. The title “So
God” must, therefore, express the sovereign Divinity of Ch
And we shall see how this idea runs through the writings o
Apostle, As the Son, He has perfect oneness and equality with
Father (John x. 30, v. 18, xvi. 15); oneness and equality of na
with mutual in-being (John i. 18, viii. 19, 20, x. 28, 30, xiv. 7-11,
20-23); oneness and equality of title (1 John v. 20, compare
with John xvii. 3) ; oneness and equality of glory (John xvii. 1, §
10) ; oneness and equality in counsel and operation (John v. 17-1
30, xiv. 10, II, xvii. 21; I John ii. 24; 2 John Q); oneness and
equality of life-giving power (John v. 21-27, xi. 25-27, 40, x. 17, 18);
oneness and equality of honour (John v. 23, xiv. 13, xv. 23, 24).
Can these passages be reviewed without producing in us the convic-
tion that “Son of God,” as applied by the Apostle, is a title of
absolute Divinity ? 4

VII.—Does not the Epistle to the. Hebrews clearly sustain
doctrine of the Divine Sonship of Jesus?

It must be remembered that many of the persons addressed in
* Plumptre’s “ Boyle Lecture for 1866,” p. 148,
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hat epistle had been contemporaries of our Lord, and had witnessed
jat unrighteous controversy upon the doctrine of His Divine
onship which issued in His crucifixion. The lofty sense in which
e employed the title “ Son of God,” and in which it was inter-
reted by His judges, must to them have been perfectly familiar.
fhey were incapable of affixing to the appellation any idea but that
‘sovereign Divinity. And yet with these circumstances before

to iim, the Apostle, in treating of the dignity of our Lord’s person,
a= yles Him throughout “ The Son of God.”

nd (1) As the Son of God, He is the radiation of the Divine splen-
W bur, and the accurate and most exact resemblance of the Father's
of ubstance (Heb. i. 3).

It W (2) As the Son of God, to Him are ascribed the creation of the
ltSf jorld and the attributes of eternity and immutability (Heb. i. 2,
ory 0-12).

1,8 ,;(3))As the Son of God, He is superior to angels, He having this
4). iie by inheritance, that is, by natural and inalienable right (Heb.

, 46)—right resulting not from mere gratuity, or from the meri-
he yriousness of toil or sufferings, but from nature.

(4) As the Son of God, He is addressed by the Father as “ God,”
he everlasting King (Heb. i. 8), whereas angels in their highest
gstate are but messengers and ministers (ver. 7). :

' (5) As the Son of God, even in His condition of lowest debasement,
e is entitled to the homage of angels (Heb. i. 6).

' (6) As the Son of God, He sits upon the throne of God, far
bove all principality and power, while angels are occupied in the
services of love (Heb. i. 13, 14).

' The same ideas of absolute Divinity connect themselves with the
le throughout the epistle. The conclusion is inevitable; not
ly that “ Son of God” is a Divine title, but that of all the appella-
ons by which the Divinity of Christ is described, it is the most
hoice, peculiar, intelligible, and emphatic.

11.—Does not the language of the angel to the mother of
Lord affirm that He should be called the “ Son of God,” on
ccount of His miraculous conception ?7—Luke i. 35.

9 So it has been thought by Dr. A. Clarke and some others; and
d ey have regarded this text as decisive evidence against the
3 nship of our Lord’s Divine nature. But if their view of the

assage is correct, then, in the same respect in which our Lord is
e Son, the Holy Ghost is the Father—a title which is never appro-
riated to Him. Moreover, throughout His personal history there is
ot 2 single instance in which the use of this title is connected with
allusion to the Divine production of His human nature. Even

John, who wrote for the one specific purpose—* that ye might
gelieve that Jesus is the Christ, the son of God”—says not a word
bout the miraculous production of His humanity. That view of the
assage which makes the miraculous conception the reason why our
ord should be invested with this title, arises from the notion that
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% the power of the Highest,” in the second clause, means the
as ‘“the Holy Ghost” in the first, which it evidently does
There is abundant evidence that the term ‘“power” was, by th
Jews, used to signify a Divine person; in 1 Cor. i. 24 Christ i
called “ the power of God;” and the early writers of the Church
commonly apply the word “power” to the Divine nature of our
Lord ; and, in accordance with this view, we must affix a personal
sense to the term “ the power of the Highest” in this text. There
were two acts to be performed in the * preparation of the body”
our Lord—one, the miraculous production of a human being;
the other, the joining of the Divine nature with it in personal union,
so that Christ might be Emmanuel, God with us ; and it is reasonable
to conclude that both should be referred to in the explanation of th
case to Mary. First, then, we have the act of the Holy Ghost pro-
ducing the human nature of our Lord in the womb of the Virginj
and then we have ‘“the power of the Highest”—z.e., the Second
Person in the Trinity, the Eternal Logos, descending upon the
virgin mother, and uniting Himself to that which was so formed
From these two acts all that the angel mentions followed. It follow
that that should be a ‘ holy thing” which should be born of Mary,
as being produced immediately by the Holy Ghost ; and it followed
that this “holy thing” should be called the Son of God. And,
accordingly, this became the appellation of the one undivided Ch
but wholly by virtue of the hypostatical union. The mode
expression by which the concluding clause is introduced confirms
the view thus given: “therefore also,” etc. It shall not merely be
called %oly, which would follow from its immediate production by
the Holy Ghost ; but it shall be called the Son of God because of
another circumstance—the union of the two natures; for since
human nature was united to the Son of God, it was to bear the
same name, as being in indissoluble union with Him.!

IX.—Does not the language of St. Paul, in Acts xiii. 33, oblig
us tg rest the Sonship of our Lord upon His resurrection from the
dead ?

By some this view has been entertained. But a palpable reason
for its rejection is, that it supposes Christ to have become the Son
of God at the resurrection, which is not the fact. Every exp
sion in the New Testament which gives emphasis to the Sonship
of Christ, refers to a period before the resurrection. There are
two other expositions of the passage; and in both it is referred to
the Divine filiation. Watson supposes that the resurrection is here
announced as the evidence or declaration that Christ was t
and in a proper sense, the Son of God. In this case, according
to an allowable Hebraism, the passage will signify, “ Thou art M
Son ; this day (of the resurrection) have I declared, and by indubis
table evidence demonstrated, Thy proper and Divine generation,”

Watson’s “Exposition,” in loco; Trefiry’s *“Eternal Sonship,”
50. See also Rle)gined ersion, Luke i. 35.rr e
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Hence it is a passage of exactly similar import to that in Rom. i. 4,
udeclared to be the Son of God . . . by the resurrection,” etc.!
ofiry doubts whether there is in this text any reference to the
esurrection. He says the word again, in ver. 33, is inserted by
our translators without any sufficient warrant,? while the participle
anastésas, raised up, does by no means necessarily suggest the doc-
trine supposed. In fact, when the verb has this sense, it is usually
sonnected with some determining phrase, such as é% nekron, from
the dead ; otherwise its meaning simply is to raise up, or, passively
to be raised up. See Acts ii. 30, iii. 6-17, 22, 26, 34, where,
he reference is not to the resurrection, but to the natural production
nd the official elevation of Christ. And throughout St. Paul’s dis-
' course at Antioch, recorded in Acts xiii., he maintains a clear dis-
finction between the raising up of Christ by official appointment,
and the resurrection from the dead. (Compare verses 23 and 30. The
same distinction is to be observed in verses 33 and 34 ; resurrection
heing spoken of only in verse 34.) Thus the passage will signify,
“God hath fulfilled His promise, in that He hath raised up Jesus,
by sending Him in the flesh, and by appointing Him to the various
functions required of Him.” And’ then, to show that Jesus, who
‘was thus raised up, is such a Saviour as God had promised unto the
fathers, he announces the eternal relation of the Messiah to the
Father,—the great truth which displays the beneficence of Him who
‘gave, and the condenscension of Him who was given, “as it is also
itten in the second Psalm, Thou art My Son, this day” (there
‘being no succession, no yesterday, no to-morrow, in eternity) ‘ have
1begotten Thee.”* Whichever of these interpretations we prefer,
‘the main result of our inquiry is unaffected, the Saviour still stands
‘before us as the eternal Son of God ; the Son, in that high and in-
effable sense which can be predicted of no created, no finite being ;
Son, as having from eternity derived the Divine essence from
the Father, but so derived it, incomprehensible though it be, that we
can affirm of the two Persons that they are co-equal, co-eternal, and
of the same substance.

X.—What is the reply to the metaphysical objection, that Son-
ship implies posteriority of time and inferiority of nature ?
~ Properly speaking, it implies neither. * On the contrary, filiation
pecessarily implies not only equality, but identity of nature. This is
evident that in the Scriptures, ‘ Son of man’ isa common Hebrew
periphrasis for a proper human being; and by parity of reasoning,
‘He who is strictly ‘Son of God’ is a proper Divine being. Hence,
far from being an evidence of natural inferiority, the filiation of our
Lord is the most plain and unequivocal argument for His Deity.”
Nor is it correct to say that a father, as such, exists before his son.
He who has no child is not a father; and no one can be a father unti}
e has offspring ; and supposing paternity and filiation to be essen-

"Watson’s Works, vol. iii., pp. 38, 39. *It1s omitted in the Revised Version.
> Tuﬁ';’g ‘?ﬁi’i’nﬂ Sonship,” p. 299, etc.
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tial relations of the first and second Persons in the Trinity, it is
plain that from eternity (incomprehensible as it may be to us) the
one must have been a Father, and the other a Son.”?

XI.—Can anything be predicated as to the manner of the Son’s

generation ?

On this subject, the Holy Scriptures are silent ; and all analogies
derived from created nature must for ever fail to convey adequate

ideas of the mode of Divine existence. It is sufficient for us to

rest in the fact as revealed by God Himself; waiting till our arrival
in the world of spirits for those further discoveries which the

Almighty, in the plenitude of His wisdom and love, may see good

to make,

XII.—Is there any importance attached to the inquiry into the
doctrine of the Divine Sonship ?

Some have gone so far as to represent it as a subject of mere strife
of words, while others regard it as affecting not merely the general
character of the Gospel, but the very subsistence of experimental
religion. A few considerations may tend to a due appreciation of
the subject.

1. * The denial of the Divine Sonship destroys all relation among
the Persons of the Godhead; for no other relations among the
hypostases are mentioned in Scripture save those which are ex-
pressed by paternity, filiation, and procession ; every other relation
1s merely economical; and these natural relations being removed,
we must then conceive of the Persons in the Godhead as perfectly
independent of each other; a view which has a strong tendency to
endanger the unity of the essence;” for, to unity of nature natural
relation is essential; and if the relation be given up, the unity must
follow,

2. “If Son of God be in strictness a human designation (and so
it must be if it relate not to His Divinity), then we may say that
our Saviour, as God, has no distinctive name at all in the whole
Scriptures. The title ‘God’ does not distinguish Him from the
other Persons of the Trinity; and ‘Word’ stands in precisely the
same predicament as ‘Son;’ for the same kind of criticism may re-
duce it to merely an official appellative. The other names of Christ
are all official; and hence the denial of the title ‘Son’ as a designa-
tion of Divinity leads to the remarkable conclusion, that we have not
in Scripture a single appellation which, in strictness and truth of
speech, can be used to express the Divine Person of Him who was
made flesh and dwelt among us.”

3. A denial of the Divine Sonship of our Lord is calculated to
weaken the impression of the greatness of God’slove in the redemp-
tion of the world. That love is eminently evinced in the fact that
He gave “ His only begotten Son ” (John iii. 16, 17 ; John iv. g, 10);

* Rev. R, Trefiry’s “ Eternal Sonship,” p. 27, 4044

e > ¢ ’




THE DOCTRINE OF THE HOLY TRINITY. 119

Him who from eternity was * in the bosom of the Father,” the sharer
of the depth of the Father's counsels, the object of His ineffable
dight. And He that spared not Ais own, His proper Son—His in
a sense altogether exclusive and peculiar, His in infinite and ineffable
tenderness—how shall He not with Him also freely give us all
hings ? Such is the leading doctrine of the glorious Gospel. But
withdraw the Divine Sonship, and the subject is instantly thrown
into obscurity. We cannot conceive in what sense the first Person
in the Trinity could possess a property in, or an authority over, the
gecond, so as to be able to give or send Him. All that we are
wapable of imagining in this case is, that on the part of the one
here was a concurrence in the beneficent design of the other. This,
owever, is no evidence of the Father's love ; and all that Scripture
teaches on the subject becomes actually unintelligible. On the
ser hand, let the doctrine of the Divine filiation be admitted, and
we perceive the fitness, the harmony, and the glory of the media-
torial designation. Thus is our love to God enkindled by the
manifestations of His love to us; our faith is strengthened by the
recollection that it was “ His own Son” who died for our sins ; and
we assure ourselves of the prevalency of the mediatorial intercession
by the thought, that He who pleads for us is the dear and only
begotten Son, who was loved by the Almighty Father with ineffable
‘delight before the foundation of the world.

~ The most able Treatise on the Divine Sonship of our Lord in the
English language is that written by Rev. R. Treffry, Jun. The
reader should also peruse the chapter on this subject in Watson’s
Institutes,” part ii., chap. xii.; and an Essay of great value by the
same author, “ Works,” vol. vii. Fletcher also has written upon
the subject with great force and beauty (see “ Works,” vol. vi., pp.
169-93); and Pearson “On the Creed” has a chapter full of con-
vincing argument.  Art., Zis only Son.

" Recent controversies have arisen respecting the person and nature
of Christ. Strauss, in 1835, in his “Leben Jesu,” maintained that
Jesus was not a true character. He acknowledges Him to have been
agreat religious genius ; but that long after His death various myths
o legends which had been circulated respecting Him and His
tions were collected, and subsequently honestly accepted as real
ory. In 1864, he slightly modified some of his conclusions. In
“The Old and the New Faith” (1873) he abandoned Chris-
tianity. His views were refuted by Neander, Lange, Tholuck, Ebrard,
Iman, Julius Miller, and other German critics, as well as by
rtionalists, such as Baur, Schwegler, Keim, and others, and may now
be said to be abandoned by all critics of reputation. Rénan, in his
Vie de Jésus,” accepts the Gospels as historical, but that Jesus,
though the Christ, was not a Divine person. He accepts the early
origin of the Gospels, but strives to explain away all that is super-
in the life, words, and acts of Jesus. *“His book has all the
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charm of a religious romance ; . . . but asa critical or scientific book
it is of no value.” He has been replied to by E. de Pressensé, in
¢ Jesus Christ, His Times, Life, and Work,” by Van Oosterzee,
Henry B. Smith (of America), with various replies direct and incic
dental from numerous English authors.

The author of “ Ecce Homo” undertook *to trace the biography
of Christ from point to point, and accept those conclusions about
Him which the facts, critically weighed, appeared to warrant.” It
was not easy to tell what precise views the author held, or intended
to teach ; these were to be declared in a subsequent volume, e
work is very able, but unsatisfactory. Among the criticisms and
replies the most satisfactory, and certainlythe ablest, are “Ecce Deus,”
by Dr. Joseph Parker; and a series of Ietters in the Sunday Maga-
zine for 1868, from the late Professor Henry Rogers. Without
mentioning the various admirable Lives of Christ, which have
recently issued from the press, the attention of the reader may be
called to “ Christ Bearing Witness to Himself,” by Dr. Chadwick;
“The Person of Christ; The Perfection of His Humanity viewed
as a Proof of His Divinity,” by Dr. Schaff; “ The Jesus of the
Evangelists,” by the Rev. C. A. Row, M.A.; “ The Sinless Character
of Jesus,” by Dr. C. Ullman; “The Character of Jesus Christ,” by
Dr. Horace Bushnell, in his “ Nature and Supernatural.” “ Unbelief
in the Eighteenth Century,” by Dr. John Cairns, particularly pp.
234-81 on Strauss, Rénan, and Mill. ““The Person of Christ,” by
Dr. Pope; “The Divinity of Christ; Bampton Lectures,” by Dr.
Liddon; “How is the Divinity of Jesus depicted in the Gospels
and Epistles ?” by Rev. Thomas Whitelaw, D.D

SECTION V.
THE PERSONALITY AND DEITY OF THE HOLY GHOST,

1.—What is the teaching of the Church respecting the Per-
sonality and Deity of the Holy Ghost ?

All who believe in the doctrine of a plurality of persons in the
Divine nature, believe that plurality to be a Trinity, and to consist
of Father, Son, and Spirit. None, it is presumed, have believed
in more, none in fewer. We now come to consider the per-
sonality and Deity of the Holy Ghost, in opposition, first, to
Arianism, which teaches that as the Son is the first and greatest
creature of the Father, so the Holy Ghost is the first and greatest
creature of the Son, “a creature of the creature;” and secondly,
to Socinianism, which teaches that the Holy Spirit is only a
Divine attribute, energy, or influence. This latter is the opinion
of all modern Socinians, Unitarians, and Rationalists.

Adhering to the definition of a person as an “intelligent agent,”
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sone who possesses personal properties,” 7.¢., such as indicate the
pssession of mind or intelligence,! we inquire—

"!I.-—Ho;v can the personality of the Holy Ghost be proved from
Scripture
Let it be conceded that the terms * Spirit” and “Holy Spirit”
o sometimes denote, not the person, but the operations, the
ifts, the influences of the Holy Ghost, as when He is said to be
ed out,” etc., the question arises, whether, besides these,
are not very numerous portions of Scripture which 2o posi-
vely and unanswerably establish His personality.
1. The personal pronouns are repeatedly applied to Him, though
he noun translated Sp#7é/ is, in the original, in the neuter gender
John xiv. 16, 17, 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7, 14, 15). We cannot suppose
his violation of grammatical propriety to have been merely acci-
ental. It had a manifest design.
2. Personal qualities are ascribed to Him. Such as active
ntelligence (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11); volition Ex Cor. xii. 11; Acts xv. 28);
onal capability of being resisted (Acts vii. 51), grieved (Isa.
iii, 10; Eph. iv. 30), blasphemed against (Matt. xii. 31, 32), lied
sainst (Acts v. 3, 4), and tempted S_}Acts v.9).
3, Personal acts are ascribed to Him. He strives (Gen. vi. 3);
e speaks (John xvi. 13; Acts x. 19, viii. 29) ; He guides (John xvi.
3); He intercedes (Rom. viii. 26) ; He works miracles (Rom. xv.
9); He sanctifies (1 Cor. vi. 11); He calls and sends forth
messengers (Acts xiil. 2, 4); He distributes gifts (1 Cor. xii. 11);
e seals (Eph. i. 13, iv. 30).
' [I.—How can the proper Deity of the Holy Ghost be proved
om Scripture ?
‘1. Divine names are given Him. (1) God (Acts v. 3, 4;
 Tim. iii. 16, compared with 2 Peter i. 21; 1 Cor. iii. 16). (2)
Jehovah (Isa. vi. 5, 9, compared with Acts xxviii. 25; Exod. xvii. 7,
compared with Heb. iii. 7-9; Jer. xxxi. 31-34, compared with
Heb. x. 15-17).
2. Divine perfections are ascribed fo Him: Omnipresence (Psalm
mxxix. 7-10; Rom. viii. 26, 27). Omniscience (Isa. xl. 13, 14,
ompared with Rom. xi. 34; 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11). Omnipotence
(1 Cor. xii. 11 ; Rom. xv. 19). Eternity (Heb. ix. 14).
" 3. Divine works are performed by Him: Creation (Gen. i. 2;
Job. xxvi. 13, xxxiii. 4). Providential renovation (Psalm civ. 30).
Regeneration (John iii. 5, 6; Titus iii. §). The resurrection of the
dead (1 Peter 1ii. 18 ; Rom. viii. 1}1}
fuine worship is paid to Him (Isa. vi. 3-9, compared with
ots xxviii. 25; Rom. ix. 1; 2 Cor. xiii. 14; Matt. xxviii. 19).

~ [V.—How do we express the relation of the Holy Ghost to the
ather and the Son?
By the word “procession.” The teaching of Scripture is, that

* See p. 10,
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as Christ is God by an eternal filiation, so the Holy Ghost is_Gol
by an eternal procession. The manner of the procession lies
MOM ideas ; but the fact is both expressl
stated and clearly implied. First, it is expressly stated that the
Holy Ghost proceedeth from the Father (John xv. 26); and it is
clearly implied that He proceedeth from the Father and the Son
in passages where He is called “the Spi_ri_g__gf_.t@_tl%; ” and th
“ Spirit_of Christ” (Matt. x. 20; 1 Cor. ii. 11, 12, Gal. iv. 6
Rom. viii. g).} 1

V.—What, then, is the sum of Scripture teaching with regard to
this momentous subject, the Trinity in Unity ? ]

(1) The Divine Being is essentially One; but, in a manner by us
altogether incomprehensible, existing in_three Persons. (2)
personal distinction belongs, nd necessarily, to_the on
nghg’%i_:to the very essence of Deity; the perso being as
essential as the unity. (3) This distinction being proved from the
Scrip 0 exist 1n the Divine unity, all the texts in which the
unity is affirmed must be interpreted in consistency with th
doctrine; as meaning that God is One indeed, but that He is on
according o the peciliar modheation o Mity which belongs
Deity; a unity differing from redicated of

of His creatures.® (4) While this distinction has, by a necessil
of nature, subsisted in the unity of the Divine essence fro

eternity, there is eternal necessary relation of the
Divine p each other, the secon € ead
being “the Son” of the Father by a Divine and eternal filiation

tothe Father and the Son by
Divine and eternal procession, hese relations, we say,

Qroper and Divine. Lhe Father, as God, hegets ; the Son, as God,
is begotten ; the_Holy Ghost, as Go oceeds. And, as nat
And ﬁxvme, so are these distinctions and rtelations.gfzzzgl, Th

2 S Ina d I an Ina on.. th -l
Spinit_an eternal Spinf,. 1he maintenance of personal and Divin
ons is our protection from Sabellianism; that of propes
and eternal relafion preserves us from Tritheism; while

assertion of consubstantiality, joined with relative order, is our
defence against Arianism.”? 1

#

! Pearson ‘‘ On the Creed,” art. v‘i.ii.; Osborn’s “ Fernley Lecture.” 1

¢ Wardlaw’s ‘‘ Systematic Theology. * Treffry’s “ Eternal Sonship.”
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CHAPTER V.
CREATION OF THE WORLD.

[.—What is the relation to each other of the first two chapters
f Genesis ?

It is important that this question should be duly considered;
ecause, in “ Essays and Reviews,” and in some other writers, there
yan attempt to throw discredit on these chapters, by representing
em as twe-different and contradictory accounts.of creation, taken

o ground whatever for the allegation, The aim of the first con-
eoted narrative is to exhibit God as the Creator of the universe,
ad to mark out the order in which the process of creation was
nducted; and the picture is closed with the words, “ These are
he generations of the heavens and the earth,” etc. (chap. ii. 4).!
The author then passes over from the perfected picture of created
miverse to that which must have been to him, as to all writers of
istory, the most worthy of note,—the history of man. The differ-
nces that exist are to be explained by the different objects the
uthor had in view. In the first, his object was to give an outline
[ the history of the universe; in the second, to relate the origin
nd primitive history of man, so far as it was necessary, as a pre-
aration for the history of the fall. In the former, therefore, all the
teps of creation are treated in chronological order. In the latter,
nly S0 much is alluded to as is necessary for the author’s purpose,
d in the order which that purpose required.?

11—What are the teachings of revelation and science as to the
ntiquity of the earth ?

The discoveries of geology prove the globe to have existed at an
ndefinitely remote ?eriod before the creation of man ; that is, long
efore the six days’ work so definitely described in the Mosaic
ccount. “If any point, not capable of mathematical demonstration
 physical science, is proved, surely this truth is established.”* In

1 Or rather the “ picture is closed with ” the 3rd verse, announcing the sabbatic
st, and the words of the 4th verse are the t of a new ion,

4 See “ Aids to Faith,” '@o 197, 1 See also the “ Critical Commentary,” note
1 Gen. ii. 1-3; Ellicott’s “ Comm. Introd. to Gen.,” pp. 4, 5.

3 Professor Hitchcock’s ““Religion of Geology. 3urm “On Infidelity,”
37
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ignorance, how zver, of this fact, it was at one time supposed
some that the first verse of Genesis contained a summary acco
of the six days’ work which followed in detail—that “ the begi
was the commencement of the first day, and of course only aho
six thousand years ago.! But no phrase could be more indefinite
to time than the phrase “in the beginning.” It means “in form
duration,” “of old.” Whenever it is used in the Bible, it mere
designates the commencement of the series of events or the peri
of time that are described. And all that it states in Gen. i. I,
that the act of creation occurred at a certain point of time in pas
eternity, which is not chronologically fixed. It leaves an undefin :
interval between the creation of matter and the six days’
* during which it may have passed from chaos to order, and fror
order to chaos again, and each time it may have continued as lo
in its transition state. And after each reduction to order, it ma
have been occupied by as many descriptions of creatures as
speculator may be pleased to suppose.”? With these agree th
views of Dr. Chalmers: “ The detailed history of creation in th
first chapter of Genesis begins at the middle of the second verse
and what precedes may be understood as an introductory sentenc
by which we are most appositely told, both that God created
things at the first, and that afterwards, by what interval of time it
not specified, the earth lapsed into a chaos, from the darkness and d
order of which the present system or economy of things was mad
to arise. Between the initial act and the details of Genesis, th
- world, for aught we know, might have been the theatre of mar
revolutions, the traces of which geology may still investigate,”*

ITT.—What is the meaning, and what the Biblical usage of th
word “to create” ? :
The Hebrew, 4273, and Greek words thus rendered, are ofte
applied to the formation of one substance out of another pre-e
ing, and not merely to signify the bringing of things out of nothing

! Hebrew Bible Chronology, 58 1 ; Septuagint (Hales’), 7298 (A.D. 1887).

* Dr. Wardlaw’s « Systematfc ’Igheology."agl

® Or rather the history of Creation is confined simply to the first two verses,
the remainder of the chapter describes : 1. The change of the material of our globe
from chaos ; 2. The distribution of light upon and over our planet, or perhaps th
solar system ; 3. The formation of the earth as an abode for sentient life ; 4.
creation of living creatures; s. The creation of man. The apparent conflict of
this chapter with geology has arisen from the mistake of supposing it to be
narrative of Creation, when all but the first two verses is an account of the ad
tation of the created materia} of the earth as an abode for man. The attempt at the
reconciliation of geology with this first chapter of Genesis, is an attempt to recon
cile two things which were never at conflict, 3

Dr, Payne Smith saﬁs,—-"'fhe creative document is a grand and glorious intro-
duction to the rest of oly Scripture, but it was never intended to teach lo
or astronomy ; rightly understood it does not contradict those sciences, :
real object was to set forth two main truths—the first that all the laws and wo
ings of Nature are the workings of God ; the second, that of all this working, m:
is the final cause.”

Professor Asa Gray says :—The fundamental note is, the declaration of one

Maker of all things visible and invisible—a declaration which if science

unable to establish it is equally unable to overthrow.”
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ut we believe that these three propositions could easily and
oroughly be established on good evidence, viz.:—(1) “The
roper and primary sense of the word is that of_the Divine act of
bsolute creation out of nothing, and only its secondary and tran-
itive-meaning—s_that of Tashioning of Te-modelling.lrom. e ert

Iready in_existence,—this pecuttarity distinguishing the wo d from

whose WO model or make, and
ith which it is sometimes associated or apparently interchanged.”!
2) Apa om any consideration derived from the primary meaning
f the word itself, the true and proper exegesis of the opening
atement of Genesis requires them to be understood in the sense
of absolute creation ; for, in the words of John Howe, as the work
here described was wrought iz the beginning, i.e., when things took
heir beginning, had their first rise, it must suppose that “ heaven
and earth ” were not only then brought into order, but #af of which

:; thev were made was made of itself to exist, not having existed
he efore. Otherwise, how was that the “beginning ” of things? (3)
he he same doctrine is to be undoubtedly drawn from a right inter-

etation of other passages of Scripture. In Rom. iv. 17, God is
aid to have “called those things which be not as though they
were” Now, as “to be called” in Scripture is % &e (1 John iii. 1) ;
50 “to call” is Jo make or cause to be (Jer. xxxii. 23; in the original
Wthou hast called this evil;”) He, therefore, “ calleth those things
hich be not as if they were,” who maketh those things which were
not to be, and produceth that which hath a being out of that which
had not, that is, out of nothing? In Heb. xi. 3, we read, “ Through
faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the Word of
God.” It cannot be justly questioned that the Divine declaration,
e by faith in which we attain to this conviction, is that contained in
Gen. i. 1; here, therefore, we have the Apostolic exposition of that
declaration—** The worlds were framed by the word of God "—by
the commanding word (Psalm xxxiii. 6; cxlviii. 5.) And still further
to evolve and expound the idea of absolute origination, it is added,
So that the things which are seen were not made of things which
appear ;” or, which amounts to the same. * Things visible were
made from things not visible;” z.e., not from anything pre-existing ;*
they were strictly originated by the creative fiat. Had the Apostle
meant merely that the visible creation was formed from a pre-exist-
s invisible matter, he surely would not have made it a doctrine of
th; this is rather a doctrine of sense in antagonism to faith, and
such it has been always acceptable to a sensuous philosophy.*
We, therefore, conclude, with much certainty, that the material

TR0

' British and Foresgn Evangelical Review, vol. v., art. “Baden Powell's Essays.”
 * Pearson, “ On the Creed,” art i i g

s The learned John Howe puts the matter thus: “Things which are seen, f.e.,
which are, were not made of things which do appear, i.c. things before existing ;
for there is nothing at all that can be su to exist, but doth appear to some
, culty or other, Divine or created. But were things simply not-appearing at
all, and therefore not existing at all, out of which these worlds were made.”
} Harris’s “ Pre-Adamite ﬁnh."

.. 8. §,
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universe was created out of nothing ; and that God intended, in

Gen. i. 1, to declare the great truth that there was a time in past

eternity when it came into existence at His irresistible fiat; a truth

eminently proper to stand at the head of a Divine revelation,
e

IV..—What errors have been propagated in the world in direct
opposition to this view of creation ?

Epicurus, Plato, Aristotle, and nearly all the philosophers of
antiquity taught that matter was self-existent and eternal. The
grand argument by which this opinion was sustained is the well-
known ex nikilo nikil /it—nothing produces nothing. While, there-
fore, they recognised God as the Author of the harmonious systen,
that now exists, they believed that the matter was from eternity. In
modern times, the deniers of the doctrine of absolute creation out of
nothing have been either Pantheists or Atheists. Z%e Pantheists
(see p. 4) teach that God and the universe are one—that all visible
objects are but fleeting modifications of a self-existent, unconscious,
impersonal essence, which they call God, or Nature, or the All
There is no personal God; and, therefore, creation, miracle—any
disturbance of the laws and methods of nature—is impossible and |
absurd. 7ke Atheists have differed among themselves (see pp. 6,
7). (1) Some maintain that the present system of the universe
has continued just as it now is, in unbroken succession, from
eternity. (2) Some resort to the atomic theory of the ancients;
viz,, that the only self-existent principle of all things was an
infinite number of atoms, which from eternity moved together in
obedience to certain necessary forces, and, in their fortuitous con- S
course, constitute everything that exists around and within us. (3)8
Others hold to an endiess development of all things. According to
this development theory—or, as it is sometimes called, “this law
of continuity "—species was not created, it is develtz_?i)/'(&f‘ hose
distinctions which we call by the name of ‘species’ not immut-
able forms stamped upon the subjects so distinguished at the first,
and reproducing themselves from age to age. They are all the
results of gradual change, of progressive advancement throughout
incalculable ages of past duration, from the merest rudimental germ
or germs up to the beautiful and noble forms which we now behold.
And even this is but a lower stage from which everything is now
advancing to yet higher and nobler forms of existence throughout
interminable ages of future duration.”' But this doctrine of deve-
lopment has received its most perfect scientific exposition in the 4
* Nebular Hypothesis” of La Place, a celebrated French philosopher.
He taught that the earth and the system to which it belongs had
arisen from the gradual condensation of a diffused vaporous nebula;
“and he supposed that the numerous patches of thin faint light
scattered over the heavens might be stars in process of formation,
Suppose rotatory motion established in the thin luminous matter,

".‘S,My Magasine, vol. iii., pp. 170, 171 ; Godwin’s “ Lectures on Atheism,”
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avity meanwhile drawing its ethereal particles together, and a sun
of somewhat solid material might at length be formed. As it
evolved rapidly, rays of light might be flung off from it at various
istances, which might ultimately settle into planets, and these
again might fling off similar rings, from which satellites might be
olved.”? Such was this philosopher’s way of explaining how the
world might have come into existence without the intervention of
Divine power. “But that the universe existed at first in a gaseous,
sed, nebulous state, is only an hypothesis. And the fact that
space-penetrating power of Lord Rosse’s telescope has resolved
many of the supposed nebula into starry systems, requires us to
keep the hypothesis still at a wide distance from the realities of
cience.” ?
It is here that the word of God steps in to rebuke the folly of
uman speculation, and tells us, in its very first sentence, “that
natler, elementary or combined, aggregated only or organised, and
pendent, sentient, and intellectual beings, have not existed from
nity, either in self-continuity or succession, but had a beginning;
t their beginning took place by the all-powerful will of one Being,
he self-existent, independent, and infinite in all perfection ; and
that the date of that beginning is not made known.”?

. V,—What is the modern theory of evolution?

1. Evolution pure and simple is, thus described by Tyndall:
«Strip it naked and you stand face to face with the notion that not
alone the more ignoble forms of animalcular and animal life, not
alone the nobler forms of the horse and the lion, not alone the
‘exquisite and wonderful mechanism of the human body, will, and
all their phenomena, were once latent in a fiery cloud. Surely the
ere statement of such a notion is more than a refutation. But the
sothesis must go further than this. Many who hold it would
obably assent to the position that at this moment all our philosophy,
all our science, and all our art—Plato, Shakespeare, Newton,
aphael—are potential in the fires of the sun. . . . I do not thinkany
Ider of the evolution hypothesis could say that I overstate it, or
erstrain it in any way. I merely strip it of all its vagueness and
ng before you unclothed and unvarnished the notions b which
it must stand or fall.” *
 This extreme view is, of course, decidedly Atheistic. Haeckel,
‘who holds it, believes in the eternity of matter, denies intelligence
d design in nature, holds that life is from spontaneous generation.
e is supported by Biichner, who insists that matter and force
alone exist. Carl Voght, and a few others, hold these atheistic views.
mdall goes very far in this direction when he says, “By an
ellectual necessity 1 cross the boundary of the experimental
dence and discern in that matter which we in our ignorance of its

3 Sunday Magasine, vol. iii., p. 380.
- Dr. Harris’s ¢ Adamite h :” Brewster’s ¢ More Worlds than One.”
% Dr. Pye Smith. « &The Scientific Use of the Imagination,” p. 4%

1
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latent powers, and notwithstanding our professed reverence for i
Creator, have hitherto covered with opprobrium, the promise an
potency of all terrestrial life.”! But he has since greatly qualified hi
‘“intellectual ” faith, has by his experiments discredited spontaneoq
generation,”? and disavowed scientific Atheism. [

2. Evolution is associated with the name of Darwin—one form
it is often named Darwinism—who, in his “ Origin of Species’
(1860), and his “ Descent of Man ” (1872), published views whid
excited great interest and provoked no little opposition. Darwin
theory * does not concern the origin of the physical universe—i.e,, th
creation of matter—so much as the origin of life. He distinctly reco
nises the creation of matter and of life. * There is,” he says, g
grandeur in this view of life with its several powers having bee
originally breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one;
that while this planet has gone cycling on according to the fixed
law of gravitation, from so simple a beginning endless forms mos
beautiful and most wonderful have been and are being evolved.”*

3. It is difficult to define the exact position of Herbert Spencer
(and his able American disciple Fiske), Huxley, Tyndall, and thei
school. They are not materialists, nor “ scientific Atheists ” (to us
Tyndall's words). Their Agnosticism does not lead them to belien

VI.—Can the theory of evolution be maintained as a scientific
fact ?

Evolution, instead of creation, is absolutely discredited all along
the line. Huxley expects that if he could look back sufficiently fa
into the distant past, “he should witness the evolution of living
protoplasm from not living matter.”¢ But he acknowledges that “3
the evidence now stands, it is not absolutely proven that a group of
animals, having all the characters exhibited by species in nature, ha
ever been originated by selection, whether artificial or natural,
Virchow says of “ spontaneous generation . . we do not possess
any actual proof; . . and whosoever supposes it has occurred
contradicted by the naturalist, and not merely by the theologian,
Tyndall acknowledges that “men of science would frankly admit
their inability to produce any satisfactory evidential proof that
life can be developed save from demonstrable antecedent life,”*
Darwin declares the production of organic beings from inorganic
matter to be “a result absolutely inconceivable.” Huxley imagined

: Belfast Address, * Nineteenth Century, anuary and March 1878,

Huxley, in 1869, gave the name of “ Evolution ” to in's theories. 4

* Spencer’s definition s, ‘ Evolution is an integration of matter, and concomitant
dissipation of motion ; during which the matter passes from an indefini
incoherent homogeneity to a definite, coherent heterogepeit'y; and during whi

the retained motion undergoes a parallel transformation.” 'I hope the
understands this, for I do not. o

in’s “Origin of Species.” ¢ “Critiques and Addresses,”
L ¥ 1 Sermon:.g P. ”6?0‘: L Belf';llt Address, p. 6. e
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shad found the physical basis of life—the bridge which was to
an the chasm between the living and the not-living—in the slime
ooze dredged up from the floor of the ocean by the Porcupine
and the Challenger; in his joy he baptized it Bathybius Hackeliz, but
he microscope showed this to be a material which, when dissolved,
rystallised as gypsum. Tyndall, by his careful and brilliant ex-
eriments, clearly proved, and honestly admitted, that spontaneous
eneration was not a fact.! Darwin admits that geology gives no
evidence in favour of evolution, but thinks this may arise from * the

;I:f treme imperfection of the geological record.”? He acknowledges
‘g t “ breaks in the organic chain are incessantly occurring.” * There
eont scarcely a single point on which facts cannot be adduced opposite
nd | [othose to whichI have arrived.”* Tyndall confesses,  Those who

old the doctrine of evolution are by no means ignorant of the un-
ertainty of their data, and they yield no more to it than a provisional
sent.” The result to which we are brought, therefore, is, that in
the present state of scientific knowledge the doctrine of evolution is
bsolutely unproven ; and its advocates can only claim for it the

eir = : : At : b
osition of an hypothesis, while materialistic (or atheist) evolution is

se :

v sproved. * The chasm between the living and the not-living the

s present state of knowledge cannot bridge.” *

VIl.—But are there not many who hold that evolution as a
node of Divine action is consistent with Scripture ?

'~ There is a large, and undoubtedly increasing school of theologians
well as naturalists, who hold to the Scripture doctrine of both
ganic and organic creation, but who believe that evolution may
be, and probably is, a mode of creation. Without denying the facts
which have been collected with so much care by Darwin, Wallace,
and others, they nevertheless contend that the facts fail to furnish
svidence of the transmutation of species, and especially of the
evolution of man from any lower animal. Wallace, the co-discoverer
of evolution with Darwin, insists that evolution cannot account for
man. He also believes in the development of species, from a
umber of original creations, from which variations have occurred
hrough “ natural selection.”* Indeed, Darwin himself never claimed
o have done more than furnish a working hypothesis. He says,
it 4]t seemed worth while to try how far the principle of evolution
would throw light upon some of the more complex problems in the
natural history of man.” ¢ “I am aware that much remains doubtful,
but I have endeavoured to give a fair view of the whole case.”’
Professor Henslow, an evolutionist, says, * I wish to state distinctly
hat I do not at present see any evidence for believing in a gradual
development of Man from the lower animals, by ordinary natural

 Nineteenth Century, January and March 1878. * ¢« Descent of Man,”
: ii.l;:r. 387. * «Qrigin of SPeciel.'

* Huxley in ¢ EncY Brit.,” gth ed., art. ‘ Biology. g

“On glturﬂ Selection,” p. 303, etc. ; see also Mivart’s *Genesis of Species,”

alEi'eemot'l!n‘l."vul.ll.,|i.3!s. v Ibid., vol. ii., p. 396.
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laws ; that is, without some special interference, or, if it be preferre
some exceptional conditions which have thereby separated him fron
all other creatures, decidedly in advance of them all.”’ Mivart, also
an evolutionist, but not a Darwinian, holds that evolution as a mode
of Divine action, is consistent with Scripture ; and that it proves
man to have been a distinct creation, since evolution is incompetent
to account for his origin and existence? Dr. Pope makes this
remark, “ The scriptural account of the secondary creation, or for
mation of all things, combines creation and providence : there 2
the creative epochs, in the intervals of which providence works
ceaselessly by the development of types. Natural selection, heredity.
and the survival of the best types are terms which are all but u
in the Scriptures; the middle one is used. Under the seven
secular day of Moses we now live : there is no longer creative inte;
vention ; but the Creator still works in a regular development whii
pervades the original types (John v. 17).? Fiske says, “ The wo
is inexplicable without the omnipresent existence (ignored by
Positivism), whereof the phenomenal world is the multiform manifes-
tation.”* Dr. Asa Gray thus defines the position of the Theistic
evolutionist :—*In the world of law you cannot expect us to adopt
your assumption of special creations by miraculous intervention
with the cause of nature, not once for all at a beginning, but over
and over in time. We will accept intervention only when and
where you can convincingly establish it, and where we are unable
to explain it away, as in the case of the absolute beginning.” :

VIII.—Is it not objected that the period at which man
stated by Scripture to have first appeared on earth, is shown
science to be far too brief?

A good deal has been written by scientists in this direction.
most extravagant demands have been made as to the antiquity of
1~ an; but such speculations need not detain us. )

Science has shown that “the beginning” of our world is im-
mensely remote ; and with this Scripture agrees (see Gen. xlix. 26;
Job xxxviii. 4 ; Prov. viii. 22-31; Hab. iii. 6; John i. 1-3). !

Science testifies to the advent of our race being sudden, and
to the present time there is absolutely no evidence that man
been evolved from any other animal, and here Scripture and science
are in agreement. Science shows the appearance of man on the
earth to be comparatively recent, more recent indeed than other
forms of life. Even granting the general soundness of the circum-
stances under which human remains have been found—although we
do this only for argument’s sake—yet no facts have been proved
which would demand more than from 6,000 to 8,000 years.* Now

! “The Theory of Evolution of Living Things, and the Application of the P
d?lel of Evolution to Religion,” p. 107.
“The Genesis of Speci?o’,’l'by St. George Mivart, F.R.S
8 ¢ A Higher Catechism of Theology,” 111, 113,
¢ “Cosmic Philosophy,”—Preface. f'xﬁ is a Spencernian.
* See Dawson’s “ and Man,” pp. 29198 ; Tmm'n “Man in Genesis and
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cripture, according to the Hebrew chronology of the Bible, makes
man’s age on earth 5,891, while the Septuagint makes it 7,313.
% Geology as a science is at present in a peculiar and somewhat
xceptional state. Under the influence of a few men of command-
ing genius belonging to the generation now passing away, it has
made so gigantic conquests that its armies have broken up into
bands ‘of specialists, little better than scientific banditti, liable to be
eaten in detail, and prone to commit outrages on common Sense
nd good taste, which bring this otherwise good cause into dis-
epute.! Scripture gives us no definite information concerning the
date of man’s creation.? Our common chronology gives 4,004 years
om man’s creation to the birth of Christ; but it must be remembered
that the larger chronology of the Septuagint and Josephus makes
he period 5,572. Scripture, however, has not any regular chrono-
ogy until after the time of Abraham. Before that period “the
narrative given in the Book of Genesis may be a condensed epitome
f foregoing history, not a consecutive line of historical events year
by year, and generation by generation ; but a condensed epitome of
had occurred in the world from the beginning of time; for if
1 will scrutinise it carefully, you will see that the names of
individuals are put for tribes, dynasties, and nations, and that it is
e of the object of the historian to give the consecutive course
of the world at large.” * Sir J. W. Dawson says, one of the first and
most important facts with reference to the appearance of man is,
‘that he is a very recent animal, dating no further back in geological
time than the Post-glacial period, at the close of the Tertiary and
the beginning of the Modern era in geology. Further, insomuch as
oldest known remains of man occur along with those of animals
ch still exist, and the majority of which are not of older date,
e is but slender probability that any much older human remains
ever be found.*

. IX.—Is it not contended by many scientists that man was origi-
pally a savage, and that therefore the scriptural account of his
creation must be a myth ?

The evolutionists pure and simple hold this ; but as they have failed
to prove their position, this theory fails with it.® But science, SO
far as it is able to speak on this subject, discredits the theory.
‘Geology testifies by its fossil human remains, that man’s bodily
structure—and especially his brain—was not inferior to the race at

0 "8s-110; “ Age and Origin of Man Geologically considered in Present Day

" Tracts,” vol. iii. See also as to the unsatisfactory state of seologxcal science,

wson’s “ Earth and lgm,” p. 312. See ¢ Studies in Life,” Lectures by Dr.

1. .y P- etc.
- Dawson’s  Earth and Man,” pp. 312-315.

s Geikie’s * Hours with the Bible,” vol. i., pp. 70-87.
~_*“Man in Genesis and Geology, by Joseph P. Tho
~ Geikie's “ Hours with the Bible, wvol. i., pp. 147-58.

"¢ Dawson’s “ Earth and Man,” pp. 356, 376, etc. 2
~ # See Dawson’s “Earth and an,” pp. 377, 3813833 Henslow’s “Theory of
. Evolution of Living Things,” pp. 12023

mpson, D.D., LL.D., p. 704}




132 CREATION OF THE WORLD,

the present day.! The cave dwellings, tools and weapons, need|
and textile materials, carvings and drawings of animals, such
horses, reindeer, and even a mammoth, executed with great s
upon bones, reindeer horns, and mammoth tusks, show a state o
awvilisation and development far removing the earlier races fro
savagism, and give no evidence of “utter barbarians.”? Huxle
declares -the break between man and the lower animals to be “
enormous gulph,” “a divergence immeasurable,” and * practicall
infinite.” Max Miiller says, “ Man alone employs language, he alor
comprehends himself, he alone has the power of abstraction,—alone
possesses general ideas. He alone believes in God.”* The histos
of the remote past also falsifies the theory of man’s savage origin,
The reader is referred for evidence of this to the Duke of Argyll}
“Primeval Man ; ” Geikie’s “ Hours with the Bible,” vol. i., pp. 16370,
and the authorities quoted in that work. Thompson’s “Man in
Genesis and Geology,” pp. 95-110; Dawson’s “ The Chain of Lifs
in Geologic Time,” pp. 233-270; Reynolds’ “The Supernatun
in Nature,” pp. 302-308, and other works on this subject. :
X.—Wohat are the teachings of revelation and science as to th
state of our globe immediately prior to the Adamic creation ?

Revelation declares that “the earth was waste and void,” ete
(Gen. i. 2, Rev. Ver.). The meaning is that it was waste and desolate,
covered with water, surrounded with darkness, and utterly devoid
of inhabitants and life. And ‘“science proves that, before man
appeared, the earth must have been waste and desolate ; all previous
forms of life destroyed and entombed; and though its strata might
be completed, its whole surface was covered with mighty inun
dations, and its atmosphere loaded with the vapour from the seas
and oceans, which such a vast volcanic eruption could not fail to.
send up in immense and enormous volumes, wrapping the whole
surface of the planet, perhaps for years or centuries, in thick
impenetrable darkness. But how this state of desolation
emptiness arose, whether it became so in consequence of some
mighty catastrophe, or simply in obedience to God’s omnific word,
science cannot tell, nor has Moses declared.

XI.—How are we to understand the word “ day” in the creative.

narrative ? 1
It was long since suggested that the day thus mentioned might 5:
mean an indefinite period. And this notion has been eagerly seized 3
by Hugh Miller and others, from a desire to show the accordance of |
the words of Moses with the main outlines of geological discovery, :l'c
but such a meaning is regarded by many as forced and unnatural, and E
“ cannot be brought into harmony with the plain and definite terms of s
- ~ va
* See Professor Owen’s repliato Dr. Grant Allen in Longman’s Mag., No. 1 of
also “The Age and Origin of Man,” “ Present Day Tracts,” vol. ii., PP 3 T
Geikie’s “ Hours with the Bible,” vol. i., PP- 159, 160. th
* See Geikie's “ Hours with the Bible,” vol. i., p. 642. 4 5

e Gxipl from a German Workshop,” vol. iv., p. 458.

¢ Birks's * Bible and Modern Thought,” p. 317; Dawson’s  Earth and Man,
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tive. *Itwas evening and it was morning, the first day,’ or,
g came and morning came, one day,’ are terms which can
made to comport with the theory of indefinite periods ; and
specially when there follows God’s resting from His works, and
al owing the seventh day as a day of sabbatical commemorative
elebration of the work of the other six. Was that, too, an indefinite
eriod ?

" Chalmers, Buckland, Sedgwick, Hitchcock, Dr. Kurtz, and Arch-
sacon Pratt, in his able pamphlet on “ Scripture and Science,” and
any other writers of eminence, adhere to the view, that the days
f Genesis are literal days ; that the ages of geology are passed over
silently in the second verse, and that the passage describes a great
work of God at the close of the “ Tertiary Period,” by which our
lanet, after long ages, was finally prepared to be the habitation of
an. On the supposition that geological discoveries necessitate the
dmission of 2 more remote origin and a longer existence to our globe
than a few thousands of years, the true explanation lies in the first
erses of Genesis, as explained before. (See Quest. IL., pp. 123, 124.)
But the first “day” of the series (ver. 5) could not have been a
tural or astronomical day is evident, for neither sun nor moon at
that time had appeared ; either they were not created, or were not
appointed for the functions they were to perform for our globe. Nor
the last—the seventh—day astronomical, although the sun had then
een appointed for “ days.” What ground, then, have we for believing
hat the intermediate days were astronomical? There is a sense in
which they may have been God's days—days of indefinite length,

t as now the seventh day is. * Generic days which are not
easurable by any historical or scientific standard.”

The word translated day is not confined in Scripture to the period
of the earth’s revolution round the sun: it is frequently used to
ignate periods of indefinite time, ¢.g., Gen. ii. 4, “In the day
jhen God made the earth and the heavens; ” ver. 17, “In the day
thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die” (sSee also Heb. iii.. 15 ;
ohn viii. 56 ; Micah iv. 6, v. 10 ; Isa. xii. 1, etc. ; Rev. xviii. 8), in these
mstances a period, long or short, is meant ; Deut. ix. 1, “ Thou art
&z‘ss over Jordan #4is day,” i.e., within a short time ; 2 Peter iii. 8,

day is with the Lord as a thousand years,” etc. (see also
Psalm ‘xc. 4; Job x.5;) Day a?' Mercy, Luke xix. 42 ; Day of Ven
eance, Isa. Ixi. 2, Ixiii. 4; Day of Death, Gen. n. 17; Day of
udg ', Matt. vii. 22, xxiv. 36 ; Day of Rest, Heb. iv. 4-9."

! Eichhorn, Bauer, and others have contended that the Mosaic account of creation
“ 2 philosophic m! wherein a cultivated Israelite gives us the fruit of his re-
ctions as to the origin of things, clothed in the form of history.” Some of the
Theophilus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Augustine, Basil, and the
en of the Middle Ages, regarded the account as allegorical, and gave to it
arious fanciful meanings. Kurtz and others regarded the chapter as a series
'visions, or pictures, revealed to Moses. None of these ideas are satisfactory.
historical interpretation is the only defensible one ; but since no history of
! 's acts could be so constructed as to give mankind a scientifically
sccurate and detailed narrative of the Divine proceedings, 80, from the very nature
the case, the narrative must be more or less pictorial.
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If it be objected that this interpretation has been forced u
theologians by the discoveries of science, the answer is, that no dot
this is partly true, and is so far a recognition of the aid of sci nce
the true interpretation of Scripture. But the fact is, that before
birth of modern science this doctrine of the creative days was be
heldand taught by the old Jewish Rabbins, by Irenzeus, Theophi
and Origen. Augustine, in the sixth century, taught that the days
Gen. i. were periods of indefinite length (per temporum moras), d

scribing them as alternate births and pauses in the vast unfolding; th
the world. This interpretation has been advocated by numerol W
divines from Augustine to the present.! In this, as in many ofh - b
cases, theology has been in advance of science. ‘ 4 ye
But the truth after all is, that the description of the creative k - M
not intended to be scientific. “Science tells us nothing whatey M
as to the origin of things.”? There is no attempt to give a geologi il
or paleontologic history of our globe in the long ages past ; and the :
can, therefore, be no conflict between Genesis and geology. Profess iy
Jevons points out that natural phenomena cannot be brought unde - v
mathematical laws ; that the more “new and unexplained facts a he

explained, the more there is to explain;” that there is no * es
_opening for new discoveries than there was three centuries ag,
. “We have but to open a scientific book, and read a page or twi
*, and we shall in all probability come to some recorded Pphenom
~of which no precise explanation can yet be given.”?

XII.—What are the subjects in the history of the six days’
which Infidelity derides and scouts ?

L. It is objected that the production of light on the first day
contradiclory to the creation of the sun and moon upon the four
day. This has been the subject of sceptical derision from the da
of Celsus to the present time; but the discoveries with regard fo
heat, combustion, electricity, luminous ether, stellar light, e
show that there may be, and is, light independently of the su
The progress of science has, therefore, neutralised the objection tha

! See Contemporary Review, Article by Mivart, January 1872, * Tyndall,
' “Principles of Science,” vol. ii., PP. 450, 451. _Dr. Pope remarks, “A literal
history was impossible ; what we have is tixe Divine symbolical teaching
certain great lessons.” The teaching is—rz, “ that all things were created by one

; 3, that they were created according to laws, the evolution of which pro-
ceeded from lower to higher; 3, that the whole was ordered in creative epoch
ceasing with the creation of man. These epochs are connected with a seven
days’ reckoning by the will of the Creator ;. each day representing to us a period
of undefined extént, The Sabbath of this rest K'om creative activity
running on; and is weekly commemorated. The Divi i i f
creation simply above and begond scientific criticism, Two  things are in
dubitably true: first, that it teaches an evolution proceeding within the limits of
kind even to the seventh age, while creative interventions have ceased ; and,
secondly, that it r?reaents man as the end of all, which science also does with-
out avoiding it.” Pope's “ Higher Catechism of Theology,” P- 98.

* ““ Moses speaking of light as existing without the sun, anticipated on a large scale |
what Professor Tyndall beautifully performs on a small m}:—the extraction ¢
light from total darkness.”—Reynolds’ in regard to Creation, *““The Supernatural
in Nature,” p, 128,
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fight could not exist before the sun. Indeed, it has done more; it
s proved the accuracy of the Mosaic language. Moses does not
all the sun “ O7, light,” but “ Maor, a light-bearer, a place or in-
rument of light ”—a luminary or candlestick—just what modern

he

th cience has discovered it to be. Now, in the beginning God created
us, ght, and diffused a great portion of it through the various substances
of ofthe earth. This was done on the first day ; but on the fourth day

ight was concentrated round the sun’s body, in order that henceforth

he sun might become the means of illuminating and fructifying the
orlds revolving around him, and that he, with other heavenly
odies, might be *for signs and for seasons and for days and for
years” This is what Moses teaches; and hence, so far is the
Mosaic doctrine of light from being inconsistent with science, that if
Moses had wished to embody its latest discoveries in popular scien-

fic language he could not have expressed himself more happily.!

2, Itis objected that the Bible declares the earth to be immovable.
is strange objection to Scripture cosmogony is revived in the
me of “ Essays and Reviews,” p. 208, the proofs being taken,
ser, not from Moses, but from such ?assages as Psalm xciii. 1 and
m civ. 5. According to the mode of interpretation on which this
3 objection is based, it might be proved that the Hebrews held that a
ious man was an immovable fixture (see Prov. x. 30). But the
obiection rests on simple ignorance of the Hebrew word translated
moved.” This word o signifies, as Gesenius says, “to waver, to
shake, to totter,” and, therefore, it is applied to the feet of one in
‘motion in Psalm xvii. § (see margin). Can anyone beso silly as to
‘suppose that David prayed that his feet might be immovably fixed ?
The petition is that his feet might not “totter,” that he might not
stumble. So the meaning of the above passages is, that “the
world is established, that it cannot totter;” not even in that
velocity of motion with which it compasses the sun. A totter, a
slip, would be of dreadful consequence to its inhabitants ; but the
Lord has so arranged and steadied its motions, that no Zoter is
 possible?

3, It is objected that the Mosaic account of the “ firmament”
bresents it to be a permanent solid vault. This was urged by
' Yoltaire, and in recent times has been triumphantly repeated to
‘show the supposed ignorance and gross concegtions of the Hebrew
fﬁsle. The objection is based on Gen. i. 6,7; Job xxvi. 11; 2
3 . xxii. 8; Psalm Ixxviii. 23; Gen. vii. 11; and if well founded
would be conclusive proof of the opposition between astronomical

=n
>d
w science and the Mosaic cosmogony. But, happily, it is the weakest
of of all the objections, and the most easily refuted by Scripture state-

of " ment. The Hebrew word Rakia does not signify wvault; itis the most
4 general word that language could supply to signify the vast bound-

: 1 Professor A. McCaul, in “Aids to Faith,” p. 211; Dr. W. Cooke’s * Explanation
terill's

ie( .«d Seripture Difﬁculn’eu," p.16; Garbett’s ‘“God’s Word Written,” p. 198 3 Cot!
al &Does Science Aid Faith in regard to Creation ?” pp. 30, 3%
Y Professor McCaul, in ** Aids to Faith,” p. 219.
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lessness of the heavens. It is precisely equivalent to our w

‘“expanse,” which it would be rare folly to imagine a solid an the
crystalline sphere. “But it is said the Hebrews believed that RRP)
heaven had pillars and foundations, and that there were windows 3 i.;"
and -doors in heaven, on the opening of which the rain descended £ th
With equal reason might these wise interpreters say that the e
Hebrews believed that there were bottles in heaven (Job xxxviil. :
37) ; or that the waters are bound up in a garment (Prov. xxx. 4); { :g
or that the ocean has bars and doors (Job xxxviii. 10); or that the § te;

shadow of death and the womb have doors (Job xxxviii. 17, iii. 10).
If these are figurative, as common sense would teach, so are he
windows and doors of heaven. And there is evidence enough that
the Hebrews knew very well that rain did not come from the
celestial ocean, through windows and doors, nor yet from bottles in
the heavens; but from the clouds (Job xxxvi. 27, 28 ; Gen. ix. 11
17; Judges v. 4; 1 Kings xviii. 45; Prov. iii. 20.)! 9
4. 1tis objected that the different races of men could not have had
a common origin, and therefore the account of the formation of bul
one pair of human beings 1s not credible. 1t was said by Voltaire,
and often repeated, that “none but blind men can doubt that the
whites, negroes, Albinos, Hottentots, Laplanders, Chinese, and
Americans are entirely distinct races.” At the same time many of
our profoundest philosophers, both among the believers and un-
believers in revelation, have strenuously maintained that there is
nothing in the varieties of colour, stature, physiognomy, or con-
formation of men, to prove that they did not descend from the same
stock. In a very elaborate article in the “ Encyclopaedia Britannica”.
on Complexion, it is proved, that the different colours in different
inhabitants of the globe are caused by those various qualities of
things, which, combined with the influence of the sun, contribute to
form what we call cZmate. The reader is referred to a lecture of

Rev. W. Brock, D.D.,, in which he argues “the Common Origin of .']
the Human Race” from the affinity between the languages of “l;
mankind, the resemblances, in their physical organisation, the equality Bt :
of their intellectual capacities, the identity of their great traditions, e
and the sameness in their spiritual condition? In these various §¢ PC
arguments we have a summary of the proof, which has never been & ;e:
successfully met, that all men have descended from the same first P
parents ; or, in the words of Scripture, that “ God hath made of one tf:
blood all nations of men to dwell on all the face of the earth.” -
XIIL—What principles ought to be borne in mind in compar. hil
ing the teachings of science with the records of inspiration? : fl;ei
1. That the book of nature and the book of revelation have the & w(i
same Divine Author; and, when rightly interpreted, both declare P v
* Professor McCaul, in * Aids to Faith,” pp. 220-30; Birks’s ¢ Bible and Modern
Thought,” pp. 314-16. ] g
* “Lectures to Young Men, delivered before the Young Men’s Christisn oty

Association, in Exeter Hall, from Nov., 1848, to Feb., 1840.’
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glory of God, and show forth His handiwork. There may be
yparent discrepancies between them, but there can be no real
ntradictions ; and in proportion as scientific research is prosecuted
the right spirit, and true principles of interpretation are applied to
e scriptural page, will the harmony be manifested. .
2, That the sacred writers speak of natural objects according
the popular mode of comprehending them. Their idioms were
e idioms of their time and country. *“ And to infer that Scripture
aches the immobility of the earth because it speaks of sunrise or
unset, or because Joshua said, ‘ Sun, stand thou still,’ is just as fair
 to attribute the same error to the compilers of almanacs and
stronomical tables, or to scientific men in their common pariance.
{ Copernicus himself had been in a similar position with that of

hua, he would have used just the same language; and he who
ould try to substitute a more exact phraseology would be regarded
more of a pedant than a philosopher.”
That the mere speculations of men, whether in the regions of
dence or of criticism, however learned and laborious they may be,
hould be received with great caution. The history of the last
undred years tells of theory after theory, propounded with the
tmost confidence—first applauded, then controverted, then utterly
gected. Mere scientific hypothesis is not scientific fact, and has
o authority ; neither are the transcendental guesses of the human
mderstanding or imagination entitled to be heard in judgment
gqainst the teachings of Scripture. We should allow ourselves to be
fluenced only by those settled results which, after severe testing,
ave been unanimously accepted by the competent, the sober, and
the judicious.

4 That we should for ever stifle all jealousy, and silence all
putery against the steady march of physical and mental science.
‘No progress which science can make will ever unsettle one stone
n the solid foundation on which we rest our faith in the Divinity of
j0se oracles. Scientific investigation, carried out to the uttermost,
an no more succeed in sapping, than the storms and floods of
ersecution have ever succeeded in shaking, the foundations of the
emple of Christian truth. They shall never be moved. All will
ut contribute to settle and secure them.”’ ¢ Let but the investiga-
on be sufficient, and the induction honest ; let observation take its
farthest flight; let experiment penetrate into all the recesses of
ature ; let the veil of ages be lifted up from all that has been
litherto unknown, if such a course were possible, religion need not
aar; Christianity is secure, and true science will always pay
ge to the Divine Creator and Sovereign, ‘ of whom, and through
m, and to whom are all things;’ and unto whom be glory for
5. We have previously said, “that the attempt to reconcile.
ology with the first chapter of Genesis, is an attempt to reconcile
o things which were never in conflict.”* We may make the same-

'+ Dr, Wardlaw. * Dr. J. Pye Smith. * See p. 124, note.
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rtemark as to science in general. It is an obvious truth that th
Scriptures were never intended to be scientific. They were to b
for all ages and for all peoples ; and what may be called a scientifi
history of the origin of things—if it had been possible to be given—
could never have been understood by the earlier races of mankind
nor even by the present generation. The marvel is, how Moses w ;
able to give so wonderful and so scientific a conception of th
origin of our world ; a record which has not only never been prove
to be erroneous, but which, as science has advanced, has been shoy
more and more to be accurate. Even Haeckel, with his extrem
materialistic evolution, was so struck with this that he wrote
thus :— 3
“The Mosaic history of Creation has enjoyed, down to the present
day, general recognition in the whole Jewish and Christian wo
of civilisation. Its extraordinary success is explained, not only by
its close connection with Jewish and Christian doctrines, but als
by the simple and natural chain of ideas which runs through it, an
it contrasts favourably with the confused mythology of Creatic
current among most of the other nations. First, God creates the
earth as an inorganic body ; then He separates light from darkness,
then water from dry land. Now the earth has become habitable T
organisms, and plants are first created, animals later ; among tk
latter the inhabitants of the water and the air first, afterwards the
inhabitants of the dry land. Finally, God creates man, the last o
-organisms, in His own image, and as the ruler of the earth.
*“Two great fundamental ideas, common also to the non-mirz
lous theory of development, meet us in this hypothesis of Creatior
with surprising clearness—the idea of separation or differentiation,
and the idea of progressive development or perfecting. Although
Moses looks upon the results of the great laws of organic develop-
ment . . . as the direct actions of a constructing Creator, yet in his
theory there lies hidden the ruling idea of a progressive development
and a differentiation of the originally simple matter. We can there
fore bestow our just admiration on the Jewish lawgiver's grand
insight into nature, and his simple and natural hypothesis of Creation
without discovering in it a so-called Divine revelation”® This
certainly a remarkable testimony to the astonishing scientific know-
ledge—or at least his “grand insight into matter "—of Moses. But
is this an adequate explanation of the fact that he was so many
ages in advance of the knowledge of his time ? How was it that he
alone of all the men of his age—he belonging to a nation only just
emerging fromslavery—was so surprisingly in advance of such nations
as Egypt, Babylon, and Assyria? Is there any other satisfactory
answer than that which Judaism and Christianity have consistently
given—viz., that Moses wrote by Divine inspiration ? 1
“There is one other remark (only) which we have space to make
¢, that it is a mistake to suppose that the two books of Divin

* Haeckel’s “ History of Creation,” vol. i., p. 38.



CREATION OF THE WORLD. 139

 revelation—the natural and the supra-natural—must always appear
'?#:to agree. That they do and will agree is certain ; but to expect

that this will always be obvious to us is an error. Each of these
' revelations occupies a different plane; each has to be viewed and
. interpreted from different view-points ; each is answerable to its
ﬂ;}_ own laws. Mathematics and the laws of physics are applicable to
" nature, but are as zzapplicable to the supra-natural, as would be the
attempt to measure the tones of a piano with a two-foot rule. We
 accept readily and gratefully all the light which science has thrown
and can throw upon the origin of the Universe, the existence of life,
the nature of man, and the great cosmical laws; but true science
itself acknowledges, that of the origin of things it can know nothing.
For that knowledge we are dependent upon God alone. This He
 has given us in His word ; “the fundamental note of [which] is, the
~ declaration of one God, Maker of all things visible and invisible—a
~ declaration which, if science is unable to establish, it is equally
" unable to overthrow.”’

P

}k; * Professor Asa Gray. A remarkable discussion has taken place between the
Rt Hon..W. E. Gladstone and Prof Huxley, on the subject of the agreement
' of science with Genesis. As might be expected from such masters of word fence,

E _ there has been much brilliant writing ; but the question is left just as it was. Mr.
" Gladstone claimed that a certain order of creation of organic life was demonstrated
59 modern science, and that it corresponded with the order set forth in Genesis.
lIr. Huxley expresses the utmost contempt for the “ reconcilers,” and insists that
science sanctions no such order as that stated by Mr. Gladstone, but in fact dis-
proves it. Mr. Gladstone explains his words, and withdraws some of his state-
inents, and Mr. Huxley criticises these revised views. He, however, makes the
striking admission, that ““if any one chooses to say that the creative work took

ace . . . exactly in the manner which Mr. Gladstone does, and natural science
oes not, affirm, natural science is not in a position to disprove the of
t,” only he t claim the support of science for his views. "He

i m

" also remarks, “ Now it appears to me that the scientific investigator is wholly
" incompetent to say anything at all about the first origin of the material universe.
B The ngeole power of his organon vanishes when he has to step beyond the chain
~ of natural causes and events.” (See Ninsteenth Century, November, December,
1885, January, February, 1886.)




CHAPTER VL.
MAN, HIS ORIGINAL STATE AND FALL.

I.—What was the image of God in which man was created?

“God is a Spirit,” and therefore it could not have been in bodily
fineaments that there existed a resemblance between the creature
and the Creator. Nor does it refer to the dominion which was
granted to him over this lower world. In this respect he was the
vicegerent, and if the vicegerent, then, in some sense, the image of
God. But it is evident that this cannot be brought into account,
when we would determine in what the alleged image consist
The image was that in which man was created, and cannot, there-
fore, be explained by rank or authority subsequently given.! The
New Testament settles the question about the import of the image
of God in those passages which contain allusions to man’s first
creation, when, in regeneration, the lost image is restored (see
Col. iii. 9, 10, and Eph. iv. 24).? Here the properties of the
image are specified: ‘‘knowledge,” *righteousness,” and “true
holiness; ” or, in’ the words of Dr. Hannah: **Light in the under-
standing, rectitude in the will, sanctity in the purposes and
affections.” In this state his Maker pronounced him good; “very
good,” a declaration which implies the absence of all evil, and the
possession of every excellence, physical, intellectual, and moral,
which his nature as a man, and his condition as a free agent, could

admit.®
I1.—Was man in his state of original probation placed simply
under a law, or also under a covenant ? ‘
The difference between the two is sufficiently plain. A law is

! This is the opinion of A. Clarke, Watson, Wardlaw, Hannah, and many others.
But \Vesle¥ speaks about a “political image ” (sermon xlv.); and Benson, Jackson,
with not a few divines of learning and ability, have maintained that the dominion
over the inferior creatures was an integral part of that image and likeness of God

which man was created. This view they think is supported Ia 1 Cor. xi. 7.
Bishop Harold Browne, in the ¢ Speaker’s Commentary,” says the im and
doml, personal, with

likeness consisted in that man was created “intelligent,
power of.forethought and full choice, and at the same time pure, holy, and

*That this, the image of God, applies to the whole race, see Gen. ix. 6; x Cor.
A At o L i part il., chap. xvifl.; Wardlaw's *Systematie |
g y o . 8
ml)lﬂty."vlols.oi?...cha;.v. o i e :
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he will of the sovereign, sanctioned by threatened punishment.
A covenant is a stipulation or agreement, which, although it may
have the nature and sanctions of a law, promises a reward upon
certain conditions to be fulfilled by the creature, and an alternative
penalty to be inflicted in case the condition fails. Now ‘“the law
under which our first parents were placed is styled in the Scrip-
‘tures ‘the first or old covenant,’ and is commonly called by divines
the covenant of works, in distinction from the new or second
covenant, of which Christ is the Mediator, and which is called the
‘covenant of grace.”! The conditions of that covenant may be

point, and this to be performed without any intermission, from

moment man became a living soul till the time of his trial
should be ended.”? By his faithful adherence to these conditions,
he was to be continued in the possession of all his blessings, love
nd joy, life and immortality (this is manifestly implied in Gen. ii.
g, 17, iil. 22 ; Gal. iii. 12); while disobedience was to be followed
by the loss of all, and by the infliction of all the evils comprised
in the dreadful word “death.” This was the covenant—the
agreement into which the Creator entered with His sinless creature;
‘and that man did enter willingly into this covenant will appear
from the fact that the human will was in perfect unison with the
Divine. He cordially obeyed the law, accepted the promises, and
determined to avoid the threatened evil.

,- 111.—How can the test to which man’s subjection was put be
“vindicated from the scorn of Infidelity ?

The account of this matter we have in Gen. ii. 8, 9, 15-17% It
_must not be supposed that this was the only rule under which man
was placed. ‘All rational creatures are under a law which requires
supreme love to God, and entire obedience to His commands.”
The command to abstain from eating of this tree was only made a
‘special and decisive test of that general obedience. And we can
' conceive nothing more fitting.

1. The restraint reminded him that he was under a law to his
Maker; that though lord of the creation, he was in subjection to
the authority of God; and the continued abstinence from the
 prohibited fruit would be regarded as an open proclamation, in

' Dr. Dwight's “Theology.” Mr. Wesley very beautifully exhibits the differ-
ence between the first and the second covenant—the covenant of works and the
~ covenant of grace—in sermon vi. Dr. Pope seems to object soinewhat to this
view. He says: “The word covenant means generally a Divine disposition
or order, or arrangement ; and in this sense Adam was, as a creature, placed under
2 covenant which included his posterity in him. But (2) the word covenant is
throughout Scripture connected with sacrifice and a Mediator; in this sense
'Adam was not placed under a covenant.” * Wesley, sermon v.

- * Two explanations have been given of the designation of the tree as “the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil.” The first, that the eating of it added the
~ knowledge of “evil” to man’s previous knowledge, which was only “good.” The
~ second, that the tree was to be the test ¢ of googeor evil ;” the test by which God
_ was to try man, and by which it would be known whether he would be good

summed up in one word—obedience; “full obedience in every
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view of heaven and earth and hell, of unquestioning obedience #
the will of God. What more just than this ? :

2. “From the comparatively trivial character of the action pro
hibited, it taught the important lesson that the real guilt of sin lay
in its principle, the principle of rebellion against God's will; nd
in the extent of the mischief done, or of the consequences arising
out of it.”! 'What more important than this ?

3. It concentrated man's obedience into a single point, brough
the duty which he was required to perform up to his view in th
most distinct manner possible, and rendered it too intelligible te
be mistaken. No room was left for doubt or debate—a matter of
special importance to him, so lately brought into existence,
unversed in argumentation, acquainted only with plain facts,
under the guidance of nothing but common sense? What more
kind than this? Thus, there is no ground for the unbeliever!
scorn. The prohibition has only to be examined to show forth
the justice, the wisdom, and the benevolence of him who im:
posed it. i

IV.—By what principles can we estimate the turpitude o
Adam’s sin? :

This subject has often been made the subject of the unhallowe
burlesque of ungodly men. “How could it be,” they ask, “that
God should condemn man for the mere eating of an apple?” as i
the sin was to be measured by the mere value of the fruit th
was taken. But there cannot be a more false measure of morz
turpitude.

1. The sin consisted in disobeying his Maker, revolting from
His authority, and rebelling against His government. What
was the mode, whatever was the instrument of the rebellion, the
sin was substantially the same; the same authority was denie
the same obligation broken, and of course the same guilt v
thus far incurred.® :

2. The sin involved the breach ot the whole moral law—the law
of love under which our ‘first parents were placed. There wa
unbelief—a principle which makes God a liar—a transfer of his
confidence from God to a malignant and an apostate spirit. There
was ingrafitude and discontent with the rich provision God had
made for his happiness; there was pride, a desire for elevation
by unlawful means; there was se//~w:l/ and insubordination f
God ; and there was alienation of heart, engendered by receivin
the calumnies which the tempter cast upon God. .

3. The sin was intensely aggravated by the smallness of the
lemplation ; for although, in one view, some perverse spirits, who
are determined to cavil, may consider this as rendering the offenc
proportionately diminutive and trifling, yet in another and far juste

! Dr. Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology,” vol. ii.‘ p. 82
* Dr. Dwight, sermon xxvi. Jbid.
* Dr. Wm. Cooke’s “ Christian Theology *
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dew this ought to stamp it with the deeper malignity and guilt,
jnasmuch as the strength of the evil principle manifested in the
commission of any sin is shown to be great in proportion as the
temptation to the commission of it is small
- 4. The sin was greatly aggravated by the perfect nature they
ssessed. No cloud was upon the understanding. They had
h wer to master the appetite, and keep in subjection the
otherwise mutinous inclinations of sensitive nature, and at the
ame time they were surrounded with motives and helps to retain
f all, they dared to rebel,

heir innocency. And yet, in_spite o

thus ungratefully to requite the Author of their being and

) . On all right views of the character and government

of God and the condition of man, that first act of human rebellion
led the way to

involved a combination of atrocious evils which
eration that ought to rescue

deserved misery. And this is a consid
subject from the light and ungodly scorn with which it is often
ated by the P ilosophers and scorners of this world.

. V.—What was the import of the penalty annexed to the first
ransgression ?

Lo B AW A B ., ) “

v & W NV e

=1n the fulilment of {he orca :

"y That the threatening included the dissolution of the body is not
often disguted (Gen. iil. 19). Driven irom the tree of lite, the
yirtues of which were probably ordained to be the natural means
. of preserving the body in undecaying vigour, they were now
subject to the wastings of disease and the decay of age; and finally

the sentence was to rt, and unto dust

be executed—** Dust thou a
die in the light

shalt thou return.” But, viewing the phrase #
fhrown upon the subject by the principles of the Gospel, we re
at is technically called—

itas comprising wh

ﬁ:xspﬁmwﬂoh’l‘his « consists in a separation of th:l ul
. communion wit & source of spiritu life,
. nd is manifested by the dominion of earthly and corrupt disposi-
" tions and habits, and an entire indiffere i

~ and heavenly things.” This separation from God Adam sustained
_in the day, the hour, he ate the forbidden fruit; and of this he
- gave immediate proof, presently showing by his behaviour that
 the love of God was extinguished in his soul, which was now
alienated from the life of God.” He was now under the power
of servile fear, soO that he fled from the presence of the Lord.

~ Yea, so little did he retain even of the knowledge of Him who

~ filleth heaven and earth, that he endeavoured to hide himself from

 the Lord God” (Gen. iii. 8); 80 had he lost both the knowledge and

~ the love of God, without which the image of God could not subsist.
1 Dr. Wardlaw’s * Systematic Theology,” vol. ii., p- 833 Pope’s

of Theology,” part iv. 8ec- 3, 3 3-

12

« Compendium

nce or aversion to spiritual =
o
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o the room of this, he had sunk into pride and self-will, the very
image of the devil; and into sensual appetites and desires,
image of the beasts that perish.!

3. But the highest sense of the term “death,” in the Scripture, i
the punishment of the soulin a_future State, both by loss of happiness,
.a parati L an ositive infliction of Divine wrat}
(Rom. vi. 23; James i. 15). ~ And to this curse Adam became.
exposed by his fall; and nothing but an intervention of mercy, so
mighty and so majestic as to satisfy the demands of justice, co

save the progenitor of our race from the pangs and horrors of th §
“second death,”*

unfolded (see Gen. iii. 1 5).  “The import of this prediction
appears from various allusions of Scripture to have been, that the -
Messiah, who was in an eminent and peculiar sense ¢ the Seed of the
woman,” should, though Himself bruised in the conflict, obtain a
-complete victory over the malice and power of Satan, and so restore
those benefits to man which by sin he had lost.”* How far this
promise of mercy was understood by our first parents we are

unable to determine. It was, however, sufficient to banish despair, -
‘éncourage hope, and become the foundation of repentance and
confidence in the Divine mercy through the intervention of the
Divine Redeemer. As expressive of his confidence and hope, Adam
at once gave to his wife a new name—Eve, that is, Life—because
she was to be the mother of that Living One who was destined to
give life to the world.* It is evident, also, that animals were v
soon offered to God in sacrifice through faith in the Promise of a
Saviour,® and that there Was one appointed place where a visible

* Wesley’s sermon on “ The New Birth.”

* “But Dr, Taiz_lor is sure only temporal death was to be the consequence of his
disobedience. ‘For death is the loss of life, and must be understood according to
the nature of the life to which it is opposed.” Most true; and the life to which it
is here opposed, the life Adam enioi/led till lost by sin, was not onl bodilrv life,
but that princi i i e Scripture ferms the life of(!od.' t

itle to eternal life, All this, therefore, he lost by sin; and that justly ; for
death is the true wages of sin,—death both temporal,” s; iritual, and etcrnai."—
Wesley on ‘‘Original Sin.” Pelagians and Socinians hol the view of Dr, Taylor,
namely, that temporal death was the full amount of the curse which «<ame upon
dam. This &oint is anued at length by Wesley on « Original Sin,” and in ser-
mon xv. ; in Watson’s ¢ Institutes,” part i, chaP xviil. ; in Wardlaw’s ‘‘ Syste-
matic Theology,” vol, ii., chap. xi.; in Dwi t's “Theology,” sermon xxviii.; and
in Pope’s “ mgendium of Theology.”

* Strenuous objections have been made to this view, in order to get quit of the
doctrine of so early and significant a promise of a Redeemer, See those objections
answered in Watson’s « Institutes,” part ii., chap, xviii,

* This is undoubtedly the correct sense of the passage, and is defended in Dr,
Smith’s “ Book of Prophecy,” pp. 13 1335 Dr. W. Cooke’s “Theology,” ete,

* The animals, with whose skins kdam and his wife were clothed, must have

slain as sacrificial victims, since no Permission was given as yet to use them
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b of the Divine presence was fixed, before which the humble
mshipper might present himself, his offering, and his prayer.!

yil.—Is Adam to be regarded as a mere individual, the con=-
wences of whose conduct terminated in himself? Or is he
be regarded as the federal head and representative of man-

The federal relation of Adam to his descendants is not stated in
shistory of the fall. But the testimony of other parts of Scripture
 this subject is so explicit that all attempts to evade it have been

1. The point is proved by the parallel drawn by the Apostle
sween the first and second Adam—the parallel lying chiefly in
is one point, that each acted a public part, standing for others,
d not for himself merely—a part from which important results
ere to arise to those whom they are considered respectively as
oresenting. The point of parallelism is noticed in general terms
] v. 14, where Adam is called, with evident allusion to his
blic representative character, * the figure,” “type,” or “model”
WHim that was to come;” and it is especially brought out in
om. v. 18, 19, and 1 Cor. xv. 22, 47.

2. The point is proved by the fact that the threatenings pro-
punced upon the first pair have taken effect on all their posterity
well as themselves (Gen. iii. 16-19).

3. The point is proved by the fact that the Bible declares that
in, death,? and all penal evils, came into the world through Adam.
Rom. v. 12, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21; 1 Cor. xv. 22)*

VIII—How can the righteousness and fairness of such a federal

ation be vindicated ?

Ifit be proved that it existed by the appointment of God, we are
sure of the justice of the arrangement, whether it be manifest to our
eason or not.  ““ Shall not the Judge of all the earth do right ?” But
ince men have wickedly impeached the equity of the Divine
socedure in this matter, we may reverently consider facts which,
even to our beclouded understandings, prove Him to have acted
nder the direction of His infinite rectitude and love.

food. Hence we infer that the first promise was immediately followed with
jal directions for the worship of God, through those offerings which were
d to adumbrate the great sacrifice, which, in the fulness of time, was to be
fiered by the promised Seed. Only on this grinciple, viz., that God had revealed
is will that He would be approached through the medium of animal sacrifices, can
we explain why Abel’s sacrifice was accepte and Cain’s rejected. .
1 This visible symbol of the Divine presence, or shekinah, was appropriatel
ulled the presence of the Lord ™ (Gen. iv. 16). It was doubtless the same wit!
bat radiant flame which turned every way, or which revolved upon itself (Gen. iii,
0, and was like the glory which afterwards filled the temple. The sacrifices of
and Abel were probabl offered before this celestial brightness ; for when
j i t he “ departed from the presence of the Lord.”
death upon this planet before the advent and
in profusion died long ages before that period is
e o e e en: pue it
ey on in ; atson’s e0lo; .
p. Xviid. § \V;.rdhw’s «Systematic Theology,” vol. ii., chap. xii,
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1. * Although we are far from intending to lay it down as
position that the procedure of the infinitely just God is to b
vindicated by any analogy to the procedure of men, yet it may no
be undeserving of notice that, even amongst men it is no uncommo
thing when there is good on the one hand and evil on the other
for covenants or agreements to be entered into which involve
man’s posterity even to the latest generations. One man may of
to another certain benefits, to be perpetually secured, on certai
prescribed and accepted conditions, to himself and his childre
while all are to be forfeited by both himself and them, and certa
opposite evils incurred, on his failing to fulfil the stipulated cond
tions. No one, on such failure, would feel entitled to complain o
the offerer; nay, his generosity might, and might justly, be com
mended, however much the infatuation of the originally engagi
party might be the object of wonder and condemnation.’ :

2. The connection between Adam and his posterity is in perfec
harmony with the analogy of God's procedure in His providence
Instances often occur in which both good and evil arise to posterity
from the conduct of parents; consequences result, both bodily and
mental, moral and physical, affecting health and character an
situation.! It is vain to say that this can be accounted for from
natural causes; for to speak of natural causes as operating withou
God’s permission or concurrent will is absolute Atheism. He could,
but does not, prevent the results which arise to children from the
conduct of their parents. And if we say there is unrighteousness i
the relation which Adam sustained to his posterity, we must also
assert that the whole course of Providence has been, and is in thi
respect, a series of unrighteous dealings. But who would dare thus
to charge God foolishly ?

3. The connection between Adam and his posterity must alway
be considered in relation to both sides of the alternative. .
men complain of the arrangement which made the state of
mankind to depend on Adam, they invariably fix on that aspect ¢
the case which regards man as guilty, and as involved through the
original offence in misery and ruin and death, overlooking entirely he
opposite blessedness and life which would for ever have been ins
to Adam and his descendants had he stood.?* Of this side of the
ﬁe there is no complaint, and yet the principle is the same i

th. 3
4. Nor should the federal union between Adam and his posterif
be viewed apart from the evangelical provision of mercy which was
concurrent with it, and which included, in like manner, both him an¢
the whole race of men. The redemption of man by Christ was no

a

* And thus God is said to visit the sins of the fathers upon the children (Exod
xx. 5) in the sense that He does not interfere with natural laws to prevent th
effects of the views, and crimes, and improvidence of parents, the nec
results of such laws ‘)eing that progeny and descendants suffer.

* Many divines do not believe Adam to have been immortal before he fell.
says, “ tmhaiy be doubted whether immortality was of the indes ) 1
image [in which man was created]. It is God @), only smmortality.” !
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, after-thought, brought in by man’s apostasy ; it was a provision ;
ad when Adam fell, involving his race in sorrow, pain, and death,
orcy revealed “ the second Adam, through whom all might recover
hatever they had lost through the first; nay, and recover it with
speakable gain; since every additional temptation they feel, by

corruption of their nature which is antecedent to their choice,
ll, if conquered by grace, be a means of adding to that ‘ exceeding
i eternal weight of glory.” This single considerat ion totally
emoves all reflections on the Divine justice or mercy, in making the
tate of all mankind so dependent on the behaviour of their common
arent; for not one child of man finally loses thereby, unless by his
ywn choice ; and every one who receives ‘the grace of God in Christ’
gill be an unspeakable gainer. Who, then, has any reason to com-
Jain, even of having a nature inclined to evil ? seeing, the more
portunities he has of fighting, the more of conquering ; and seeing,
greater is the difficulty of obtaining the victory, the brighter is

: crown of glory.”!

[X.—What is original sin?

'The term “original sin” is not to be found in Scripture, and
ppears to have been first introduced by St. Augustine in his con-
oersy with the Pelagians. It is sometimes called “birth sin.”
nthe Articles of the Church of England it is thus defined: “Ori-
inal sin is the fault and corruption of every man, whereby man is’
jery far gone from original righteousness, and is of his own nature
ined to evil, so that the flesh lusteth always contrary to the Spirit ;
nd, therefore, in every person born into this world, it deserveth
ol's wrath and damnation.” More briefly and fully it is defined
Dr. Hannah, as “the transmission of hereditary guilt and
epravity to all the natural progeny of the first sinning pair.”

The subject thus divides itself into two branches: original or
reditary guilt, and original or hereditary depravity.?

' ¥_What are the principal heresies with which we are brought
o contact in considering this subject ?
1. Pelagianism. This system derived its name from Pelagius, a
fitish monk, who, at the commencement of the fifth century, went
o Rome, Jerusalem, and other places, propagating his opinions,
d gaining disciples. He taught that what was commonly believed
especting the corruption of human nature as derived from our
ts was not true ; that the consequences of Adam’s sin
ere confined to his own person ; that men are now born as pure
innocent as Adam was when God created him, but that, being
llible, they fall into sin through the force of example; that death
s natural to our physical system, and is in no sense the penal
onsequence of sin ; and that men can, by their own power, renovate
fhemselves, and reach the highest degree of holiness. Augustine,

1 Wesley on “Ori Sin,” iii., sec. vi.; Wardlaw’s « Systematic Theology,”
et e fum of Theology.”

* See Pope’s  Compendium of
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the celebrated Bishop of Hippo, was the most prominent
successful opponent of this heresy. It was strongly condemned bj
various councils ; the Roman Emperor issued an edict, banishing
leaders from his dominions, and thus the evil was arrested.'

2. Socinianism, denying the atonement of Christ, rejects also th
doctrine of original sin, and maintains substantially the same view
concerning human nature as those taught by Pelagius. 4

‘3. One of the most learned and powerful defenders of the Pelagi
heresy in modern times was Dr. Jokn Zaylor, of Norwich, a Noncon
formist, who flourished in the first half of the last century. He wasa
thorough Arian, well acquainted with the Hebrew and Greek Scrip
tures, “ a man of unusually strong understanding, joined with no smal
liveliness of imagination. He had likewise an admirable comman
of temper, and wrote in a smooth and pleasing, yet a manly a
nervous style.” All these talents he exerted to the uttermost for the
defence of the purity and innocence of human nature, and all the
cognate errors connected with that theory. Jonathan Edwardss
work on “Original Sin” was in refutation of Dr. Taylor's views;
and so was the masterly treatise of John Wesley, entitled “
Doctrine of Original Sin, according to Scripture, Reason, an
Experience,” which, next to his “ Appeal to Men of Reason ar
Religion,” is the largest and most elaborate of all his original publi
cations. ‘

XI.—What is the meaning of the word “ guilt” as used in
controversy ? {

The word is sometimes employed to express personal culpabiliy;
and Augustine, with others in more modern times, have gone so fz
as to apply the term in this sense, teaching that, through the fede
union of Adam with his posterity, what was done by him is to
considered as having been done by them, each and all of them,in
him; a notion which alike contradicts our personal identity, U
moral consciousness, and the principles of the Divine government
revealed to us in the Holy Scriptures. 'The word “guilt” is
employed to express answerableness in the law or exposure b
punishment. In this sense the word is used Matt. xxvi. 66 ; and must
be so understood in relation to this subject—azn obligation to sufjer
punishment for the sin of our first parents. The doctrine, therefore,
may be thus stated: #That the sin of Adam, who stood as the
representative of his posterity, involved the whole race of manking

* At a later period, a system of doctrine was advanced, to which the nams of
Semi-Pelagianism was given. It embraced the Pelagian tenets with vario
modifications. This system obtained extensive patronage, for it could not be s
easily arrested as the other. b,

It has been common in modern times for the zealous advocates of absolute pre«
destination to apply the term Pelagian to those who hold general redemp ion.
and the conditionality of the evangelical covenant, whereas nothing can be
unjust.  No man was more orthodox on these points than the great 1niul
some who entered into his labours and bore his name, after his decease, dep |
from the truth. Among others we may mention Curcellaeus, Limborcil, and Le
Clerk, as men whose leanings towards the Pelagian heresy are as obvious as they
are to be lamented.

m . TR e Ih B NIE D PP D
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1 his sentence of condemnation ; subjecting them, with himself, to
the penal consequences of his fall.” !

~ XI1.—What is the Scripture testimony by which this doctrine
s supported ?

Read carefully Rom. v. 12-21, the sum of which passage is this,
that by one man’s disobedience, his posterity are “ made,” katestdthe-
m constituted, accounted, dealt with, as “ginners,” * judgment ”
‘having come upon them all to condemnation ” (see also Eph. ii. 3).

. XIIL.—Do not the facts of human history corroborate the
testimony of Scripture ?
' They do; for (1) all men, without one 'solitary exception, are
‘subject to the natural and moral evils which resulted from Adam’s
apostasy. Adam, by his sin, was exposed to the calamities and
sorrows of this life, to temporal death, and to eternal ruin. And all
his posterity have to endure the same pain, toil, disappointment,
nxiety, and bodily death. This is a fact, independent of the
statements of the Bible ; and since it is allowed that we thus suffer
for Adam’s sin, and #Zaf by the sentence of God—is not the con-
sequence evidence that we are, by nature, children of wrath”?
(2) The other fact is, that infants, as well as adults, are subject to
gufferings the most severe, diversified, and protracted, which not
‘unfrequently result in death. They have “not sinned after the
similitude of Adam’s transgression”—t.¢., they have not been guilty
of actual, personal sin; must they not, then, be regarded as impli-
cated in the *guilt” of the original head? as suffering and dying
as a part of the race for which he stood the representative ?

XI1V.—Is such a consequence of the defection of our first
 parents in accordance with the ordinary proceedings of the
Divine government ?
. Itis; for though that government never makes one man account-
able for the sins of another, it yet permits the effects of one man’s
transgressions to involve sufferings and woes upon others. Thus,
the prodigal entails want and disgrace upon his offspring; the
 licentious parent—the victim of intemperance and lust—not only
vitiates his own constitution, but transmits disease and wretchedness
to his posterity. A wicked ruler sometimes plunges whole nations
' into misery, and the consequences are felt for generations. So a
" man, in violating the laws of his country, may involve his posterity
in disgrace and civii penalties. If he commit treason, his estate is
taken from him, and his children become disinherited. All such
facts illustrate the penal consequences of our connection with the

~ first transgressor.
g assertion

1 It is necessary here clearly to state, that there is “ no ground for the
that the sin of Adam was imputed to his posterity.” Arminius says, “] do not
~ deny thatitis but it is not actual sin. . .. We must distinguish between actual
sin and that which is the cause of other sins, and on that very account may be
. See note at end of Rom. v. in the ‘¢ Critical Commentary,” where the
expressed.

~ called
}moduvhwin




150 MAN, HIS ORIGINAL STATE AND FALL,

XV.—Does not this doctrine shut up our race to absolute
despair ? 4

It would if considered in itself. But the same Scripture which
tells us that “by the offence of one Judgment came upon all men
to condemnation,” tells us also that Christ, who made Himself he
federal head of fallen men, has, by His vicarious obedience to death,
procured ‘“the free gift,” which “ came upon all men unto justifica
tion of life” (Rom. v. 18). This “free gi™,” ‘“the gift by grace,
refers to the whole benefit given by the Lpounding grace of Gogd
through the obedience of Christ. . And this is pronounced to be
co-extensive with the curse. It follows, therefore, that all children “
dying in infancy are adjudged to life. They are not, indeed, born %
justified and regenerate; but they are born under “the free gift;”
and since they are incapable of a voluntary rejection of it, they
receive the full benefit, which effectually cures the spiritual death
and corrupt tendency of their nature, and then passes to its issue,
“justification of life.” In the case of adults, “the free gift” comes
upon them, in its effects, very largely, ‘ndependently of anything
they do. They are favoured with the jfluences of the Holy Spirit,
the means of grace, and the offers of mercy. . In a word, “ justifica-
tion of life ” is offered to them, it is pressed upon them; they are !
clearly instructed in the means by which, even considered as
personal offenders, they may obtain it. If they yield and embrace
the offer, then the end, for which ““the free gift came” upon them,
is attained ; and they fail of it only by rejecting it.! In referencs
to the heathen, if it be asked to what extent and with what results
they have received “the gift by grace which is by one man,” we
answer, God knoweth. That they do receive it is certain (Rom. ii,
12-16); and “in the day when God shall judge the secrets of men
by Jesus Christ,” they will be dealt with righteously according to
the circumstances in which they have been placed.

XVI.—Is not this original and innate depravity to be con.
sidered as forming part of the penal consequence of Adam’s sin?

The doctrine is, “that the whole race, descending by oidinary
generation from the fallen first progenitors, inherit from them a
morally tainted and vitiated nature; a nature in which there is
no inclination to do anything truly good, but which, as soon as
its dispositions or tendencies begin to unfold themselves, shows
itself evil in the production of evil thoughts, words, and actions.”

One part of the curse threatened to disobedience, as we have
seen, was death—death spiritual—that moral state which arises
from a separation of the soul from God, the great source of
spiritual life. The sin of Adam incurred this penalty, and the
ﬁenalty was inflicted. God executed to the full His threatening,

e withdrew from the soul of Adam. The spiritual life of that
soul sank by inevitable consequence, and our first parent fell under 3

! See Watson’s « Institutes,” part ij., chap. xviii,
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full power ot spiritual death—a mere rational animal, devoid of
oiritual light and life, devoid of holy affections and heavenly
desires, a prey to guilt and remorse, and a victim to a legion of
unholy passions and propensities. And since Adam was a public
erson, a representative, this state of death, of separation from
God, has passed on to his descendants, who, in their natural state,
re therefore said to be “ dead in trespasses and sins,” aliens from
God, and therefore filled with evil. This is by some divines called,
with great aptness, a “ depravation arising from a deprivation.”
And it is of great importance that this point be well understood
and carefully maintained ; inasmuch as we are sometimes charged
with teaching that the corruption of our nature arises from some
gvil quality infused or implanted by some positive cause or
fluence. It is said, with some show of reason, that such teaching
makes God directly the author of sin. But no such teaching can be
justly laid to our charge A We maintain that the depravity of the
heart of man arises, not from the infusion of evil into the nature of
man by God, but from that separation of man from God, that
extinction of spiritual life, which was effected by sin, and the con-
‘sequent and necessary corruption of man’s moral nature. “ Here-
ditary depravity,” therefore, arises from “hereditary guilt.”!

. XVIL—What proof have we that human nature is morally
depraved ?

1. It is directly affirmed in such passages as these: Gen. viii. 2I;
Job xv. 16; Prov. xxii. 15; Eccles. ix. 3; Jer. xvii. 9; Matt. xv. 19;
Rom. viii. 5-9; Gal. v. 17-21; 1 John v. 19.

2.1t is clearly implied in those passages which affirm the
niversal need of regeneration (see especially John iii. 3). The
new birth is a spiritual and moral change, a change of heart, a
change of principle and disposition. And, if it be so that “a man,”
i, any man, any one of the entire race, stands in need, not of
reformation only, but of entire renovation, does it not follow that
human nature is naturally, radically, utterly degenerate?

3. It is proved by the conduct of children as soon as they are
' capable of moral action (Psalm lviii. 3; Prov. xxii. 15). No child
unspotted by sin, except the “child born” for our redemption, is
ever mentioned in the records of history. And among the thousands
of children whom we have known, have we ever seen oz¢ whom we
could conscientiously pronounce to be free from evil dispositions,
evil affections, and evil conduct? Their education may have been
the best, and the example set before them the purest, but pride,
anger, stubbornness, self-will, etc., in varying degrees, attest the
' existence of a natural inherent tendency to evil.

4 It is proved by the mighty and continued struggle that has
to be maintained where men determine to renounce evil and to
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walk with God. See how that struggle is described in Gal. v. 17,
but especially in Rom. vii. 15-24. It matters not that a man
have the help of godly companionship and of religious ordinances;
be yet finds that the greatest watchfulness, the most earnest prayer,
and the most thorough decision are requisite to the successful
cultivation of the principles and habits of holiness. Who can
account for this, except on the principle that man #s by nature
corrupt and ;mful, averse to that which is good, and prone to that

XVIIL.—Is this depravity of human nature universal in its
prevalence ?

L. This is affirmed in Psalm xiv. 2, 3, liii. 1-3; Isa. liii. 6 ; Rom. iii,
9-12; 2 Cor. v. 14; Eph. ii. 2, 3; 1 John v. 19.

2. It is confirmed by the history of our race, which is little else
but a continuous record of the licentious workings of human
depravity,—of lust, pride, malice, selfishness, and contempt of God,
Everywhere we see mankind alienated from their Maker. The
laws, the writings, the conversations, the very religions of the
world prove that enmity to God, and rebellion against His govern-
ment, are the characteristic marks, not of any individual, not of
any particular people, but of universal man, in every age and every
part of the world. ~

XIX.—Is this depravity of human nature total in its influence?

Let the question be understood. We do not mean to ask, is
human nature in every instance as thoroughly depraved as it is
possible for it to become? Nor do we ask, has every man a dispo-
sition inclined to every form of sin? To these questions a negative
answer would immediately be given. | The question is, has the
contagion spread itself through the entire man? Has it touched
and vitiated every power and every faculty, “spirit, soul, and body,”
leaving no part pure ? And this the Scriptures directly assert in the
fullest manner (see Gen. vi. 5; Rom. vii. 18).

XX.—Is this depravity received by hereditary transmission from
Adam?

In plainest terms, it is referred to Adam’s apostasy as its origin
(Rom. v. 12, 19). He was not only the first that sinned, but in
consequence, and as the effect of his having sinned, sin or sinful-
ness was derived from him to the race of mankind. “ They received
from him the infection.” Hence, we see the meaning of Gen. v. 3.
“Adam begat a son in his own likeness, after his image;” not in
the image of God, in which himself was created, but “in his own
likeness,” depraved and sinful in his nature. From that time, every
one born into the world has inherited this innate corruption. This
view evidently formed part of patriarchal theology, and was adopted
by Zophar (Job xi. 12) ; by Job (xiv. 4) ; by Eliphaz (xv. 14) ; and
by Bildad (xxv. 4). The same doctrine was announced by David
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(Psalm 1. 5, Iviii. 3) ; and was confirmed by the Saviour’s declaration
John iii. 6, 7), in which He teaches that the fleshly character, or
what St. Paul calls “the carnal mind,” is inseparably connected
with the birth of man. Thus moral depravity is natural and
‘hereditary, a part of man’s moral constitution from his birth.

. XXI.—If men are thus naturally and totally depraved, what
be said of the apparent virtues and excellences that we sce
ongst unconverted men ?

. We cannot admit that they disprove the statements of the Bible
28 to the ruined and degenerate state of man.

1. “Many of the so-called virtues are but vices in disguise; as
‘when courage, patriotism, continence, and beneficence spring from
pride, ambition, selfishness, or other corrupt motives.”
~ 2. “Generally these apparent excellences are associated with
_other qualities, which convict the heart as corrupt before God.
The chastity of Lucretia was connected with the sin of suicide;
the fidelity of Regulus with implacable enmity to Carthage; the
temperance of Cato with envy, parsimony, and cruelty ; the gene-
tosity of Fabricius with military ambition; and the wisdom and
virtue of Socrates ended in an act of idolatry.”

. 3. “It is a fact, too, which cannot be denied, that men have
constitutional evil tendencies ; some are more powerfully bent to
one vice, some to another. Whether it results from a different
constitution of the mind that the general corruption should act
more powerfully in one direction in this man, and in another in that,

“or from the temperament of the body, or from some law impressed
. by God upon a sinful nature, such is the fact; and it gives a reason
for the existence of much negative virtue in society.”?

- 4. Nor should it be forgotten that in every unrenewed man, be-
neath much which we confess to be lovely and of good report,
there lurks a heart altogether indisposed to yield itself up to its
I‘Maker, and fully determined to follow its own bent, and obey its
own impulse ; and when men follow a natural bent, and are not
actuated by a principle of devotedness to God, it makes no differ-
‘ence what the bent is—whether it be turned towards things that
. procure the applause of society, or towards those which are visited
' with its censure, it equally coincides with that innate depravity
‘which is the result of the fall, and therefore brings them all under
one and the same emphatic condemnation; they are * in the flesh,”
‘and “ cannot please God” (Rom. viii. 8).

5. And let it be also remembered that though men may be un-
regenerate, they are not left under the full, uncontrollable power of
depravity. Every man is interested in the benefits procured by the
death of Christ, and is favoured with a measure of the Holy
. Spirit; and that His gracious influence should so far operate, and
g0 far be yielded to, as to produce some holy fruit, is only what we

* Dr. Wm, Cooke, * Watson.
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might rationally expect (1 Cor. xii. 7). If, therefore, there is found in
him * some good thing towards the Lord God of Israel,” and some- .
thing of moral excellence in his dealings with men, this is the
effect of grace, not of nature; it is to be attributed to the controlling
influence of the Holy Spirit, to His incipient workings in the heart, b
He is teaching, striving, and convincing, for the purpose of bringing

the heart in penitence and faith to Christ; and if not “ resisted,”
‘“grieved,” “vexed,” the issue will be a “death unto sin, and a
new birth unto righteousness.” “But in most cases this struggle, o
this striving with man, this standing betwixt him and death, cannot |
fail to correct and prevent much evil, to bring into existence some
‘ goodness,” though it may be as ‘the morning cloud and the early
dew,” and to produce civil and social virtues, none of which, how-
ever, are to be placed to the account of nature.”!

The subject of this chapter has been as fruitful of controversy
as any within the compass of theology. In England the first man
of eminence who excited general attention by writing against the
orthodox view of “Original Sin,” was Dr. Jeremy Taylor, who
flourished in the first half of the seventeenth century. He was
a man of vast erudition, of a rich and eloquent imagination, a
voluminous writer, and a high churchman. His doctrine was i
attacked with superior ability and effect by Dr. Jeanes, a Puritan
minister. About the same time Anthony Burgesse published a
folio volume on “Original Sin,” in which he “asserted and vindi-
cated ” that doctrine “against the old and new adversaries thereof.” a4
It is now scarce and dear, but it is a storehouse of information on
the subject of which it treats. This is the largest work on * Original
Sin” that ever appeared in English. In the early part of the
eighteenth century there was a great decay of piety among the
English Nonconformists, connected with a sad defection from the 3
creed of their Puritan and Nonconformist ancestors. Various 1
attempts were made to resist these pernicious innovations in
doctrine ; and among others who wrote in defence of original sin K
was Dr. David Jennings, the fellow-labourer of Dr. Doddridge. He 8
was the author of a very able tract on the subject; but as it was
published anonymously it is not now generally known. But the
most distinguished writer on the occasion was Dr. Watts, who
published “ The Ruin and Recovery of Man.” It is an eloquent and
an argumentative work written in a tone of great candour and
moderation. It contains, however, some peculiar opinions, indica- -
tive of infirmity of judgment. He thinks that brute creatures have
not the same sensations of pain that men have, and that the
children of the ungodly are annihilated. These works were followed,
as we have before stated, by Mr. Wesley's “ Treatise on Original
Sin,” in answer to Dr. John Taylor. It is replete with argument, E

* Rev. R. Watson ; see also Mercein’s “ Natural Goodness,”—a remarkable ]
book by an American Minister of the Methodist Episcopal Church. b
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ear, forcible, and convincing. Mr. Samuel Hebden and President
dwards also wrote against Taylor with great zeal and ability.
Mr. Fletcher's “ Appeal,” which relates to the same subject, is
jerhaps the most finished of all his writings. On the question of
editary Depravity it is perhaps the most useful treatise in the
nglish language. Mr. Holden’s book on the Fall of Man is not a
reatise on original sin, but a defence of the literal interpretation of

" the Mosaic account of the transactions which took place in the
jarden of Eden, in opposition to those Rationalists and Neologists,
ho would resolve the whole into allegory and fable. Every man

who aspires to proficiency in theological knowledge should read

is able volume.!

8 Rev. T. Jackson’s MS. Lectures.




CHAPTER VIL
THE ATONEMENT.

L—In what light should we regard the death of Christ ¢

The Scriptures teach that “the death of Christ was vicarious and
ropitiatory ; and that by it a satisfaction was offered to the Divine
ustice for the transgressions of men, in consideration of which,
pardon and salvation are offered to them in the Gospel through
faith.” The following passages are a mere specimen of those that
might be selected to show how the doctrine of atonement, as thus
explained, pervades the whole of the inspired volume : Isa. liii. §,
6, 7, 12; Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28; John i. 29, vi. 51; Rom. v. 69;
2 Cor. v. 21; Gal. i. 4, iii. 13; Eph. i. 7; 1 Tim. ii. 6; Heb. ix. 14,
26, 28, vii. 27 ; 1 Peter ii. 24, iii. 18; 1 John i. 7, ii. 2; Rev.i. 5,6,
v. 9. If such passages as these do not convey the ideas of substi-
tution and atonement, is it possible by human language to convey
these ideas at all? What other words and phrases would we
select, if it were our special desire to express them more distinctly?

I1—What are the views adopted by those who deny the
orthodox doctrine of the vicarious sacrifice of Christ ?

1. The Socinian view is, that the death of Christ, like that of any
other martyred prophet, was a sealing of His testimony with His
blood; that is (for the phrase can mean no more), an attestation
of His sincerity in the claims He had advanced, and the doctrines.
He had delivered to men. According to this view, His dying for
our sins means simply that it is by the doctrine which His death
attested that we obtain forgiveness of our sins, and that His death.
was thus eminently for our benefit. They add to this, that in Hi
sufferings and death He left us an example of fidelity, patience,
meekness, etc.; and that we are saved by His death, inasmuch as
that it is by the moral influence which His benevolent and s
denying example exerts upon our hearts that our hostility is
subdued, and we are reconciled to God. It should be a sufficient
answer to this theory that the Apostles, in writing of Christ's death,
never refer to it as a confirmation of doctrine, and never, either in

is manner or as an example of virtue, connect it with the salvation
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of man. The whole system is perfectly gratuitous, without the
least shadow of foundation in the Book of God.!

~ Somewhat different from this is—

2. Dr. John Taylors view, as set forth in his “Key to the
Apostolic Writings,” and his “ Scripture Doctrine of Atonement.”
He teaches that “the end of Christ’s coming into the world was to
do the will of God—to perform solid, substantial obedience ; and
that it was His righteous, kind, and benevolent actions, His obedient
death, or the sacrifice of His love and obedience, which made
atonement for the sins of the world; so far, and in this sense, that
‘God, on account of His goodness or perfect obedience so highly
leasing to Him, thought fit to grant unto mankind, whom He might
~ in strict justice have destroyed for their wickedness, the forgiveness
' of sin”  This scheme divests the death and blood of Christ of
) everything properly sacrificial and propitiatory, and resolves all that
" i3 taught in the New Testament on that subject into symbol, figure,
‘and allusion. It is a melancholy illustration of that artifice by
which the terms of Divine revelation are deprived of their appro-
- priate meaning, and are modelled so as to fall in with the theories
of those who are more anxious that the Bible should speak their
language than that they should speak the language of the Bible.
We need not shrink from understanding Scripture terms in their
' plain and proper import when they represent the death of Christ as
' an atonement or propitiation for sin. If the unnumbered passages
. in which these terms are found are to be resolved into mere figures
of speech, the Bible is the most confounding and misleading book
 in the world.

~ We must also refer to what may be called—

3. The Broad Church view, as advocated by Professor Maurice,
" Jowett, Rev. F. W. Robertson,’ and others of that school. They
~ admit that the death of Christ was a sacrifice, but only a sacrifice of
'~ self-will—#%a? self-will which is the root of all evil in man® His

. 1 Socinians and Unitarians deny the "ly of an ator t or substitution
~ for sin, on the ground that the essential benevolence and compassion of God must

have prompted, and that His supreme dominion must have enabled Him to forii[ve
~ sins without any atonement or satisfaction; and that there was nothing in His
. pature, government, or law, which threw any obstacle in the way of at once
~ exercising His sovereign dominion in accordance with the promptings of His
. compassion, and extending forgiveness to all upon the conditions of repentance
~ and reformation.

* For a full statement and refutation of the teachings of this school Dr. James
Rige’s able volume, * Modern Anglican Theolog¥," should be read.

*¥r. Maurice’s words are these : “The Gospel shows Him who is one with God
~ and one with man, perfectly giving up that self-will which had been the cause of
~ all men’s crimes, and all their misery.

I have mentioned the name of Mr. Robertson in connection with this defective
 teaching, and it is greatly to be deplored that a man whose sermons are s
~ attractive, and have obtained so a circulation, should be the advocate of
_ views so inadequate and unscriptural on the subject of the atonement. His
" views are thus stated and criticised by an able writer in the London Review, No.
~ zxxiii.: “Christ was the eternal idea'or type of humanity, ¢ the reality of human
~ pature” He was representative man. tever He did during His incarnation
was done by us in Him. In this sense He stood in the place of us all; and
recognising the law of sacrifice as the great law of being, by His absolute sub-
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. endurance of punishment was His perfect willingness that
loving God’s wrath against the unlovely should continue to work ]
among men, until all unloveliness disappears; and that He, be-
coming one of them, should not be specially exempt. Hen
sacrifice in Christ and sacrifice’ in man is one and the ‘same thi
viz., the abandonment of self-will, the adoption of the Divine, The
idea of His expiating guilt by making Himself a true and proper.
sacrifice of atonement is denounced; and, in fact, neither the
obedience which He renders, nor the cross which He bears, is,
any sense whatever, the procuring cause of man’s redemption.!

III.—By what line of argument can we prove the necessity of
an atonement ?

~ By this ;" God is the moral governor of the universe. He b
/ called into™existence creatures, who are, by the constitution
their nature, fit subjects for moral government. jver
.a law—*a copy of His own eternal mind, a transcript
is own Divine nature.” That law is.enforced by penal sancti
“Cursed is every one that continueth not in all things which 2
written in the book of the law to do them” (Gal. iii. 10). IS

soul that sinneth, it shall die” (Ezek. xviii. 4). Th;%x broke
that law ; and are, therefore, brought under His judicial ls?pﬁe'és :
A (Psalmv. 4, 5, vii. 11; John iii. 36) ; and threatened with “everlasting
i, - destruction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory
. His power " (Psalm ix. 17, xi. 6; Mal. iv. 1; Matt. iii. 12: Rom. i. 1
12 Thess. i. 7-9). (All the attributes of God—not His holiness and.
Jjustice and truth alone, but even His goodness (considered as
embracing and providing for the general well-being of the universe)

DO W e SO
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mission to the will of the Father—a submission which, because it was perfect,
involved the necessity of suffering to death,—He grappled with and vanquish:
the evil which tyrannised over our nature, and made us virtually parta&eu of
His triumph. . .". He was our sacrifice, not because He died on the cross, but
because His entire self-surrender as ‘the realised idea of our humanit y the idea
of man created,’ represents the sacrifice of us all in the like submission o ourselves
to God. Not His death, not His blood-shedding was the sacrifice for sin, It was
His entire devoting of Himself to the Father’s will. God was satisfied with the
offering of Christ, because * for the first time He saw human nature a ooﬁy of the
Divine nature, the will of man the Son perfectly coincident with the will of God
the Father.” And this work of Christ was the work of human%;y. In Christ th
made perfect, God ‘saw humanity submitted to the law of self-sacrifice,’ and ‘in
the ligiet of that idea He beholds us as perfect, and is satisfied.’” Now against all
this we most earnestly protest. The New Testament knows notln'ntg of Christ as
; the idea of humanity,” and mankind as ‘atoned’ to God in Him in the sense here
intended. It is true'it speaks of Him as our substitute and it re| E
dying with Him, buried with Him, risen and alive with Him, But there is not the
smallest evidence that any such mystical blending of our personality with His
personality, as the Platonising view supposes, was ever dreamt of by the sacred
writers; and, what is absolutely fatal o its pretensions, while there is no one
passage in which the blessings of salvation are connected with human nature as
such, they are invariably described as ﬂowil}g to men from the u&\}e"{me of the
Holy Ghost, and as the immediate result of a personal faith in It is not
redeemed man, as such! that dies with Christ and lives in Him ; but redeemed

man repenting towards and believing in His Son.” 3
* Dr. gical Essays.” For the
odge’s * Systematic

Candlish’s examination of Maurice’s “Theolo
views of Qr Bushnell, McLeod Campbell, and others, see H
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that the penalty should be executed. Not to exact the |
wotlld be to repeal the law, to reduce its sanction to an !
threat unworthy the veracity of God, and to lower His |

emment in the eyes of all the intelligent universe. Men may

but this produces no change in their legal relation to the )|
d whom they have offended. They are offenders still, are (.
y guilty of all for which they stand charged; and there is )\
hing in their penitence which would make it morally right and
in the Supreme Being to forgive their offences against His / Y
only fulfil present obligation; it can have no retrospective
juence, nor in any way cancel the offences of former years. If%/
dis to extend forgiveness to the guilty, it must be in a way that/
the claims of infinite justice, and thus maintain in their  /
free from every charge of imperfection and mutability, /
of the Governor, the rectitude of His administration, /
sanction: of His law. There is, therefore, no hope for/
man unless it can be found in the atonement of Christ:
resent to him-no method of salvation but by repentance
sformation, and he must cover his face in despair, and go
to the darkness of hell without possibility of escape.

i
B S

S

V.—In what way is the heed met by the death of the Lord
? \

entered into a covenant with the Father to become the surety

nd substitute of the guilty—to bear the curse of the law on their

halfi—te die the just for the unjust. In order to this, it was

geessary that He should possess a truly human and mortal nature,

d that, principally, that He might be made subject to a penal

gath, At the same time, He must be free from every sort of

or depravity, otherwise His suffering would be for Himself
sively, and even to Himself could be of no judicial advantage.
ust also be independent of all the obligation under which
creature is laid, else the benefit of His suffering will be
ied to Himself. Now, all these qualifications were found in
e person of Christ. He was really and essentially God; but for
je suffering of death He was “born of a woman ” (Gal. iv. 4); was

imade flesh, and dwelt among us” (John i. 14; Heb. ii. 14); and

t, while assuming our humanity, He provided for its freedom
om hereditary taint (Luke i. 35). As a Divine Being, He was

lso perfectly independent of all extrinsic obligation, and whatever

did resulted from His spontaneous benevolence towards man
ohn x. 17, 18). The justice of God could make no exception
such a victim. He accordingly * gave Himself for us, an offering
da sacrifice to God” (Eph. v. 2). The accomplishment of His
ok was a passion with Him, and He represents Himself as in
ain till He should have fulfilled the design of His love (Luke

50). When the awful scene of His sufferings was immediately
sfore Him, He evidenced the same free consent to be the victim

13
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for our transgressions (f]ohn xii. 27, 28). Amidst inconceivabl
opposition and crowds of unspeakable horrors, this grand princip
upheld Him till He hung upon the cross. There, for our sakes, *
pleased the Lord to bruise Him.” He made * His soul an offeri
for sin” (Isa. liii.). “Ininflicting the sentence against transgressi
on the voluntary and all-sufficient Surety, Jehovah, while He clea
the sinner, does not clear his sins; although clothed with thef
thunders of vindictive justice against transgression, He wears |
the transgressor the smile of reconciliation and peace; He dispens
the blessings of mercy from the throne of His holiness; and wh
exercising grace to the guilty, He appears in the character—eq
lovely and venerable—of ‘the sinner’s friend and sin’s eternal fo
In this way, then, all the ends of public justice are fully answere
The law retains its complete, unmitigated perfection ; is ‘ magnif
and made honourable ;’ the dignity and authority of the governm
are maintained and even elevated; all the perfections of Deity 2
gloriously illustrated and exhibited in sublime harmony ; while ¢
riches of mercy are displayed for the encouragement of sinners
return to God.”!

LA gy o e o Y

as applied to this subject ?

Objections are sometimes alleged against the use of this wor
but, as appears to us, without reason. As used by orthodox writer
it is clearly synonymous with the word atonement (or reconciliation
and may be thus explained: “ The death of Christ safisfied Divi
justice, in that our sins deserved death; but as Christ was b
God and man, and perfectly righteous, there was an infinite val
and merit in His death ; through which, as undergone for our sak
and in our stead, Almighty God exercises His mercy in the forgive
ness of sins, consistently with His justice and holiness.”? :

VI.—What is the exact meaning‘of the word atonement?

The word atonement is pure English, and literally signifies
be at one. As used in theology, it refers to the death of our Lor
Jesus as the means by which God and man become oze—restore
to a state of friendly relationship. The word is often found in the
Old Testament—the Hebrew word %apkar, of which it is a transl:
tion, signifying primarily “to cover,” “to overspread;” it comes
however, in the secondary sense, to signify % afone, fo appease, b
pacify, to procure favour, because the effect of these is to cov

* Dr. Wardlaw’s “Discourses on the Socinian Controversy,” disc. vii. It b
sometimes been said by theologians that we know not the vinculum or bon
connection between the sufferings of Christ and the pardon of sin; this, therefo
they place among the mysteries of religion. But this appears to arise
obscure views of the at t, for the winculum, or tion of th
sufferings with our pardon, appears to be matter of express revelation. It
declared that the death of Christ was “a demonstration of the righteousne
God,” of His n‘ghteous character and His just administration, and thereforeall
the exercise o mercy without impeachment of justice, or any repeal or relax

the law. Watson’s ‘Institutes,” part ii., chap. xx.

®* Wesleyan Catechism. Old edition.
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in Scripture meaning, to remit offences. In this secondary
se it is used in such passages as the following: Gen. xxxii. 20;
Prov. xvi. 14; Ezek. xvi. 63; Numb. xvi. 46, 47. In accordance
with this meaning of the word, the Septuagint renders it by exi/asko,
““to appease,” “ to make propitious,” the very word which is employed
_in the New Testament with regard to the object of the Saviour's
~ death (Heb. ii. 17); and which, as a noun (%#asmos), occurs in
1 John ii. 2, iv. 10}

% VII.—In speaking of the death of Christ as an atonement for
. sin, are there not certain popular errors that we must carefully

. There are. The following must be prominently mentioned :—
1. That Christ's death is a literal payment of a debt. This is one
-%ﬁ those illustrative figures frequently used by Antinomian writers,
- which, while it suits in some points, will not bear close application
others without leading into pernicious error. That sins are
mpared to debts is true, and the comparison is natural. We owe
bedience to God, which we have failed to render, and every sin
isan accumulation of unpaid debt. But the cancelling of a debt
of judicial obligation is very different from the payment of a debt
of money. A debt of property may be paid by ourselves or by
other, and all future obligation is cancelled, but we never can
y up obedience which we have failed to render. The obedience
of one moment can only stand for itself, and cannot cover the debt
curred by the disobedience of another moment. Moreover, a
bt of obedience can never be paid for us by another; it is, from
very nature, intransferable. Hence, the Scriptures never repre-
- sent the death of Christ as a pecuniary or commercial transaction,
‘the payment of so many pounds or talents by one person for so
many pounds or talents owing by another. (gur relation to God
is that of sinners to an offended Judge and Sovereign, and not
merely that of pecuniary debtors to a creditor. The atoning act
- of Christ consisted not, therefore, in paying a civil debt, giving
ecisely what the original obligation required, but in suffering
- “the just for the unjust.” It was a safisfaction, the rendering of
mething in the place of what is due, with which the Lawgiver is
content. Nor did it cancel all future obligation, as would the
payment of a debt for an insolvent debtor. As a criminal, he before
merited punishment ; as a criminal, he no less merits it now. But,
since God has graciously accepted of the atonement, he may be
ardoned consistently with the honour of the Divine government
and the public good. And if, on the exercise of penitent faith,
he should be forgiven, he will acknowledge himself to be an ever-
sting debtor to the grace of God. The atonement of Christ, then,
ght not to be regarded as proceeding on the principles of commu-

will be remembered that the word atoncment disappears from the Revised
ersion of the New Testament where it was found only once (in Rom. v. 1x). It
I8 now re: reconci
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tative or commercial justice. All that can be said is, it answered
a purpose with respect to the sinner, similar to that which the
payment of a debt answers with respect to the debtor. The debtor
is acquitted in the one case, the sinner in the other. Beyond this
point the analogy vanishes.! 4
1 2. That Christ's death is an exact equivalent for the punishmei
of man's sin. This view of the atonement is held by some avowedly,
Their idea is that the sufferings of Christ possessed just as much
virtue as is sufficient for the salvation of all who shall be saved
whose precise proportion of punishment he is conceived to have
borne, according to the guilt even of each particular sin. *From
such a minutely calculating process the mind revolts with loathing.
There is so much in it of mercantile reckoning, of the balancin
of a debit and credit account, of a pounds-shillings-and-pence
satisfaction, that we have never been able to contemplate it with
patience. We regard it as distressingly derogatory to the infin
dignity of the atoning sufferer, and to the consequent infinite value
of His sacrifice.”? The only true sense of the phrase that the
sufferings of Christ are an equivalent for the penal sufferings
sinners, is, not that He suffered the precise quantum of pain whid
they deserved to suffer, but that His sufferings equally availed in
satisfying Divine justice and in vindicating the authority of the law;
that they were equivalent, in the estimation of the righteou
Governor, to the punishment of the guilty; equivalent, in effect,
to a /egal satisfaction, which would consist in the enforcement
upon the offenders themselves of the penalty of the violate
commandment. i

3. That the death of Christ necessarily secures the salvation of all
Jor whom it was offered. This it does not. “It is an expiatior
for all men, but an acquittal for none.” It puts them into whal
divines call “a salvable state ; ” but its benefits can only be applied
according to the terms or conditions that God has appointed. I
case of those conditions not being complied with, men fall under
the full original penalty of the law. They reject the one Saviou
whom God has provided: there remaineth no more sacrifice
sins; and they are, therefore, left to the malediction of the I
without obstruction to the exercise and infliction of Divine justic
(John iii. 16-18, 36).

VIII.—By what course of argument is it proved that Ch
death was really vicarious ? 3

1. By those passages of Scripture which speak of Christ as
Propitiation for sin (1 John ii. 2, iv. 10; Rom. iii. 25). The wor
used in the two former passages is Ailasmos ; in the last, kilasterion;
both are from the verb Z%ilasko, “to propitiate,” “ to appease,” “4
atone,” “to turn away the wrath of an offended person.” The
noun is often used by the Seventy, and signifies, in their use of i
a sacrifice of atonement (Lev. vi. 6,7; Numb. v. 8; Ezek. xliv

! Dr. Wardlaw. Watson’s “ Institutes.” * Dr. Wardlaw.
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*d § #,xIv. 19). The same signification it has, and can only have, as
1€ sed by St. John. The word /zlasterion is used only twice in the
or v Testament,- -in Rom. iii. 25, and Heb. ix. 5. Its proper

meaning is the propitiatory or mercy-seat, as it is rendered in the
fter passage.! According to this, the mercy-seat under the law
s a type of Jesus Christ, and of the efiects of His atoning
acrifice.  As it was on the mercy-seat that Jehovah, the God of
a¢l, manifested Himself to His worshipping people, and showed
Himself propitious; so is it in or through Jesus Christ, the true
ilasterion, that God reveals Himself as the God of grace, hears

m ur prayers, and dispenses His mercy. And as, under the law,
g od was propitious to those only who appeared before His mercy-
g at with the blood of their sin offerings (Levit. xvi. 2, 3, 11-16); so
€ mder the Gospel dispensation He is accessible to sinners, as

pplicants for mercy, only as they come to Him through faith in
at blood of sprinkling, which is shed for the sins of the world.

‘The passages, therefore, which speak of our Lord as a * propi-
ation,” directly refer to His vicarious sufferings as the means by
hich the Divine Being was rendered propitious or favourable to

2. By those passages whick speak of Christ as a ransom rdf”
ankind (Matt. xx. 28; Mark x. 45; 1 Tim. ii. 6). The word in
first two of these passages is /wfrom, which signifies the price
aid for the deliverance of a captive. The word in Timothy is
filutron, which denotes the ransom paid for the life of a captive
y giving up the life of another person’—the idea involved in both
ords being that of substitution or satisfaction. The /uZron in the
se of a man is *the precious blood of Christ,” who “ came to give
life a ransom for many.” In accordance with this view, we are
id to be 7edeemed by Christ. The Greek word is Zufroo, as that
shich signifies redemption is apolutrosis, both derivatives from
ytrom, ransom. And this redemption is by “a price” (1 Cor. vi.
0), even “ the precious blood of Christ” (1 Peter i. 18, 19; Eph. i.
+Rev. v. 9; Acts xx. 28). By this are we redeemed from
ondage and everlasting death, and the blessings we had forfeited
sin are bought back for us. The Divine favour, adoption into
od's family, a restoration to His image, an inheritance among the
aints in light, and even the immortality and gloiy of the body—all
ese blessings were lost, but are restored through the Redeemer’s
; They are our “ purchased possession to the praise of His
y” We know not how the doctrine of the vicarious sufferings
d death of the Lord Jesus could have been declared in more
gplicit or more forcible language.
3. By those passages which speak of Christ as a substitute for
wnkind, He is set forth as having died “for us”—and suffered
or us;” the prepositions used in such cases are anti and uper,

s U+, N

* For f that this is the meaning of the term, see Wardlaw’s * Discourses on
nian Controvers),” disc. vii.

* Dwight's * Theology,” sermon Ivi. Dr. Angus’s * Bible Handbook,” p. s81.
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the former meaning “instead of,” and the latter “on behalf
‘“for,” and “instead,” both clearly implying substitution (1
xv. 3; Gal. i. 4; 2 Cor. v. 14, 15; Heb. ii. 9; 1 Peter iii. 18). It
admitted that the Greek prepositions used in these quotations a
sometimes to be rendered “on account of.” But instances are nof
few in which they can only be interpreted in the sense of “instea
of,” and “in the place of ;” e.g., John xi. 50; Rom. v. 6-8; Matt.
22, vii. 10. And if that sense is rejected in passages which s
of the death of Christ, the reason must be drawn from the co
trariety of the doctrine to some other portions of Scripture; where:
not one passage can be produced which denies that Christ suffered
and died in the place or stead of guilty men. The doctrine of
substitution could not be more properly or more forcibly expressed
than it is in such texts as are now adduced.

4. By those passages which speak of reconciliation and the maki
of peace between God and man as the design and effect of Chril
death (Col. i. 19-22; Rom. v. 10, 11, see R.V.; 2 Cor. v. 18, 19;
Heb. ii. 17). The word translated “reconciliation” is in the |
original Hebrew and Greek precisely the same as that which
rendered atonement, ransom, and propitiation. Our translator
evidently regarded the words as expressing the same meaning,
as teaching the same doctrine, and therefore they employed any
these terms indifferently to convey the meaning of the inspi
writers. Thus, then, to reconcile is % afone, to propitiate, not
but that holy Being against whom our sins have been committed ;
this was accomplished by a substitutionary victim.

The Socinian objection is, that when, in the New Testamen
reconciliation is spoken of, it is not the reconciliation of God
sinners, but of sinners to God as in 2 Cor. v. 18-21, it is
“He hath reconciled us to Himself” To this we reply: Fi
If this were true with regard to this particular word, it is also ti
that words and phrases which are, in their meaning, perf
equivalent with reconcile and reconciliation are used respectin
the state of God’s regard towards sinful creatures—as when
is said to be “pacified,” and to have His “anger turned away.
The doctrine for which we contend, therefore, is untouche
Secondly, In Scripture, the verb to reconcile is used when the
person said to be reconciled is not the offended party, but th
oﬂ'ender; in which case it manifestly signifies, not the removal
enmity in the heart of him who is said to be reconciled, but
averting of displeasure, and the obtaining of favour in the bo
of him to whom he is reconciled ; e.g., Matt. v. 23, 24. Here
brother is the aggrieved party, and therefore to be reconcile
Yet it is not said. ‘ Reconcile thy brother to thee,” but “ Be re
ciled to thy brother.” The former, however, is what is meant.
Gain thy brother; make peace with him. (See also 1 Sam. xxix
4.) Here Saul was the of’fended party; so that David’s *recon-

ing himself to his master ” properly means reconciling his master
to him, propitiating him. Thirdly, The same thing is clear from
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assages quoted in 2 Cor.v. 19. God's * reconciling the world to
Himself " is explained by “ not imputing their trespasses to them,”
nd means, therefore, bringing them by forgiveness into a state of
avour and acceptance with Him. So in Rom. v. 6, 10, “recon-
liation to God by the death of His Son” is inclusive of, and
dentical with, being “ justified by His blood.”' The whole doctrine
s this: God is reconciled “by Jesus Christ,” who was made a
in-offering for us ; the legal barrier to our pardon is thus removed.
But, in order that the reconciliation may be consummated, our
enmity of heart must be laid aside, the weapons of our rebellion
ast away, and with penitent faith we must yield ourselves to God.

- IX.—Have we anything in the teachings of Christ Himself as
o the atoning, the propitiatory, character of His death?

' This has been strangely denied in some of the more recent
| attacks on this momentous truth? But to us it appears that, from
first, the death which He looked forward to and spoke of was
than that of a martyr; was something quite other than that
of the patriot, or the warrior. His language, to speak after the
nanner of men, was that of one whose whole soul was permeated
iith the idea of sacrifice. As interpreted by the current traditions
of the schools of Palestine, that reference to the ‘ serpent lifted
up” (John iii. 14) could suggest no other thought than that of one
ho, identifying Himself with sin, bore the penalty of death, and so
ecame the source of life and healing to mankind. We find the
same truth ever and anon welling forth, not so much in set and
formal teachings as in utterances of pregnant meaning, called forth
by seemingly casual occasions. The disciples dispute which should
be the greatest, and He rebukes them with the truth, that the Son
man came to give His life a ransom for—in the place of—many
(Matt. xx. 28). The multitude throng around Him, that they may
eat of the loaves, and He tells them of the “flesh” and *“blood”
which # He will give for the life of the world” (John vi. 51-55).
As the Good Shepherd, He giveth His life for the sheep (John x.
). That “lifting up” is the condition of His “drawing all
men to Him,” partly, indeed, as with the cords of a man, through
e marvellous attraction of His patience, meekness, agony; but
partly, also, as with the cords of an everlasting love, and the power
of a Divine act (John xii. 32). From the first, He had proclaimed
the forgiveness of sins as the great work which He came on earth
to accomplish ; had wrought signs and wonders to bear witness
that He had power to forgive them (Matt. ix. 5, 6; Mark ii. 5, 7, 10,
11; Luke v. 23, 24) ; but as the hour of His death drew nigh, He
declared that His blood was “shed for many,” Z.e., for all men,
ufor the remission of their sins” (Matt. xxvi. 28). As Moses
d sprinkled the blood of the victims upon the people, baptizing

1 Dr. Wardlaw’s * Discourses on the Socinian Controversy,” disc. vil.; Dr.
Angue’s “ Bible Handbook,” p. 182.
vEg. in the ““Essays and views.”
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them, as it were, into the covenant of Sinai, so His blood was tg
be the sign and token of a new covenant, making the first old;
differing from the first in pointing, not to a law written on
tables of stone or the pages of a book, but to one written on the
tables of men’s heart’s; but, like that, resting on the idea of sacri:
fice! If we interpret the life of Christ by His own words, we
cannot reduce Him to the level of a legislator, or a teacher, or a
reformer, or a restorer of a theocracy. The idea of sacrifice is
latent or patent throughout His whole work. The teaching of
St. Paul and St. Peter, of the Epistle to the Hebrews, and of the
beloved disciple, is but the natural development of His teaching.?

X.—What evidence do we derive from the institutions of the
Jewish law of the substitutionary or propitiatory character of
the death of Christ?

One of the most striking facts connected with the ceremonial la
is the singular prominence given to the shedding of the blood of
victims. Animal sacrifices had, indeed, a place in man’s worship
immediately after the fall. We trace them also through the ante-
diluvian and patriarchal ages. But of the Mosaic ritual they formed
a very prominent part, and that by the direct appointment of G
Now, nothing is more clear than this: while some of these sacrifici
rites were primarily eucharistic, ke grandest and most eminent
them were strictly expiatory ; they were appointed by the Law,
as an atonement for sin.  Z%is was true of the daily oblation (Exc
xxix. 38-42), from which the pious Hebrew would learn that t
favourable regard of God was to be obtained only by a perpe
substitution, and that no single day could be blessed except so far
as it was hallowed by the shedding of blood. Still more impre
sively was the doctrine of expiation taught at the greal annual
solemnity (Levit. xvi.). This was a season of peculiar humiliation
vers. 29, 31).. The high priest, clothed in his sacerdotal rob
ver. 4), first killed a bullock in behalf of himself and family (ve

, II); and having in his hand a censer full of sacred fire,
entered into the immediate presence of God, sprinkling incense
on the censer, and sending up a cloud of perfume between
cherubim (ver. 12, 13); he then sprinkled the blood of his o
sin-offering before the mercy-seat (ver. 14), and having thus *“ma
an atonement for himself and for his house” (ver. 6), he proceeded
to perform similar rites for the people. wo goats had been
previously chosen for this service, one of which was appointed by
lot to die (vers. 7, 8); its blood was sprinkled before the Lord,
that of the bullock had been sprinkled (ver. 15). The propitiato
service was then extended to the tabernacle and altar, the blood of
the bullock and of the goat being sprinkled as before, and thus th

! In the ““new covenant ” of Matt., xxvi. 28, there is a manifest reference, on th
one hand, to that of which Jeremiah had spoken (xxxi. 31-34), and to the *“blood of
the covenant” with which Moses had sprinkled the people when they pledged
themselves, to obedience (Exod. xxiv. 6-8). 3

* ¢ The Boyle Lectures for 1866,” by Rev. E. H, Plumptre, M.A.
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place was purified from the pollution which it had contracted from
the sins of the worshippers (vers. 16, 18, 19). The living goat was
‘then brought forward, the hands of the priest were laid upon its
head while he confessed the sins of the people, thus representing
the transfer of guilt, and the animal was led away into a land
uninhabited, “ bearing the iniquities of the people” (vers. 21, 22).!

In this impressive ceremony we have contrition, propitiation, con-

fession, the transfer of guilt, and the bearing it away, and each

~ brought out with such distinctness and particularity as to preclude

the confusion of ideas and all probability of mistake. And we

" might adduce many other instances of sacrificial offering under the

Jewish ritual, and it would be manifest that, although the victims,

~ “whose blood was brought into the sanctuary for sin,” could not

_ by any virtue of their own take away the guilt of transgression

~ (Heb. x. 4), yet they are propitialory in their nature, and they

b red, when duly offered, the remission of its temporal conse-

%S enc}?ii The general idea of afonement pervades and characterises

 the whole.

" That the Levitical sacrifices were also types admits of clearest
proof ; i.e., they were prepared and designed by God to prefigure

the true atonement that was to be made for sin in the fulness

of time. This is expressly declared in Heb. x. 1, where the

Apostle, discoursing on the “sacrifices” of the tabernacle, calls

‘them “a shadow of good things to come;” now, as a shadow

corresponds exactly to the substance which occasions it, so do the

- ordinances of Judaism describe, by adumbration, the grand new

{ covenant propitiation. In Heb. ix. 8-12, the same Apostle tells

 us that “the first tabernacle,” with * the gifts and sacrifices ” offered
' therein, was “a figure” of “a greater and more perfect taber-
nacle,” and of “His own blood,” with which our Lord “obtained
 eternal redemption for us.” And a considerable part of that epistle
~ proceeds on the assumption, that in Christ is fully realised and
~ accomplished all that the Levitical law foreshowed and predicted.
~ This connection is so intimate, that e very names of the victims
. offered under the law are transferred to Christ. . He is called thusia,
. “a sacrifice” (Eph.v. 2); kamartia, * a sin-offering” (2 Cor. v. 21) ;!
hilasmos, a “ propitiation” (1 John ii. 2) ; Ailasterion, *'a propitiatory
~ or mercy-seat” (Rom. iii. 25); prosphora, “an offering ” or oblation
: SEph. v.2; Heb. x. 14) ; apolutrosis, * redemption” (1 Cor. i. 30)%
' lutrom, “ a ransom” (Matt. xx. 28); antilutron, *‘a ransom price”
~ (1 Tim. ii. 6). Now, these are the very terms which, in the
' Septuagint, are applied to the sacrificial victims of the Mosaic
 dispensation. Of course, the application of these terms to Christ
| is, in the highest sense, proper, for they are applied to Him by the
.~ Spirit of Truth; and while they mark His connection with the
 Levitical institution, they clearly evince the atoning object of His

! Compare with Isa, liii. 6, 11 ; ohn i. 36. :
e Jersion,  Thou o oew 2 sin He made 10 be sin on our behalf,”
" 4., a 8in offering for us.
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death. His death could have had no relation whatever to the
Levitical immolations and offerings, if it had no sacrificial character,
And nothing could be more misleading and even absurd than fe
apply those terms which were in use to express the various pro-
cesses and means of atonement, if the Apostles and Christ Himself
did not intend to represent His death strictly as an expiation fo
sin. Admit that the ceremonial law was a system of shadows,
Divinely adapted to foreshow and prepare the world for Christ, and
this at once imparts meaning, consistency, and glory to the whole;
and affords additional proof that He who was thus typified was
the grand universal sin-offering for the world.

XI.—Are there not certain collateral arguments which support.
the doctrine of atonement by the death of Christ?

There are ; for so deeply is the doctrine wrought into the texture §
of Scripture, that we meet with it at every turn; and there are
many facts that are utterly inexplicable: except on the principle that
Christ died as an atoning sacrifice. |

1. One argument is derived from the long series of proplecies that
Joretold His coming. “To Him give all the prophets witness”
They were endowed with extraordinary powers of inspiration that
they might feed the desire, and animate the hope, and strengthen
the expectation of His appearance in our world. So numerou
were these predictions, and so wide their influence, that long before
He “dwelt among us” He had become “ the Desire of all nations,”
and holy men “waited for” Him in holy expectation of the great
blessings which His advent would procure (Luke ii. 25, 26). Now,
is it credible that God would thus raise up men endowed with
prophetic vision to ‘“testify beforehand the sufferings of Christ”
and to describe His person and offices, if He were nothing more
than a Divinely authorised teacher and a martyr for the truth? It
was because He was a Saviour, bringing ‘“‘remission of sins” to
the guilty, that holy men of God were thus moved by the Holy
Ghost to speak concerning Him (Luke xxiv. 44-47; Acts x. 43),
Such a person, anointed to so great a work, had never visited our
world before. He stood alone, the object of the world’s hope and
joy and trust, and on this account was worthy of the lofty straing
in which the prophets indulged when they testified of Him. ,

2. Another argument is derived from the messenger who prepared
His way before Him. Isaiah and Malachi had predicted that He
would be heralded by a heaven-sent messenger (Isa. xI. 3; Mal
iii. 1),—a prediction that was accomplished in John the Baptist.
But why should Jesus of Nazareth be honoured with a forerunner
who, by his life and preaching, should prepare His way amongst

men? Moses and Elijah had entered on their work without any
such herald; and if He were no greater than they—if His work
were no greater than theirs, it is strange that such a preparation
was made for His approach. But the matter is explained if we
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‘admit that Christ was to be an atoning sacrifice for the sins of men.
It was needful that all eyes should be turned to Him as the great
‘Mediator of a covenant of peace, and therefore God, in condescend-
ing mercy, raised up John to do this work ; and while he preached
baptism of repentance, he again and again proclaimed the near
roach of “the Christ,” * that prophet,” “ a man which” (said he)
Wis preferred before me ; for He was before me” (John i. 20, 21, 30).
erwards, looking upon Jesus as He walked, he exclaimed,
- UBehold the Lamb of God,” etc. (John i. 29); it was a wonderful
~ saying, eloquent of the universal redemption of our race. Thus,
 from his lips flowed the first announcement of Christ as having now
; %peared in full maturity of manhood, to prosecute the mighty work
~ of putting away sin by the sacrifice of Himself. * The law and the
 prophets were until John ;” but, standing as he did on the frontier
of the new dispensation, and proclaiming with such clearness as
is the fulness of the atonement, He was the greatest among them
that are born of women (Matt. xi. 11).
3. A third argument is derived from the extraordinary circum-
\ Stances connected with His birth. Before He was born, the angel
of the Lord announced Him as not merely a teacher, but a Saviour
from sin (Matt. i. 21). To sustain this character, He must Himself
“be “holy, harmless, undefiled.” He was therefore “ conceived of
‘the Holy Ghost” (Matt. i. 20, Luke i. 35), and His human nature
preserved from the taint which it would have inherited in the
~ ordinary course of generation. At the moment of His birth the
angel of the Lord again proclaimed Him to the world as a Divine
anointed Saviour, whose coming amongst men was “tidings of
great joy” (Luke ii. 10, 11); and when brought in infancy to the
temple, the spirit of prophecy came on a devout and aged man,
and he gazed upon the child in rapture and reverence, exclaiming,
“Mine eyes have seen Thy salvation” (Luke xii. 30). The hypothesis
which reduces our Lord to the level of a human teacher and martyr,
~ deprives all these circumstances of their meaning and glory; but
~assuming that He is the grand new covenant propitiation, all is
~ clear, consistent, God-like.
4. A fourth argument is derived from the inltensity of our Lord's
sufferings. We have read the histories of certain martyrs and
~ confessors, and have been struck with the undaunted courage with
~ which they met death, even when surrounded by everything that
- could agitate our nature. How different was the demeanour of
- Christ when anticipating death! So intense and bitter was His
_‘,Agony-, that He casts Himself on the ground—sweats, as it were,
- great drops of blood—utters the most touching and thrilling com-
. plaints—entreats, with pathetic earnestness, that, if it were possible,
. He might be spared the anguish. What account do we give of
. this? With a conscience void of offence, with a reward of sur-
~ passing splendour actually in view, with powers undecayed and
- gensibilities untouched through any bodily infirmity, you expect
~ to behold in Him the finest exhibition of collectedness and courage
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ever furnished by an individual of our race. And if He had die
in His individual capacity, it must have been so. But receiw
the great doctrine that Christ “bare our sins in His own body o
the tree,” and the scenes of ‘Gethsemane and Calvary are such as
we might expect. A mountain of iniquities is upon Him—He i
standing in the place of criminals—justice is exacting from Hi
the penalty of the law, and the light of God’s countenance mu
for a while be hid from the Being on whom the vials of wrath are
rapidly descending. This is the explanation of the agonisin
groans, the deep and affecting exclamations, the intense and over
pov:flring agonies; “the Lord hath laid on Him the iniquity of
us all.” 4
5. A fifth argument is desived from the appoiniment of the Lords
Supper. This sacrament was appointed as a memorial of Christs
death (Luke xxii. 19, 20; 1 Cor. xi. 26); and as such was to be
observed by His followers to the end of time. But if He were
nothing more than an eminently righteous man, who submitted to-
death in order to confirm the doctrines which He taught, why
should we have a religious rite to bring His death continually before
our minds? Why not, in a similar way, show forth the death of
other saints and other martyrs? His own words render the
explanation. The blood that He shed ratified and confirmed the
new covenant, and procured “remission of sins” for the many who
deserved to die (Matt. xxvi. 27, 28). On any other supposition
than that of Christ's dying as a sacrifice—dying in order to make.
expiation—the ordinance is a useless superstitious ceremony. But
admit the supposition, and the sacred institution is worthy of Him
who appointed it, and worthy of reverent observance by every
believer till the Lord come. 4

6. A sixth argument is derived from the total cessation of animal
sacrifices. By the destruction of Jerusalem the whole system, as
appointed by God, was swept away for ever. The most splendid
temple in the world, the most venerable priesthood, the most
complicated and costly system of sacrifice—all are suddenly blotted.
out from under heaven, never more to be restored; and it is worthy -
of note that the hand of God was as remarkably distinct in the
destruction of the religious polity of the Jews, as was His command-
ment in its origin. Whatever may have been the reason for this
amazing alteration, it is certain that it was in some way connected
with the work of Christ (see Daniel ix. 24-27); and the questiou
arises, what has Christ done that the whole of the ilewish religion
should be thus at once abrogated? The only reply that can be
offered is, that He has effected all that the sacrifices of the law
were designed to effect. He has done that at once which they
were for many ages employed to do. He has so effectually
accomplished His work, that no priesthood, no animal offering, no
shedding of blood, will ever again be necessary (Heb. x. F14).
Messiah has been cut off, but not for Himself, and has therefore
caused the sacrifice and the oblation to cease.
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XI11.—By what arguments can we prove that the sacrifice of
ist was complete and available as an atonement for sin?

1. This is proved from the infinite dignity and value of the
ifice. Who was it that gave Himself for us? “It is Christ that
ed,” He whose name is “ Emmanuel,” God over all, blessed for
This glorious Being incarnate was the victim for our trans-
essions. His “ precious blood ” was the price of our redemption;
ad the dignity of His nature—His personal and moral excellences
s God, as well as man—have impressed His atonement with a
ue adequate to all which the guilt of perishing millions required,
nd Divine justice demanded on our behalf.
2. It is proved by the resurrection of the Saviour. Had His
acrifice been faulty or inadequate, His body could never have
n from the tomb. The law would have detained its captive,
21d we could have had no hope of salvation from the sufferings
2d death of our surety. But we hear a voice saying, “Let the
prisoner go free;” and in a moment the chains of death are snapped
under, and God the Father, in the exercise of His glorious power,
sens the door and delivers the illustrious captive. Here is the
of that God has accepted the sacrifice of His Son as perfectly
fcient and valid. It proclaimed, with a voice as audible and
iercing as though the words had been uttered by angelic messengers,
that man’s redemption was complete, and every debt had been
boldly met and discharged, and that our Great High Priest had
" fnished the work that had been given Him to do. That deserted
sepuichre was the Father's broad seal to the spotless character,
e perfect work, and the all-sufficient sacrifice of His Son; and
e may plant our feet upon the vacant tomb, and utter the challenge
~ of the Apostle: “Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that
jed ; yea, rather, that is risen again, who is even at the right of
- God” (Rom. viii. 34; 1 Cor. xv. 4-20).
- 3. 1tis proved by the fact that Christis “ set forth” by the supreme
 authority of God the Father as the object of faith and the ground of
‘acceptance (see Rom. iii. 25). “God was the sovereign whom
our sins had offended, and at whose mercy we consequently lay.
. He alone, when His creatures had fallen by their iniquity, had a
_ right to determine whether any remedy should be provided for
* them ; and if any, what that remedy shall be. If He, therefore, has
" made known a ground of hope for the guilty, we cannot surely wish
or firmer security, or for any higher warrant or encouragement
rely on that ground with unshaken confidence.” And this He
has done in the glorious Gospel, where “God hath set forth”
Christ as the all-sufficient * propitiation,” through faith in whose
lood we may *receive remission of sins that are past.” This,
heretore, is our reply to every sceptical objection, and every
nbelieving fear: the propitiation of the cross is revealed and
sanctioned by the highest authority n the universe as a “sure
foundation ™ for the faith and hopes ot mankind. “ Other founda-
~ tion can no man lay.” We need no other. In resting our hopes
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here we are safe; for, “he that believeth on Him shall not be
ashamed.”

XIII.—What are the principal objections which Socinian writers.
allege against the doctrine of atonement by the death of Christ? !

OBjJ. 1. 7%at the whole of this scheme of atonemen is unnecessary,—

a useless encumbrance,—jor that God might, with perfect propricty,
Jorgive sinners upon their repentance, without any such additional
consideration.! This objection savours not a little of presumption;
for how can creatures like us pronounce upon the plans and arrange-
ments of God, or decide that certain ends of the Divine govern-
ment might have been equally well attained by other means than
those which the all-wise God has seen fit to adopt? Far wiser
and more becoming would it be to conclude, that what God has
done is the only thing that could be done consistently with His own.
infinite wisdom, and rectitude, and love. And with regard to
repentance, there is nothing in the analogy of Providence that would
lead us to infer its sufficiency to obtain forgiveness. It does not, in
the present experience of mankind, remove the consequences of
sin; it neither restores health injured by intemperance, nor property.
wasted by profusion, nor character dishonoured by an evil practice;
neither does it ward off from the criminal, in human courts, the
punishment which his crimes merited. And what right have we to
suppose that in the moral government of God it could either anni-
hilate the guilt of what is past, or commend the rebel to the favour
of his offended God ? “Reason, to say the least of it, can arrive at
no certain conclusion on this subject, and it becomes us to submit
with grateful humility to the way of acceptance made known in the
Gospel. Repentance is inseparably connected with forgiveness;
but it is not its procuring cause, its meritorious ground. Z7%is is to
be found only in the perfect obedience and atoning death of the
Son of God.” y
OBJ. 2. Zhat it is manifestly unjust to permit the innocent to suffer
Jor the guilty. This objection lies not only against the doctrine of
atonement by the vicarious sufferings of Christ, but against the
views held by the objectors themselves. Do they not admit the
spotless innocence of our Lord? Do they not admit that He suffered
both in body and in mind? Why, then, does He suffer? Their
answer is, to confirm the truth of His testimony, and to set before
us an example of patience. Well, then, even on this view He
suffered for us, i.e., for our good. Let them answer, therefore, their
own objection. “If it be just in God to allow the innocent to suffer
for these ends, why should it be unjust in Him to allow the innocent
to suffer for another and greater end, even for the end which we allege
to have been the true cause of these sufferings? Can it be justin

! This theory was first taught by Abelard, twelfth century, who resolved the
attributes of God into benevolence and the liberty of indifference. He held that
:rn could be abolished, and the si received into fz , by the simple volitior

— =
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~ God to inflict sufferings on the innocent for an inferior end, and yet
unjust in Him to inflict the same sufferings on the same person for
" an end obviously and incalculadly superior?”

But the justice of the arrangement is vindicated by the absolute
voluntariness, and the supreme right of self-disposal, of the suffering
substitute. He was a willing sufferer. This He Himselt acknow-
ledged (John x. 17, 18). And He had, what no creature has, the
sovereign right of self-disposal. “ He died therefore because, having
Himself the supreme power of life and death, from His boundless
benevolence to man He willed to die; and thus in this substitution
there was a concurrence of the Lawgiver, and the consent of the
substitute.” No right was invaded, and where could injustice lie ?

~ And besides this, the scheme included a provision of ample
reward to the suffering substitute. We might find it difficult to
show how the sufferings of the innocent for the guilty could be re-
conciled with justice, if those sufferings involved the irreparable
destruction of our compassionate Redeemer. A reward must be
affixed to His work, in order to preserve the equity of the trans-
action ; and as His love and condescension were transcendent and
unparalleled, it seems only fitting that His reward should be of the
most signal and eminent order. By the prospect of this reward He
'was animated amidst His humiliation and suffering (see Heb.
xii. 22. And when His work was “finished,” He was “highly ex-
alted ” in mediatorial glory (Phil. ii. 5-11; Rev. iii. 21; Heb. i. 3, 4);
honoured, according to the fitness of His claims, in the enjoyment of
the purest bliss (Heb. i. 9), in the discharge of the highest functions
(John v. 26, 27, and 22, 23) ; and appointed to dispense the blessings
of redeeming mercy for the restoration and happiness of His
creatures (Psalm Ixxii. 11, ef seg. ; Isa. lii. 13-15, liii. 10, 11). These
were the rewards given by the Eternal Father to Christ Himself, in
honour of His redeeming work. And as He sits enthroned in the
highest heavens, having received ‘““a name which is above every
- name,” adored by all the ranks of angels and of glorified men
(Rev. v. 8-14), and scattering abroad the riches of His grace—who
- can say that the scheme of which He is the exalted Mediator in-
volves essential injustice ?

OBJ. 3. That the doctrine of the atonement is repugnant to the
benevolent character of God. 1t is strange that this objection can be
‘urged against the doctrine, when the Bible—God's own Word—
points to the atonement as that which, above everything, illustrates
and magnifies the benevolence of God ; e.g., Rom. v. I ; John iii. 16;
1 John iv. 10. The fact is, it was love to man that prompted *the
- unspeakable gift.” It was love * that delivered Him up for us all ;”
 that infinite gift and #kat vicarious suffering being the most direct
‘and satisfactory proof of infinite love. But then, it was love in
;rrfect harmony with justice, truth, and holiness. The Mediator
'is made a sin-offering for us, that the sinner may be saved from
‘wrath without any compromise of the rectitude of the Divine admini-
gtration or the truth of Divine denunciations. The theory which
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denies the atonement sets aside the claims of justice, and extols
the love of God at the expense of other attributes. The Gospel
exhibits the love of God, but in perfect consistency and harmony
with all the attributes of His nature ; and the provision of mediation
and atonement for the purpose of preserving inviolate the sacred
rights of government can never appear unamiable, except to a
creature whose judgment is biased, and who is thence misled into
mistaken and unfounded conceptions. !

Q

e

oift"
. (R i Eph. 1.7) ; and, =
therefore, cannot come 1, rough a satisfaction made to Divine Justice.
What is meant by the term here used? A “ free gift,” a gift of |
grace, is a gift unmerited by them on whom it is bestowed ; the |
term “free” being applicable to the mode of its bestowment, not the |
mode of its being ;‘rocured. Now, in this sense, every blessing, |
though procured for us by the Saviour's blood, is the free gift of |
sovereign grace. We can give no equiva..... for it. It is a perfect
gratuity. But it would never have been Leztowed at all, had it not
been for the death of Christ. And it is remarkable that the same
texts which describe salvation as a * gift,” connect it with the atone-
ment as its price or procuring cause (Rom. iii. 24, 25, v. 20, 21, vi. 23)8
There is nothing incompatible in the ideas of propitiation and grace,
If we bestow a gift upon a fellow-creature, it is free o him, what-
ever it may have cost ourselves. And be it observed, that when
grace provided the atonement, it provided it for the purpose of
rendering the further exercise of the same grace in receiving,
pardoning, sanctifying, and eternally blessing sinners, consistent
with the honour of the Divine name, with the glory of Jehovah's
character and government. This being its design, grace continues
to characterise all its results. Beginning, middle, and end, from
eternity to eternity, all is grace. There is grace in the origin, and
grace in the execution, of the plan of redemption ; and grace in the -
bestowment, on account of it, of all the blessings of salvation.! §

The reader may be interested in the names and character of the
principal Socinian leaders whom England has produced. We have
referred to Dy. John Taylor, of Norwich (see PP. 148, 154, 157). Dr.
Josepk Priestley, who also flourished in the middle of the last century,
was a Dissenting minister, and in many respects was an estimable and
able man. His brilliant discoveries in chemistry have invested his
name with a halo which otherwise it would not have possessed,

H;d The reldus er is referrrid f?r a fullelr §reltment of tlslc :ubjergt of t!xélo c!npt;‘r to
'S tematic Theology,” vol. ii., pp. 469-54 3-501 ; Pope’s ““Compendium
of Tlf:ol ,¥‘ vol. ii? A a63-3gx§ $ Cunnix;gph';m%‘s‘ ﬂisston%ai Thg:logy," vorii., !P'
&36?; meaton’s ‘ trine of the Atonement as taught by Christ Himse i
wiord’s “ Doctrine of Holy Scripture respecting the Atonement.” But we call
special attention to Dale, “On the xtonement,” 7th edition, as the ablest and most
useful volume which has been published on this subject; it should be read b;
m:uden'. Also Randall’s “Substitution, a Treatise on the AM;,}
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But his character as a theological controversialist was irrecoverably
lost from the time that Bishop Horsley wrote his “ Controversial
Letters.” Gilbert Wakefield, who was for some years a clergyman
of the English Church, was contemporary with Priestley, and an
advocate of his errors. He excelled in classical literature, but in
nothing else. He was a zealous propagator of the principles of the
French revolution. He wrote against the Divinity and atonement
‘of Christ, and the public worship of God. Theophilus Lindsey,
‘born 1723, at one time excited considerable attention as a Socinian
leader. He was a Yorkshire clergyman. For some years he used
a Liturgy, the leading doctrines of which he did not believe; and
‘when he resigned his living, he was extolled by his friends as a
moral martyr. The most respectable man, beyond all comparison,
‘among English Socinians is Dr. Lardner, whose labours in defence
of the general truth of Christianity are beyond all praise. In his
. “Credibility of the Gospel History,” he has raised a battery in
defence of the Gospel which Infidelity has not even attempted to
‘demolish; but in his sermons he has lamentably failed in telling
what the Gospel is. Those sermons are cold and freezing, a perfect
contrast to St. Paul's Epistles. These men are the most prominent of
‘English Socinians. In their theological views all, excepting Lardner,
were rash, changeable, and profane; and their publications rather
end to produce a general scepticism than to stir up devout affections.
- Among the works that have been written in defence of the atone-
‘ment the reader is referred to Watson’s * Institutes,” part ii., chap.
ix., xxii.; Dr. W. Cooke’s “Christian Theology;” Hare's ¢ Pre-
servative against Socinianism ;” Treffry’s “ Letters on the Atone-
ment;” Lessey’s ‘Four Sermons on the Priesthood of Christ;”
‘Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Divinity,” vol. ii.; Wardlaw’s “ Discourses
on the Socinian Controversy.” The following valuable works are
more rare: ‘ Discourses concerning the Sufferings of Christ,” by
Bishop Stillingfleet, a man of universal theological reading and an
ble reasoner. *‘ Harmony of the Divine Attributes in the Work of
‘Redemption,” by Dr. W. Bates; this book abounds in rich and
varied imagery, and is replete with sound Divinity and devout feeling.
“The History of Redemption,” by President Edwards, explains the
nature of redemption, its various benefits, and traces the arrange-
‘ments of Providence with respect to this great work. ¢ The Origin
of Primitive Sacrifice,” by Faber, in answer to Mr. Davidson. The
“Discourses and Dissertations on Atonement and Sacrifice,” by
Bishop Magee, contain a library of information, but the arrangement
of the book is bad, and the spirit of the writer haughty and
malignant. *Four Discourses on the Sacrifice and Priesthood of
ist,” by Dr. Pye Smith, are chiefly critical. *Treatise on the
Doctrine of Atonement,” by Jerram, is entitled to high praise, and
‘adapted to popular use. Dr. Owen’s work “On the Epistle to the
rews” is full of powerful argument.!

(
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CHAPTER VIIL
THE EXTENT OF THE ATONEMENT.

I.—What is the Calvinistic view of this question ?

There are various modifications as held by those who bear the
general name of Calvinists. Zhe Hyper-Calvinists contend th
the sufferings of Christ possessed just as much virtue as is sufficien
for the salvation of all who shall be saved, and no more. And thal
as Christ stood in the room of the elect only, He bore their sin
exclusively, and all others are shut out from the possibility o
salvation by the sovereign decree of heaven. Amnother class
Calyinists admit and plead for the unlimited sufficiency of fl
atonement ; that is, they believe it possessed an intrinsic value
sufficient for the salvation of the whole world. But they conten
for restriction in the atonement as arising from what they denominaf
“its destination :” the worth of the atonement is infinite, absolut
and all-sufficient; but it was offered for a certain number only,
These will certainly be saved, and all others will as certainly perish
Moderate Calvinists, so called, hold the atonement to be universal-
a propitiation for the sins of the whole world, but by Divine pu
pose restricted in its application to a definite number of individuals
whom in His own good time God effectually calls, and whose fu
salvation is alone secured by the bonds of the eternal covenant
The three views, therefore, may be thus stated: (1) The atone
ment was neither offered for all, nor was it sufficient for allj
(2) The atonement was sufficient for all, but it was not offered
for all; (3) The atonement is sufficient for all, and was offere
for all, but is by God’s sovereign pleasure limited in its applicatic
to “the elect.” 3

II.—What is the Arminian or Wesleyan view of this subject!b

That our Lord Jesus Christ did so die for all men as to mak
salvation attainable by every man that cometh into the wor
This view is not to be confounded with that of the Universalis
viz.,, that all men will be ultimately saved. Arminians, thoy
maintaining universal redemption, agree with Calvinists as to t
matter of fact that some will be lost ; but they deny that this wil
arise from any sovereign purpose of God, contending that if m
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e not saved the fault is entirely their own, lying solely in their
own unwillingness to accept the salvation offered to them, or to
eceive it on the terms on which it is presented.

III.—What are the leading arguments in support of this view ?

{l. NI UL nt is deriveg 0. LA 71 hat there is not
me passage in the Scriptures which says that Christ did not @
ir the salvation of all, or which limits the efficacy of the atonement
pany select number of the race; not one in either the Old Testa-
ent or New, uttered by prophet or apostie, which either teaches
e doctrine in plain language, or which even implies it.

2. The doctrine is proved from those passages in whick Christ is
wid to have died for the “world” and for the “‘whole world”
ohn 9, iii. 16, iv. 42, vi. 51; 2 Cor. v. 18, 19; I John ii. 2,
.14). The Calvinistic reply to these passages is, that by the world
imeant the ‘““elect world.” But (1) there is no such phrase in
whole Bible, nor can the restriction be admitted by any just
of interpretation. (2) The term “world” is never applied to
elect or to the people of God; on the contrary, they are always
istinguished from * the world ” (John xv. 19, xvii. 14-16). (3) The

the
that
ient
hat, .
sins

: :; orld, as distinguished from the people of God, are spoken of as
thell objects of the Saviour’s death (1 John ii. 2).

due 3 The doctrine is proved from those passages in which Christ
end 1° declared to have died for “all men,” and for “ every man”

(1 Tim. ii. 6, iv. 10; Heb. ii. 9). It is impossible to take the

e miversal terms that are here employed in any limited sense. But

;;.e, in2 Cor. v. 14, 15 the Apostle assumes and takes for granted the
ish. W miversality of Christ's atonement; the fact that Christ “died for
L al” was regarded as a fact so thoroughly undisputed and indis-

putable that he employs it to prove the deplorable condition of
the entire race.

4 Itis prm/ea;fram those passages in which the efficacy of Christ's
duath is declared o be co-extensive with the effects of the fall (Isa.

anet: liii. 6; Rom. v. 15-18).
)nu . W 8 Jtis proved from those ﬁassaﬁ‘es which declare that Christ died,
:d' ot only for those who are saved, but for those who do or may perish

redl (Rom, xiv. 15; 1 Cor. viii. 11). In accordance with these texts
' e apostates, who are doomed to the “sorer punishment,” are
declared to have once had a saving interest in “the blood of the
ovenant ” (Heb. x. 29).

? - 6, It is proved from those passages in which the Gospel is an-
25 wounced as good tidings to “all people,” and to “every creature”
ld.’ (Luke ii. 10; Mark xvi. 15). If it be true that there are many
: Gospel hearers for whom Christ never died, and to whom, therefore,
st galvation is as much an impossibility as it is to devils, the Gospel
!:lg: certainly cannot be good news to every creature. Its name is a
will lie upon its nature. It is bad news to many a one; for its rejection

- \dds a fearful aggravation to their doom, whilst it never told, as
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it never could tell, that Christ had any regard to them in the sac
of the cross. y '

7. It is proved from those passages which make it the duty
men to repent and believe the Gospel, and which place them und
guilt and condemnation for refusing to do so (Mark xvi. 16;
xiii. 3, 5; John iii. 18), If the atonement of Christ had be
partial, the requirement to believe in Him could not be univers
without the most obvious injustice. If there be one for who
Christ died not, to command him to believe in Christ as his Savio
is to command him to believe what is not true; and to commar
him to believe “unto salvation” is a delusion, for salvation wi
never provided.

8. 1t is proved from those passage which invest the ambassada
of Christ with an universal commaission, and which Present invi
tions and promises the most free and unrestrained (Mark xvi. I
Matt. xi. 28; John vii. 37, 38; Rev. xxii. 17). On the principle
a limited atonement, all these passages are unintelligible and Co
tradictory ; but admit an universal atonement, and they are full ¢
beauty and harmony. ‘

9- 1t is proved from those passages in whick men's failure |
obtain salvation is placed to the account of their own opposing wil
and made wholly their own fault (Ezek. xxxiii. 11; Matt. xxi,
xxiil. 37; John v. 40; 2 Peter ii. 1). From these texts the co
clusion is inevitable, that the sole bar to the salvation of those
are lost is in themselves, and not in any such limitation of Ch isf
redemption as supposes that they were not comprehended in if
efficacy and intention.

10. /tis proved from those passages whick assert the univ
of the resurrection of the dead. There was no provision for a resu
rection in the covenant made with Adam. There was provisio:
made for uninterrupted life upon condition of obedience, and f
unmitigated death in case of disobedience. Adam fell, and un
versal death is the consequence. But “as in Adam all die,
so in Christ shall all be made alive” (1 Cor. xv. 22). Since, ther
all shall experience a resurrection of their bodies, because of th
work of the second Adam, is it not abundantly manifest that all h
a connection with Christ, and that the work of Christ has a bearing
upon all, and that it was therefore undertaken and achieved in
behalf of all? If there be some for whom Christ did nothing
all, how comes it to pass that they are to be raised again becau
of what He did ?!

IV.—Are there not passages of Scripture which seem to intim
that the propitiation is limited to those who shall be saved ?
Let us look at them., 2
John x. 15 is often adduced to prove that Christ died for nons
but the sheep. “But the consequence will not hold; for there

Watson’s “ Institutes;” Arthur’s “Did Christ die for All?”
“ Extent of the Propitiation.”
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10 inconsistency between His having died for them that believe
nd also for them that believe not. Christ is ‘the Saviour of all
' but ‘especially of them that believe,’—two propositions which
Apostle held to be perfectly consistent.” The same remarks
pply to such texts as Acts xx. 28, and Eph. v. 25, 26. His having
! ased the Church” and “given Himselt for the Church” is
ertainly no proof that He did not love and give Himself for the
orld; and especially when the statement is so clear that “He is
the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the
s of the whole world ” (1 John ii. 2).

John xvii. 9 is urged in proof that all, excepting the *elect,”
e shut out from the redeeming love of Christ. The meaning of
assage is, however, made obvious by the context. Christ, in
ormer part of His intercessory prayer, prays exclusively, not
or His Church in all ages, but for His disciples then present with
lim, as appears from verses 6-9; then, in ver. 20, He prays for
gll who in the future should believe on Him through their words;
and the ultimate object of His prayer for them is, that the world
may be brought to the belief of the truth (vers. 21-23). Thus
‘the world,” in its largest sense, is not cut off, but expressly
ncluded in the benefits of this prayer.

Rom. v. 15 is regarded as an evidence that the “all men” of
ther verses in the chapter is used in a limited sense, inasmuch
s the free gift is here specified as extending only “unto many.”
Jut there is no force in this remark. All men are many, though
nany are not in every case all. But that the term “many” is taken by
the Apostle in the sense of all, appears from the following parallels:
“Death passed upon all men”—“many be dead.” *The gift by
gace hath abounded unto many”—¢“the free gift came upon ail
en.” “By one man's disobedience many were made sinners”—
here the “‘many” must mean “all men”—“so by the obedience of
one shall many be made righteous "—here the “many” is equally
extensive, referring to mankind collectively as receiving the “justi-
fication to life” through the obedience of Christ. In the light of
is passage must Matt. xx. 28 and xxvi. 28 be explained.

V.—How can we reply to the objection that, *if Christ died
0! or?e than those who will be saved, He has died in vain for
Y yll
In this objection it is assumed that the terms on which He offered
elf up were, that all for whom He suffered should be saved.
this ever hinted in Scripture ? Never. But we are clearly
nformed as to the conditions and terms of His atoning death: “So
must the Son of man be lifted up, that whosoever believeth in Him
should not perish,” etc. (John iii. 15). “He that believeth shall
e saved” (Mark xvi. 16). If that failed, Christ has been *lifted
1p” in vain ; but that will never fail; and, therefore, though “he
hat believeth not shall be condemned,”! He is not “ dead in vain.”

* Revised Version.
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“This is the will of Him that sent Me, that every one that seel
the Son, and believeth on Him, may have everlasting life” (Ji
vi. 40).

But)if it be still insinuated that it seems to affix a stigma |
God to suppose that He should use means for the salvation
sinners which ultimately prove ineffectual, we have to say, that 0
this principle God’s glorious character would be covered wi
stigmas. Is He not daily using means with sinners in His pro
dence, and in the invitations, exhortations, warnings, winning
wooings, examples, and commandments of His word? Are thes
means always effectual? Was the preaching of Christ and H
apostles never ineffectual? How short-sighted is man! Ho
can we know that a thing is really in vain, because, forsooth,
may not answer the end which we would have expected? Ca
we grasp, as with an infinity of intellect, all the possible bearin
of any one work of the Almighty? He has made the way d
for all to be saved by giving His Son to die for all; and nowE
invites all, He commands all; and if all do not comply, still tt
glory of His boundless love is magnified and most illustrious
displayed by the very fact, that none have been excluded fro
salvation but by their own folly. ®

VI.—How can we reply to the objection that, ¢if Christ
for the ultimately unsaved, it is unjust in God to make th
pay the penalty of their sins again " ?

This objection arises from what we have already shown to be
radically mistaken view of the atonement. It supposes th
atonement to be a literal payment of a debt. The Bible never |

- any instance describes it under this idea. Christ did not pz
the sinner’s debt in the sense in which the objector understan
that phrase. It is only in a loose sense that the death of Chris
may be thus spoken of. He did a something in consideration ¢
which it is now quite consistent with God’s character as a mor
Governor, provided the sinner believe, to remit his debts; whils
it is by no means inconsistent with His character, provided th
sinner will not believe, to exact the whole to the uttermost fa
thing. The unbeliever refuses to accept of Jesus as his surety
Divine justice, therefore, says, ‘Pay Me that thou owest;” an
because he has nothing to pay, he is delivered over to thi
tormentors. :

V1I.—The Calvinistic doctrine of a limited atonement is base
upon certain views concerning the election of grace. w
are these views?

They are thus given in the *“Westminster Confession of Faith.
4By the decree of God, for the manifestation of His glory, son
men and angels are predestinated unto eternal life, Ey el
foreordained to everlasting death. . .. Those of mankind tha
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¢ predestinated unto life, God, before the foundation of the
orld was laid, according to His eternal and immutable purpose,
ind the secret counsel and good pleasure of His will, hath chosen
in Christ unto everlasting glory, out of His mere free grace and
ve, without any foresight of faith or good works, or perse-
erance in either of them, or any other thing in the creature as
onditions or causes moving Him thereunto; and all to the praise
of His glorious grace. As God hath appointed the elect unto
7, so hath He, by the eternal and most free purpose of His
iill, foreordained all the means thereunto. Wherefore they who
re elected, being fallen in Adam, are redeemed by Christ; are
ffectually called unto faith in Christ by His spirit working in due
eason ; are justified, adopted, sanctified, and kept by His power
gh faith unto salvation. Neither are any other redeemed by
Christ, effectually called, justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved,
but the elect only. The rest of mankind God was pleased,
ccording to the unsearchable counsel of His own will, whereby
He extendeth or withholdeth mercy as He pleaseth, for the glory
f His sovereign power over His creatures, to pass by, and to
dain them to dishonour and wrath for their sin, to the praise of
His glorious justice.” The same views of absolute, unconditional
lection and reprobation are taught with great earnestness in
alvin’s “ Institutes,” in the sixth article of the Synod of Dort,
1619; and in the Confessions of the French Reformed Churches,
1558; and of the Churches of Piedmont in 1665. A definite
umber are declared to be elected to eternal salvation, and
he rest of mankind are reprobated, and predestinated to eternal
lestruction. It is just to remark, however, that many of our
falvinistic brethren have now avowedly renounced the doctrine
unconditional reprobation, and would rejoice to see it wholly
xtirpated from the Church of God.!
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' VIII.—What are the teachings of Arminian and Wesleyan
riters on the doctrine of election ? .

~ They find three kinds of election, of choosing and separating
n others, mentioned in the Scriptures.

There s the election of individuals o perform some particular
special service. In this sense the word is applied to the priests
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1 There have been two leading schemes of predestination, _lg;nerally known by
names of Supralapsarianism and Sublapsarianism. e Supralapsarian
heory is, that God has absolutely decreed to save some and condemn others,
end to do this without having any regard in such decree to righteousness or sin,
edience or disobedience, which could ﬁOSSibl exist on the part of one class ot
en or the other, but simply to glorify Himseli, as having a supreme right to do
that He will with the work of His hands. The Sublapsarian contends that God,
] p His decrees, considered the human race as fallen and corrupt, and on this
ccount obnoxious to malediction ; but out of this lapsed and accursed state He
determined to recover some, for a declaration of His mercy; but He resolved
o leave the rest under malediction, for a declaration of His _fugt!ce, and at the
ame time to lorify His sovereignty in_saving any, when He might have left ali
)ﬂilh.—wgtnnl ¢ Institutes ; ” and Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology.”
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under the law (Deut. xxi. 5; 1 Sam. ii. 27, 28); to kings and ruler
‘SPsalm Ixxviii. 70) ; to prophets (Jer. i. 5); and to the apostles of
hrist (Luke vi. 13; John vi. 70; Acts ix. 15). But this electic
implied nothing in reference to their final destiny.
2. There is the election of nations, or bodies of people, to ,
veligious privileges. Thus the family of Abraham was selected
from all the other nations to constitute the visible Church of God
to receive special revelations of truth, and to preserve among mej
the knowledge, worship, and obedience of the true God. Hene
they are spoken of as His “chosen” or “elect” people (Deut.
iv. 37, vii. 6, x. 15 ; Psalm xxxiii. 12 ; Isa. xli. 8, o, etc.); and as He
brought them out of Egypt, invited them to the honours and happ
ness of His people, and, by many express declarations and acts o
mercy, engaged them to adhere to Him as their God, He is said to
“call” them, and they were His “called” (Isa. xli. 8, 9, xlviii, 12,
li. 2; Hos. xi. 1); and as He had distinguished them from al
other nations, and sequestered them unto Himself, they are styled
His “ peculiar” people (Deut. vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvi. 18). But it ought
to be specially observed that all these privileges, blessings, and
honours belonged to a// the children of Israel without exception;
that they were the effect of God’s free grace, without regard to
any prior righteousness of theirs (Deut. ix. 4-6); that they were
granted to the sons of Abraham for the good of all the nations
of the world (Gen. xii. 3, xxii. 18; Exod. ix. 16, xv. 14; Lew.
xxvi. 45; Numb. xiv. 13-15); and that there was nothing in tho
privileges to ensure their absolute and final blessedness; great
numbers of them fell under Divine vengeance for their sin (Exod
xxxii. 8, 27, 28; Numb. xi. 1-6, 33, xvi. 2, 3, 32-35, 41, 49, xxi. 5, 6),
and were excluded from the benefit of the promise (Heb. iii. 7, ete.),
Under the Christian dispensation, the term “election” is alst
occasionally applied to communities—all those who have em
braced the Gospel, even by profession, being called by the same
appellations which had before been applied to the Jews, They,
as a people, had been deprived of election and Church relation
ship of every kind for their rejection of Christ; and their privileges
were transferred to believing Gentiles, who were called into
Church relation and visible acknowledgment as the people of
God which the Jews had formerly enjoyed. And wherever th
were found in a collective body, professing allegiance to
and maintaining the ordinances of Christianity, the terms and
distinction: which had so long been given to the visible Church
were applied to them, and applied with the same latitude as th y
were before applied to the Jewish people. It was this calling
and election of Gentile believers to the privileges ot the Church
of God that constituted “the mystery which in other ages was
not made known unto the sons of men as it is now revealed
unto His holy apostles and prophets” (Eph. iii. 1-7), It was
this that aroused the indignation of the Jewish people (1latt. xx,
1-16, xxi. 33-46), and which St. Paul so elaborately defended
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the ninth of Romans.! And as the arrangement to bring believ-
ing Gentiles into the Church of God was no casual arrangement,
but formed a part of God's original plan, they are said to be
the called according to His purpose” (Rom. viii. 28), and to be
uchosen in Christ before the foundation of the world” (Eph.
i.4)? In all these passages there is not the most distant reference
to an unconditional election to eternal life.

3. There is a personal election—the election of individuals to be
the children of God and the heirs of eternal glory. Under the
Jewish covenant there was, as we have seen, the election of an
entire nation in virtue of their natural descent from Abraham.
Under the Christian covenant, natural descent is disregarded, and
faith in Christ is all in all. Every penitent believer, therefore,
whether Jew or Gentile, is chosen in Christ to enjoy all the privi-
leges of grace here, and the glories of heaven hereafter. And to
each one is applied the phrases which were borrowed from that
collective election of which we have spoken,—* the elect of God,”
“ chosen of God,” “chosen in Christ.” This personal election is
explained in two passages: First, in 1 Peter i. 2, where believers
are said to be “elect through sanctification of the Spirit” They
are not elected, being unsanctified and disobedient, in order to be
sanctified by the Spirit. But they are elected through the sanctifi-
cation of the Spirit. Their election is, therefore, strictly conditional ;
and though it takes place “according to the foreknowledge of God,”
it is an act of God done in time, and is intended to result in ever-
increasing obedience, and in the daily enjoyment of the sprinkling
of the blood of Christ. Second, in 2 Thess. ii. I3, 14, where the
elect ones are said to be chosen * from the beginning,” 7.¢., from the
very first rteception of the Gospel in Thessalonica® “ through

' See Dr. A. Clarke’s “Commentary ” on this chapter. Watson’s ‘‘ Institutes,”
part ii., chap. xxvi. See also Beet on Rom. ix. 6-13, 30-33.

* This passage, which is so often uoted as one of the leading proofs of the
doctrine of personal, unconditional e ection, has no reference whatever to that
subject. The entire epistle proves that the subject of the Apostle’s discourse is
the collective election of the whole body of Christians. Let the text be read as
Mr. Fletcher suggests, and the meaning of the inspired penman will be placed
with great clearness before the mind: * Blessed be the &e)d and Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ, Who hath blessed us (Jews and Gentiles, who do not put the
word of His grace from us, and reject is gracious counsel against ourselves)

~ with all spiritual blessings in heavenl{ (things) in Christ; according as He hath
chosen us (Jews and Gentiles) in Him before the foundation of the world, that we
(Jews and Gentiles) should be holy and without blame before Him in love (as all
ristians ought to be) : havin redestinated us (Jews and Gentiles) unto the
adoption of chlldrenﬁy {Iesus rist to Himself, according to the good pleasure of
His will ; by which He hath made both (Jews and Gentiles) one, and hath broken
down the middle wall of partition between us; making in Himself of twain (that
is, of Jews and Gentiles) one new man (that is, one new ecclesiastical body
which 1s at uni? in itself, though it is composed o%]ewu and Gentiles who were

| before supposed to be absolutely irreconcilable). Eph. ii. 14, !1-5{' (And this He
1 e

hath done) to the praise of the glory of HiBsgfncc, wherein hath made us
Uel.w_g_lnd Gentiles equally) accepted in the oved,” etc.—Fletcher’s “ Works,”
yol. iii., pp. 303.
* This ?f tﬁ? interpretation which Mr. Watson puts upon the expression  from
_ the beginning; ” and he says, When Calvinistic commentators interpret the
clause to mean election from eternity, they make a g:atuitoul assumption which
bas nothing in the scope of the passage to warrant it

L
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sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth,” to ultimate
eternal, and glorious salvation, *“whereunto,” f.e., to which sanc
tification and faith they were called by the Gospel. Certain i
is, that sanctification and belief of the truth cannot be the ends
of election, if they are the means of it, as they are here sai
to be; and we may therefore conclude, that the personal election
of believers is a choice into the family of God of persons already
believing and obedient. It does not, in the least degree, impl
an exclusion of others from like precious blessings; nor doe:
it render their final salvation irrevocably secure ; they are still in
a state of probation, and their election, through unbelief and mis-
improvement, may be rendered void, and come to nothing; they
are, therefore, to give diligence to make their calling and election
sure (2 Peter i. 10). And since God would have all men to be
saved (1 Tim. ii. 4), and will in nowise cast out any that come tg
Him (John vi. 37), the number of the actually elect may be inde-
finitely increased. And as true believers may “turn back unto
erdition,” and be “cast away,” the number of the elect may be
indefinitely diminished. 4
From these remarks it will be seen that we regard the eternal,
absolute, unconditional election of a set or determinate number
of men to everlasting life as an invention of man, which is utterly
destitute of support from the word of God; and that we regar
the election of grace as God’s choice of those who believe the
Gospel to all the privileges and blessings of present salvation,
and to the hope of eternal life through Christ Jesus. The formej
doctrine is productive of the following evils: (1) It tends to
perplex and confuse the mind, and renders all certainty on the
subject of salvation impossible; (2) It tends to make the confi
dent presumptuous, and the fearful and timid melancholy and
despairing; (3) It is at variance with the plain invitations
the Gospel, which are made to all men; (4) It greatly destroy
human responsibility, and appears unfavourable to personal soli
citude and earnestness concerning religion; (§) It invests the
Divine character with the awful charge of partiality; and (6)
Seems to render the judgment-day unnecessary. On the other
hand, personal, conditional election, or the election of character,
(1) Is in harmony with all the Divine attributes; (2) Is in unison
with the commission to preach the glad tidings of the Gospel to
all men; (3) Involves men in circumstances of individual re-
sponsibility ; (4) Is favourable to personal holiness and Christian
diligence; and (5) Accords with man’s responsibility, and the
necessity for the judgment-day. ;
IX.—Can the following passages be fairly interpreted in
ment with this doctrine of conditional election ?
Matt. xxii. 14—The parable clearly explains this passage. A
king made a marriage feast, and invited many to partake of the
provision ; but those only were chosen (approved) who, having
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accepted the invitation, put on the wedding garment, and were
thus fitted to commune with the king and his guests. So, “many
e called” by the Gospel,—invited, admonished, besought to
come to the feast of mercy; but such only are “chosen” to
_enjoy the blessings of grace and of glory who obey the call,
. become obedient to the truth, and walk in holiness of life. And
‘these are *“few,” indeed, compared with the ‘“many” who are
‘called by the Gospel ministry. This is the oniy true interpretation
of the passage ; and it fully establishes the doctrine of conditional
election; for it shows that men are “chosen” to inherit the
 blessings of grace and glory, not by mere sovereign decree, but in
irtue of their compliance with the call of the Gospel. If they

e not among the “chosen,” the fault is their own, and they

be “speechless” with guilt when brought to the bar of the

ternal King.

Acts xiii. 48.—Calvinists regard this text as teaching that those

that assembly who were foreordained or predestinated by God’s

ee to eternal life, believed under the influence of that decree.

What does the word Zelagmenoi (which we translate ordained)

mean ? Certainly it included no idea of pre-ordination or pre-

destination of any kind. The verb Za#f6 or fasso signifies to

| set, order, appoint, dispose : hence it refers to the disposition

readiness of mind of some that were in the congregation,

such as the religious proselytes mentioned in verse 43. The

Tews contradicted and blasphemed ; the religious proselytes heard

‘attentively, and received the word of life; the one party were
erly indisposed, through their own stubbornness, to receive the
spel: the others, destitute of prejudice and pre-possession,

were glad to hear the truth; they, therefore, in this good state
nd order of mind, believed. Those who seek for the plain
‘meaning of the word will find it here! Hence Doddridge para-
phrases the text thus: “As many of those who were present as
were, through the operation of Divine grace upon their hearts,
in good earnest determined for eternal life, and brought to a
resolution of courageously facing all opposition in the way to it,
‘believed, and openly embraced the Gospel” And in his com-
ment he says: “1 have chosen the word ‘determined’ as having
an ambiguity something like that in the original. The meaning
of the sacred penman seems to be that all who were deeply and
seriously concerned about their eternal happiftess openly embraced
the Gospel.”?

. X.—What are the principél objections to the Calvinian doctrine
the absolute and unconditional reprobation or rejection of
gertain persons from eternal salvation ?

1 Dr. A, Clarke in loco. Watson’s * Institutes,” part ii., chap. xxvi.
® See “ Family Expositor.”
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found in the Bible. 1f Scripture taught this tenet of reprobation: nak
taught that God has bestowed existence upon myriads whom He hz up
irrevocably determined to give up to endless perdition—we shoul ;
be compelled to receive it as a tremendous token of the sovereign
of the Most High. But why, in the absence of the words of inspir
tion, men should gratuitously fasten such a doctrine on their system
it is difficult to imagine. 1
2. 1tis directly opposed to all the revealed attributes of God =T
His Jove, which is said to extend to the “ world ” (John iii. 16), a
in virtue of which He is “not willing that any should perish
(2 Peter iii. 9) ; to His justice, for it represents Him as destroying H
creatures without any avoidable fault of their own—destroying the
by the simple rule of His own sovereignty; to His sincerity, fc
according to this scheme, while He sends the “good news”
‘““ every creature,” accompanied with earnest invitations to emb
it, He has decreed that huge multitudes shall be unalterably es
cluded from all share in its benefits; to His weracity, for He de are
_that “ He is loving to every man ” (Psalm cxlv. 9), and * is no respecte 3
of persons ” (Acts x. 34); and how can this be true when, by virtu ' she
of His own irresistible” decree, one part of mankind are infallib shc
saved, and the rest infallibly damned ? Thus the doctrine * desn oy: 3
all His attributes at once. It overturns both His justice, mercy, rep
truth; yea, and represents the most holy God as worse than the Go
devil, as both more false, more cruel, and more unjust.”
3. {t has a manifest tendency to destroy holiness, for it wholly
away those first motives to follow after it, so frequently propose
in Scripture, the hope of future reward and fear of punishment, th
hope of heaven and fear of hell. A man may justly say, “If Ian
ordained to life, I shall live; if to death, I shall die; so I nee
not trouble myself about it.” In this way does the doctrine te
to shut the very gate of holiness. 3
4. 1t directly tends to destroy our zeal for good works. How car
you run to snatch men as brands from the burning when you b
lieve they are appointed thereunto from eternity? If you knoy
that they are either elected or not elected, your advice, reproof, of
exhortation is as needless and useless as our preaching. It i
needless to them that are elected, for they will infallibly b
saved without it; it is useless to them that are not elected, fo
with or without it they will infallibly be damned; therefore, you
cannot, consistently with your principles, take any pains abo
their salvation. :
5. 1t also tends to overthrow the whole Christian revelation. Th
point which the wisest of the modern unbelievers labour to prove i
that the Christian revelation is not necessary, knowing that if it
not necessary it is not true. Now, this point you give up; for-
supposing #%atf eternal, unchangeable decree—one part of manki
must be saved, though the Christian revelation were not in being!
and the other part of mankind must be damned, notwithstan
that revelation. And what would an infidel desire more?
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aking the Gospel thus unnecessary to all sorts of men, you give
p the whole Christian cause.!

XI1.—But are there not certain texts which give countenance to
he doctrine of unconditional reprobation ?

- The following passages are often quoted with that view :—
Rom. ix, 13.—* Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” But

1o such doctrine is implied here ; for, first, it is not Jacob and Esay

ersonally who are spoken of, but their posterity, as appears from
‘Mal. i. 2, 3? and from the entire drift of the Apostle’s discourse.®
Secondly, the term “ to hate” does not mean to abhor, but to regard
with a less degree of favour, as is proved from Luke Xiv. 26, com-
pared with Matt. x. 37. The meaning of the passage is, God had
sertain benevolent purposes to accomplish, a dispensation of
religious privileges to establish, and He preferred the seed of Jacob
fo that of Esau as the medium through which these purposes s ould
be fulfilled. This He had a sovereign right to do. * So then it is
ot of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that.
showeth mercy ” (Rom. ix. 16). Abraham willed that the blessing
should be given to Ishmael; Isaac willed that it should be given
to Esau; and Esau 7ez to hunt for venison, that it might be
regularly conveyed to him. But they were all disappointed ; for

God had originally intended that the blessing of being a great
nation and a distinguished people should be given to Isaac and
acob; and to this intention He adhered, for reasons sufficient to
His own infinite wisdom. But though Jacob and his posterity were
chosen from others to constitute the visible Church, and to be the
progenitors of the Messiah, they were not on that account irrevo-
cably saved, for to many of them He swore that they should not
enter into His rest (Heb., iii. 11) ; nor were Esau and his posterity
jrrevocably damned, for many of them were devoted servants of
the living God.

" Rom. ix. 17, 18.—There are two points in this passage claimed

" 1Some of these arguments are taken from Mr. Wesley’s powerful and im-
sioned sermon on “ Free Grace.” Dr. Southey has given a large extract
from this sermon, and when the late Earl of Liverpool read it in the Doctor’s

ork, he declared that in his judgment it was the most eloquent age he had
er met with in any writer, ancient or modern.—Jackson’s “ Life of Charles

Wesley.
* It was not Esau in person that said, ¢ We are impoverished,” neither were
s mountains and heritage laid waste. This was only true of some of the
Edomites, his posterity.
* One proof that Jacob was loved and Fsau hated was, “that the elder shall
ve the younger,” which was never true personally. Jacob never did exercise
ny power over Esau, nor was Esau ever su’l):ject to him.” Jacob, on the contrlr{,
as rather subject to Esau, and was sorely afraid of him, acknowledged him to
s lord, and himself to be his servant (see Gen. xxxii. 8, 13); and hence it
ppears that neither Jacob nor Esau, nor even their gosterities, are brought here
the Apostle as instances of any personal reprobation from eternity. For it
i very certain that very many, if not far the greatest part of Jacob’s posterit!,
‘were wicked and rejected b&fod and it is notless certain that some of Esau’s
ty were ers of the faith of their father Abraham.—Dr. A. Clarke &
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in favour of unconditional reprobation ; namely, that of Pharaok!
being “raised up” (or, as it is supposed to mean, brought int
existence) for the purpose of being a monument of Divine ven
geance; and that of his being “hardened” by a direct influence
from God. But in reference to Pharaoh’s being “raised up,” the
original word #%e-émadtica has no reference to being born ¢
brought into existence; it literally means, “I have caused thee fo
stand.” Turn to Exod. ix. 15, 16, and the subject will be made
plain. In the Hebrew the verbs are in the past tense, and not
the future, as our translation improperly expresses them. And
translated, as they ought to be, in the subjunctive mood or in th
past instead of the future, the passage will stand thus: “ For if now
I had stretched out My hand, and had smitten thee and thy peopl
with pestilence, thou shouldst have been cut off from the earth.
But, truly, on this very account I have caused thee to stand, that [
might cause thee to see my power, and that my name may be
declared throughout all the earth.”* Thus God gave this wicked
king to know that it was in consequence of His special providence
that both he and his people had not been already destroyed b
means of the past plagues; but God had preserved him for thig
very purpose, that He might have a further opportunity of manifest-
ing that He, Jehovah, was the only true God, for the full conviction
both of the Hebrews and the Egyptians ; that the former might
follow, and the latter fear before Him. Judicious critics of almost
all creeds have agreed to translate the original as above; a translz 4
tion which it not only can bear, but requires, and which is in strict
conformity to both the Septuagint and Targum.? There is, therefore,
nothing in this text to countenance the notion that God had from all
eternity appointed Pharaoh, and brought him into being to this end,
that He might show His power in his destruction. !
In reference to the Zardening of Pharaok’s keart, all who have
read the Scriptures with care know that God is fre 3
sented in them as doing what He only pesmits to be done.
made his own heart stubborn against God, he hardened
against Divine reproofs (see Exod. viii. 1 5, ix. 34); therefore, God J
in His holy anger withdrew from him the influences of His grace and
spirit, and gave him up to the blindness and hardness of his own
heart ; then he rushed on stubbornly in his course of haughty dis-
obedience, became “a vessel of wrath, fitted” by his malice and -
disobedience “for destruction” (Rom. ix. 22), and at length was
“ suddenly destroyed, and that without remedy.” Thus the sins of
Pharaoh were his own voluntary acts; and his doom the result, not
of any arbitrary decree, but of his wilful perversity and rebellion.
Isa. vi. 9, 10, compared with Acts xxviii. 25-27.—In the former
passage the prophet is represented as the agent or cause of the
people’s impenitence. This, however, is a form of speech which
obtains in the prophetic writings, by which the prophets are said -

* See Revised Version i loco. * Dr. Clarke on Exod. ix. 1s, 16,
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to perform the thing which they only declare or foretell (ot
. which see instances in Ezek. xliii. 3; I]er. i. 10); “Make the
~ heart of this people fat,” etc.; fe., declare if to be stupid and
~ genseless, and predict the removal from them of the means of
_ salvation which they have so long abused, so that they shall not
~ Wgee with their eyes,” etc. And this agrees with the parallel
- passage in the Acts, where the blindness and impenitence are
 represented as the people’s own—a state they have brought upon
themselves, and which is now to be punished by judicial blindness
“and obduracy. Our Lord gives the same meaning to the passage
~in Matt. xiii. 13-15: * Therefore speak I to them in parables,
 because they seeing, see not,” etc.—in pursuance of the general
" rule laid down in verse 12, I do not give more knowledge to this
; ﬁople, because they use not that which they have already; and
_ in them is fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah, hearing ye shall hear;
~ all possible means will be given you; yet they will profit you
* nothing, because your heart is sensual, stupid, and insensible ;
~ your spiritual senses are shut up; yea, you have closed your eyes
against the light, as being unwilling to understand the things of
" God, and afraid, not desirous, that He should heal you.'
One other alleged support of Calvinistic reprobation must be
~ mentioned :— '
1 Peter ii. 8.—It is admitted that our translation implies that
_ the disobedient were appointed to be disobedient. But the original
~ does not convey that idea. For the words in construction stand
connected in this manner:—*The disobedient stumble against
_ the word to which they were appointed.” They were appointed
to stumble against the word, but not to be disobedient. Now, to
* understand what the Apostle means by the disobedient stumbling
against the word, let it be observed that he alludes to Isa. viii.
14, 15, where it is said, “ And many among them shall stumble,
and fall, and shall be broken;” consequently their being ap-
~ pointed to stumble must be taken in connection with the words,
@wand fall and shall be broken,” which follow in the same sen-
tence, and which, being well known to his Jewish readers, the
Apostle supposed would naturally occur to them. On this sup-
sition the meaning will be, that they were appointed to be
 broken as the consequence and punishment of their stumbling
{ and falling, which meaning is confirmed by what our Lord said
in explication of Isaiah’s prophecy (Matt. xxi. 44)." Here, then,
' again, the doctrine of unconditional reprobation has no sanction.
The people stumbled and fell through their obstinate unbelief ; and
_ thus their stumbling and falling, as well as their unbelief, were
~ of themselves. In consequence of this they were appointed to be
- broken, God having a’Ppointed from all eternity, “ He that believeth
~ npot shall be damned.” *
~ Other texts might be examined, but we should find nothing that
& ' Wesley’s Notes. » Macknight’s Epistles in oco.
* Wesley’s Notes, and Dr. A. Clarke in loco.
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favours the Calvinistic theory of reprobation. The one greal
truth holds good, that Jesus Christ “ by the grace of God tasted
death for every man.” "God is sincere when He invites all mer
to come to Him for salvation, and expostulates with those whe
refuse compliance with His will. He means what He says when
He solemnly swears by Himself, that He has no pleasure in their
destruction. But while God is love, He is a God of justice, too;
and if men continue to “resist the Holy Ghost,” if they “ will not
come to Christ that they may have life,” they shall be punished
even here by the withdrawal of those gracious influences which
they contemned and despised, and hereafter by the gnawings of
the deathless worm and the scorchings of the quenchless flame,
And under their sentence of condemnation they will be “speech-
less,” confessing that God is just, and that they were the authors
of their own ruin. This is the reprobation which the Bible
teaches.

XII.—How should we understand the terms * to call,” “the
called,” etc., which frequently occur in the New Testament ?

1. Sometimes “ to call” signifies merely to invite to the blessings of
the Gospel; *“the called” are, therefore, the invited (Prov. 1. 24;
Matt. xxii. 14; Acts ii. 39 ; Rom. i. 5 6;Gal i. 6, 15,v. 13 ; 1 Thess,
ii. 12 ; 2 Thess. ii. 14).

2. Sometimes “ the calling” is not the invitation of men to par-
take of spiritual benefits merely; but an invitation of them to Jorm a
Spiritual society, composed of the belicving men of all nations,
whether Jews or Gentiles, and to be formed into this fellowship for
mutual benefit, and for the purpose of diffusing the benefits of
salvation among men (Rom. viii. 30; I Cor. i. 9; Col. iii. 15).
Those who accept this invitation, and join themselves to the Church
by faith and baptism, are spoken of as “ partakers of the heavenly
calling” (Heb. iii. 1); and as “the called,” because of their obedi-
ence to the invitation (Rom. ix. 24; 1 Cor. i. 24, vii. 18). As they
were invited to this fellowship in accordance with God’s original
purpose as declared to Abraham (Gen. xvii. 4, 5), they are said to be
“the called according to His purpose ” (Rom. viii. 28). As the
object of this Church state is to promote holiness, it is termed a
*holy calling” (2 Tim. i. 9). As sanctity is required of all the
members, they are “called to be saints” (Rom. i. 7). As the
final result is to be eternal life, we hear of “ the prize of the high
calling” (Phil. iii. 14); “the hope of their calling” (Eph. i. 18,
iv. 4); and of their being “ called to His eternal glory” (1 Tim. vi.
12; 1 Thess. ii. 12; 2 Thess. ii. 14; 1 Peter v. 10). And as this
final result is ensured to none but the faithful (Matt. xxiv. 13;
Rev. ii. 10), they are required to * give diligence to make their
calling sure” (2 Peter i. 10).

XIII.—What is meant by the phrase “ effectual calling ” ?
It is a phrase in use among Calvinistic writers, by which they

;
:
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n an inward compelling of the mind to embrace the outward
itation of the Gospel, and to yield to the inward solicitations
f the Spirit which accompanies it. But we find no ground either
it the phrase, or for the doctrine which it expresses, in the New
estament. The “calling” of Scripture is, as we have shown,
e invitation, and offer, and publication of the Gospel; a bring-
s men into a state of Christian privilege to be improved unto
glvation, and not am operation in them. * Effectual invitation,”
Weffectual offer,” and “effectual publication,” are turns of the
shrase which sufficiently expose the delusiveness of the Calvinian

 XIV.—Does Rom. xi. 29 support the view that every one
who is called must necessarily be obedient to the call ?

" No; the passage is often cited under that notion, but the con-
text shows that it has no such intention. St. Paul is speaking
of the unbelieving Jews, who, with regard to the Gospel which
they had rejected, were enemies to God, on account of that
race which had admitted the Gentiles into His Church and family ;
‘but as touching the election,” whereby they were chosen and
wparated from all the people of the earth to be the peculiar
people of God, they are beloved,—favour is in store for them for
their fathers’ sakes. *“For the gifts” which God had bestowed
upon them, “and the calling,” the invitation with which He had
youred them, He will never revoke. In reference to this point
fhere is no change of mind in Him (for this is the meaning of
repentance as it applies to God), and, therefore, they may yet be
restored to their original privileges, and enjoy every spiritual bless-
ing with the fulness of the Gentiles.? Macknight’s comment agrees
with this : * The blessings which God freely bestowed on Abraham
‘and his seed, and His calling or making them His people, God will
pever repent of ; but will restore to his natural seed the honour
of being His people, after the Redeemer hath turned away their
ungodliness of unbelief” (Ezek. xvi. 60, 61, 62).

~ XV.—If the calling of the New Testament be, as now stated, an
{nvitation, an offer, a publication of the Gospel, does not 1 Cor.
i, 26 prove that that offer or invitation is limited, many of the
Wwise ” and “ noble ” being excluded from its benefits ?

- Agaic we refer to the context, which shows that the discourse
{8 to be understood, not of the Gospel call to salvation, but of the
alling of the preachers of the Gospel, who were employed to
convert the world. God chose not the learned, the mighty, and
the noble ones of this world, to preach the Gospel, but illiterate
and weak men, and men of low birth; and by making them
guccessful in reforming mankind, he put to shame the legislators,

i Watson’s “ Institutes.” * Dr. A. Clarke.
15
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statesmen, and philosophers among the heathens, and the ea
scribes and doctors among the Jews, who never had done
thing to the purpose in that matter. Hence, the words sho
be rendered, “ye see the calling of you, brethren, that not 1
wise men,” etc., “ call you,” i.c., into the fellowship ot the Gos

* Macknight on the Epistiea,



CHAPTER IX.
REPENTANCE.

. 1.—What is the nature of evangelical repentance ?

~ This question may best be answered in the words of some of our
ding divines. Mr. Wesley's definition is given, as usual, in
and pregnant words: “ By repentance I mean conviction of
producing real desires and sincere resolutions of amendment.”

1t'is thus defined in the “Second Catechism” (old edition) of the

Wesleyan Methodists—the definition being taken, with one or two

important verbal alterations, from the “ Assembly’s Shorter Cate-

chism : "—* True repentance is a grace of the Holy Spirit, whereby

sinner, from a sense of his sins and apprehension of the mercy of
od in Christ, doth, with grief and hatred of his sin, turn from it to

. with full purpose of, and endeavours after, future obedience.”

thus by Rev. J. S. Pipe, in his “ Dialogues on Sanctification : "

“Repentance is such a sight and sense of the evil of sin as leads

_you to loathe both it and yourself in the presence of God for having
n guilty of it, attended by such unfeigned humiliation and con-
trition of spirit as constrains you to confess its evil, and to forsake
it altogether.® And thus by Dr. Wardlaw: Evangelical repentance
is “that gracious contrition of spirit in which the heart is humbled
“and melted towards God, mercy implored from Him as a justly
offended sovereign, and sin seen in its deformity, hated and for-
saken.” We shall see as we proceed how these definitions accord
~with the teachings of Holy Scripture.

~ The two Greek verbs which are alike rendered in our translation
by the English word “repent,” are metamelomai and matanao;
corresponding to which are two nouns mefameleia and matanoia,
the former meaning ‘‘after-concern,” the latter “ after-thought.”!
And in every case of true and genuine repentance the ideas con-
~wveyed by both these words are fully and simultaneously realised.
% After-concern "—z.e., anxiety and concern on account of some-
thing that has been amiss; “after-thought,” signifying such a change
or alteration of mind as implies the return to right views, right feel-
" ings, and right conduct; or, as it is expressed by St. Luke, zke

' Dr. Wardlaw’s “ Systematic Theology,” vol. iii., p. 9.
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coming fo Rimself of a man who has been acting a foolish an
criminal part! ‘See how this change of mind and * concem
deep, keen, trembling concern, are brought out in the Word
God: (lz In incidental descriptions of penitence (Psalm cxix.
60; Ezek. xxxvi. 31; Isa. lvii. 15, Ixvi. 2). (2) In the prayers
penitent men (Psalm li. 1-4, cxxx. 1-4; Dan. ix. 4, 7; Ezra ix, 5, 6)
3) In the practical illustrations of penitence: Manasseh (2

hron. xxxiii. 12, 13) ; the Ninevites (Jonah iii. 5-10) ; the Prodig
(Luke xv. 17-21) ; the Publican (Luke xviii. 13, 14); Peter (.
xxii. 61, 62) ; Saul of Tarsus (Acts ix. 5, 6, 11). From the whol
we conclude, in accordance with the definitions given above, th
‘ the sinner that repenteth is one who is convinced of sin, humble
before God, and sorrowful on account of his guilt; who sincerely
desires and resolves to lead a new life, and who, in pursuan
that desire and resolution, applies himself with full purpose of |
to the mortification of the sin which easily besets him, and earmn
seeks the promised salvation of God in Christ Jesus.”?

I1.—St. Paul refers to two kinds of sorrow :—¢¢ Godly sorrow.
and “the sorrow of the world ” (2 Cor. vii. 10). How may they
be distinguished ?

“ Godly sorrow ” arises especially from the view of sin in its
relation to God. The crime has been committed against Him;
His law has been violated ; He has been offended. Upon this poir
the attention is fixed with absorbing and ove owering interest,
and from that arises the depth and pungency of the sorrow.
the language of David in regard to his great sin (Psalm li. 4). He
could not have been insensible to the wrong done to Uriah, or to
the laws of the land, or to the injury which his example would do
to men. But the mind was turned from everything else, and fixed
on the amazing offence regarded as committed against God.
Hence the soul “turns to God” (1 Thess. i. 9), with humble con-
fession (Psalm li. 3; 1 John i. 9); with earnest prayer for mercy (Psalm
li. 1, 2; Luke xviii. 13); and with steadfast resolutions to go
sin no more (Prov. xxviii. 13 ; Psalm cxix. 59; Job xxxiv. 321).
is “repentance fowards God.” * The sorrow of the world” may
involve the deetPest regret for having sinned, but it has none of
the elements of repentance mentioned above. J¢ ferminates on
the world, and may be produced by the mere dread of punishment,
or by the mere shame of detection, or by the loss and sufferin :
and disrepute which the sin has occasioned. Hence, if the sin
be forsaken, it is not because there is any deeﬁ sense of its intrinsic
evil in the sight of God; there is no apprehension of the mercy
of God in Christ ; no real hearty turning to God ; remorse, shame,
fear—these are the emotions that stir within; and, as in the case
of Judas, and many many more, such sorrow “worketh d
by producing the horrors of despair, or the guilt of suicide. 3

* Dr. Bunting, “ Sermon on Luke xv. 10.” * Ibid,
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111.—1Is repentance, of itself, effectual in securing forgiveness ?

The whole host of Deistical and Socinian writers,—all, in fact,
" who dislike the doctrine of the atonement,—maintain that from the
relation which subsists between the Creator and the creature, there
tan be nothing needed, but that man, if he have offended, should
repent; and that on his repentance, he is necessarily forgiven.
There never was a theory which could draw less support, whether
fom reason, from experience, or from Scripture. What are the
#achings of human governments? "Whoever dreams when laws
' have been broken, of the criminal being forgiven just because he is
' contrite ? - He may be bitterly sorry for what he has done, he might
promise never to repeat the offence, but all this avails nothing to
the satisfying of justice, to the making amends to the violated
majesty of the law; and the man is condemned, though with no
' suspicion that his repentance is insincere, and moreover, without
any imputation on the judge of hardheartedness. What right can
we have to suppose that what would be utterly ineffectual had we
broken the laws of man, must necessarily be efficacious when set
against the breaking of God's laws? And what is the testimony of
experience so far as there is a present administration of punishment ?
Is repentance sufficient to turn away the penalties which follow in
the way of natural consequences upon actions ? If the constitution
is injured by intemperance, will repentance restore it ? If property
is wasted by prodigality, will repentance recover it? If the
character is stained by vice, will repentance purify 1t? And how
can repentance suffice to avert future punishment, when thus
manifestly inadequate to deliver us from present punishment ?
There are no grounds whatever for supposing repentance, by itself,
- sufficient to procure pardon. * If—certain.passages_of the New
~ Testament connect pardon with repentance, the-connection there
mmg&x;ﬁher remote than immediate , and repentance must, in
~ such texts, be considered as leading to, and terminating in, the faith
of the Gospel, and as only then crowned with remission of sins.
Since it is entirely for'the sake of the atonement made by Jesus
it ‘Chn'%_tﬁat God justifies us, He fitly and righteously requires from
a distinct recognition and cordial reception of that atonement.
Now, thus to recognise and receive the atonement is in no sense
the province of repentance, but the work of faith. Itis ‘in Christ’
* that God is reconciling the world unto Himself. In order, therefore,
to be reconciled, we must meet Him in His Son; and this we can
- never do, until to ‘ repentance toward God,’ by which we confess,
deplore, and renounce sin, we add that ‘faith in our Lord Jesus
‘Christ’ by which we accept and claim Him as our Saviour.”!

IV.—Does repentance, as connected with salvation, precede or
follow the exercise of faith ?

It is very common with Calvinistic writers to insist on faith as

s Dr. Bunting, * Sermon on Rom. v. 1.”
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preceding repentance. I believe that in the order of time repent-
ance. is exercised first. “There is, indeed, a faith which precedes
and induces repentance—a belief of the testimony of God concern-
ing the evil and demerit of sin, and concerning His willingness to
receive such as renounce sin and turn to Him. The former must be
believed, or the sinner will see no need of repentance. The latte
must be in some degree apprehended, or he will have no sufficient
encouragement to repentance. But the belief which thus produces
penitence is not the faith which justifies and saves him.” Justifyin;
faith has a direct and immediate reference to Christ crucified, and is
consequent upon that penitential sorrow which mourns for guilt and |
cries for mercy. The jailor at Philippi was a real penitent when he
was directed to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ. John the Baptist
observed the same order in the exhortation, “ Repent ye and believe
the Gospel” (Mark i. 15); and so did St. Paul in his preaching,
whether to Jews or Greeks (Acts xx. 21), “testifying repentance
toward God, and faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ.”!

V.—Is there not a union of Divine and human agency in the
repentance of a sinner?

There is; for repentance is distinctly stated to be the gift ot God
SAdes'v. 31, xi. 18; 2 Tim. ii. 25); and yet is commanded as the

uty of man (Mark vi. 12; Luke xiii. 3; Acts viii. 22,
xvii. 30). God, by His Spifit, dpplies the truth to the heart—the
truth concerning. the claims of His overnment, the extent and
spirituality of His law, and the love of the Lord Jesus. He unveils |
to the mind the number and aggravations of tiose sins that have
been committed, and the exposure to everlasting wrath which the
sinner has incurred. In this way He convinceth of sin, and gives
power to repent. But the agency thus exercised is not that of
compulsion—it is not such as to destroy the freedom of man, or
in any way to interfere with the proper exercise of his powers as a
moral agent. And in view of those powers he is commanded to
repent, to yield himself to the influence of those views and feelings
which the Spirit has awakened, to humble himselt before God, to
implore His mercy, and turn himself from his transgressions. |
he does not repent, it is because he wi// not.

R

' The Plymouth Brethren (or the Brethren as they are sometimes called) are
very defective in their teaching on the subjects of repentance and faith. Fora
di ion and exposure of their errors see “ Plymouth Brethrenism Unveiled and
Refuted,” by Rev. William Reed, D.D., thir edition; ‘“ Broken Reeds, or the
Heresies of the Plymouth Brethren shown to be contrary to Scripture and
Reason,” by the Rev. E. H. Dewart, D.D., of Canada—a very able pamphlet ; also

Quarlerly Review, October 1866, vol. s, g




CHAPTER X.
JUSTIFICATION BY FAITH.

I.—What is justification ?

. To justify a person is a law phrase, denoting the action of a
' judge, who after a fair legal trial, declares a man innocent who was
* accused at his bar, and acquits him by a sentence pronounced in the
* hearing of the accuser ang of the witnesses. The man passes out
" of a court free from all blame. The accusation has fallen to the
ground. He is justified in the legal, proper sense of the term.
" And in this sense the word is often used in Scripture (Job xxxiii.
32; Deut. xxv. I).
: angelical justy

1l cECL101 DEC % -
’%Mggmﬁ, This is justification improper or sec
' The general meaning of the word as used in the Epistles of

" Hence the definition: * Justification is an 2 od’s gTa
I 2 S s as righteous in

- His sight, only or the sake of Christ,” And the still fuller definition

esley: e plain, scriptural notion of justification is
- pardon, the forgiveness of sins. Itis that act of God the Father,
. whereby, for the sake of the propitiation made by the blood of His

1 Son, he showeth forth His righteousness (or mercy) by the remission
. of the sins that are past.”!

~ II.—How is it proved that justification is substantially the same
blessing as pardon ?

~ In a variety of passages, justification, pardon, forgiveness, re-
~ mission of sins, and terms of a like import, are- used synonymously
~ (see Acts xiii. 38, 39; Luke xviii. 13, 14; Rom. iv. 5-8).

III.—But if pardon is substantially the same as justification,

~ why is the latter term so frequently used in preference to the
- former ?

Two reasons may be assigned :—
1. “ The blessing in question is conferved upon mankind in @

* Sermon v.
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manner which exhibits the righteousness or justice of God in equal
prominence with His goodness and mercy.”' “The forgiveness of
sin may be the act of mere mercy, not only without any respect to
the dictates of justice, but in violation of its principles, 1fication
is ercy, indeed i ith j

i dons, but justice
ere the grand doctrine of the atonement of Christ

is brought into view. A Being of infinite dignity has be
voluntary and all-sufficient Surety for sinful men,
just for _unjus taining th

us, "grace reigns through righteousness.” Go
*“is faithful and just to forgive us our sins” (1 John i. 9),—*just
and the justifier of him that believeth” (see Rom. iii. 21-26).

2. The blessing in question invests men with all the Drivileges of
righteousness. Pardon may signify nothing more than a remission
of the penalty due to sin. Justification involves a restoration to
forfeited immunities and privileges. The man is accounted righteous,
and is treated as such—treated in relation to God and eternity as
an innocent and holy being. It is as if a deed were put into his
hand entitling him to be henceforth dealt with as one would be
who had performed the whole condition of the covenant of life,
The whole matter, then, may be summed up in the following
language : “ Justification is that act of God, viewed. as our righteous
and yet merciful Judge, by which, for the sake of the satisfaction
and merits of Christ, embraced and 'appliﬁ%mm“e‘aﬁ by faith,
He discharges the criminal at His bar,“and treats him as a just
person, in full accordance with the untarnished holiness of His own
nature, and the inviolable rectitude of His administrations.”*

2 IV.—What are the leading errors that are propagated with
regard to this blessing ? ;
1. That of popery, whickh confounds justification with sanctifica- /
&ion. So the Council of Trent declares, that “justification is not 3
only the remission of sins, but also the sanctification of the inner
man.” “In the modern semi-popery of the Oxford Tractarians the ‘
same heresy forms an article of its creed. Its writers sometimes
identify justification with sanctification as one and the same thing;
and at other times contend that the former includes the latter; or,
as Mr. Newman preposterously expresses it, the term to justify
means ‘to count righteous, but including under that meaning to
make righteous.””* ¥
That sanctification, which constitutes a man inherently righteous,
is concomitant with justification, we know ; that the two are wdentical

* Rev. T. Jackson. * Hare, “On Justification.” * Dr. Hannah,
J ¢ Dr. Wardlaw’s Sysilemtic Theology.”
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we deny. The one relates to state, the other to character. “The
one implies what God does for us through His Son; the other
what God works 72 us by His Spirit. So that, although some rare
instances may be found wherein the terms justified” and *justifica-
tion’ are used in so wide a sense as to include sanctification also,
yet, in general use, they are sufficiently distinguished from each
other, both by St. Paul and the other inspired writers.”!

2. That of Antinomianism, which speaks of justification as a
sentence passed in the Divine mind from eter nity. There is nothing
whatever in the Bible to support this hypothesis. Nowhere are
sinners spoken of as justified till they believe the Gospel. Unless
our faith, therefore, can be from eternity, our justification cannot
be from eternity. It is the guilty who are pardoned, the ungodly
who are justified (Rom. iv. 5). Whilst ungodliness and guilt
remain, “so far are any from being justified, that they are ‘ under
wrath,’ in a state of condemnation with which a state of justification
cannot consist, for the contradiction is palpable ; so that the advo-
cates of this wild notion must either give up justification in eternity,
or a state of condemnation in time. If they hold the former, they
contradict common sense; if they deny the latter, they deny the
Scriptures.”?

3. That of certain Calvinistic writers, who teack that justification
imports the imputation or accounting to us of the personal righteous-
ness of Christ. They put the matter thus: Christ so represented
the elect that His righteousness is imputed to us as ours; as if we
ourselves had been what He was, that is, perfectly obedient to the
law of God, and had done what He did as perfectly righteous.”
Hence their writings abound with such figurative expressions as
“being clothed with the righteousness of Christ,” “appearing before
God as invested in it, so that no fault can be laid to our charge.”
And certain men, who turn the grace of God into licentiousness,
g0 so far as to contend that since Christ has rendered perfect obedi-
ence for them, and what He did is accounted as done by them, they
are under no real obligation of obedience, and can fear no penal
consequences even from a course of the most flagrant vice. The
following considerations are fatal to this theory :—

(1) “It is nowhere stated in Scripture that Christ's personal
righteousness is imputed to us. Not a text can be found which
contains any enunciation of the doctrine.” Even the fourth chapter
of Romans, where it has been supposed to exist in all its proofs,
gives no countenance to the theory. It is repeatedly said, that
@ faith is imputed for righteousness;” but in no place here, that
Christ's obedience to the moral law is imputed to any man.

(2) “There are many duties which the moral law requires,
which Christ never fulfilled in our stead, and never could. We
have duties of a domestic kind, which belong solely to ourselves,
in the relation of parents, husbands, wives, servants, etc., in which

1 Wesley’s Sermons, No. v.
s Watson’s * Institutes,” part ii., chap. xxiif,

b
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relations Christ never stood. While, therefore, He furnishes gT
to every true believer to fulfil these duties to God’s glory, He has
fulfilled none of them for us.”?

(3) “This doctrine shifts the meritorious cause of man'’s justifi
cation from Christ’s ‘obedience unto death,’ to Christ's active
obedience to the precepts of the law; and leaves no ration |
account of the ground of Christ's vicarious sufferings. To
‘blood’ the New Testament writers ascribe our redemption ; and.
‘faith in His blood’ is as clearly held out as the instrumental cause.
of our justification; but by this doctrine the attention and hope
of men are perversely turned away from His sacrificial death
His holy life, which, though necessary, is nowhere represented as
that on account of which men are pardoned.”?

(4) The passages of Scripture which are appealed to in proc
of this doctrine, when rightly interpreted, give it no suppo
Those passages may be divided into three classes :—

(a) The first class is of those which speak of the righteousness
of God or of Christ: such as 2 Peter i. 1; Rom. i. 17, iii. §, 21-26,
x. 3; Phil. iii. 9. But none of these passages contain one word
about imputation, or the most distant allusion to anything resem- |
bling it. That must be supplied by the lively imagination of the
reader. Nor do they contain anything like a hint about justification
by the imputation of active obedience. When in these passages.
the apostles speak of the righteousness of God, if it were allowed
that the personal righteousness of Christ is what is meant by that
phrase, they make no distinction between His passive and His
active righteousness; yet this distinction is absolutely necessary
to the support of the doctrine, which supposes that we are justified
by His active, and not by His passive obedience or righteousness,
But these passages do not speak of the obedience of the man Christ ]
esus at all; they speak most plainly of the righteousness of God.
t is true, one of the texts speaks of “the righteousness of our
God and Saviour ;” but this is not His righteousness as man, but
as God—His Divine righteousness, which it is impossible to
impute to a human being. What, then, is the meaning of “the -
righteousness of God ?” The general meaning of it is, God’s just
administration of His own righteous laws. Of this general meaning,
a particular application is often made; in which case it sometimes
implies His justice in the punishment of impenitent sinners, but
more frequently His justice in pardoning sin, through the atonement,

(6) The second class is of those which speak of our justification -
through Jesus Christ: eg., Jer. xxiii. 6; Isa. xlv. 24, 26; Rom,
X. 4; 1 Cor. i. 30. But all that appears from these verses is that 3
all our righteousness or justification is from God through Christ.
It is not at all stated that we are justified by His obedience ; nor
that we are justified by His active, rather than by His passive

Dr. A. Clarke. ;
* Watson’s “ Institutes,” part ii., chap. xxiii. ; Hare, “On Justification,” pp. se-84
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“obedience ; nor that His obedience justifies by imputation. There
18, indeed, one text in which St. Paul speaks of justification by
‘the obedience of Christ (Rom. v. 18, 19). But here is nothing
said of the active obedience of Christ as distinguished from His
" obedient suffering, and which might lead us to attribute the free
gift of justification to the former, rather than to the latter. If
~ the Apostle is supposed to speak here of the active obedience of
i Christ, as distinguished from His sufferings, His death is, of course,
“excluded from the work of justification; but this cannot be allowed
_in view of Rom. v. 9. As St. Paul has decided that we are justified
~ by the blood of Christ, there is reason to suspect that he speaks here
_ of His passive, rather than of llis active obedience—His obedience
~ unto death.
~ (¢) The third class is of those which speak of imputed right-
~ eousness: e.g., Rom. iv. 3, 5, 6, 9-11, etc. But the word here
" rendered “imputed” is logizomai, which means to reckon, to
~ account, but is nowhere used by St. Paul in such a connection as
to imply the act of transferring, of taking from one to place to the
~account of another. In the texts alluded to, the Apostle never once
intimates that it is the active obedience of Christ which is imputed
' to us for righteousness, but uniformly asserts that the faith of the
~ person justified is imputed for righteousness. It does not appear,
then, that there is one plain passage of Scripture for the support of
~ this doctrine.!
- If it be asked, is there then no sense in which it may be said that
 the righteousness of Christ is imputed to us? we reply, yes. Al-
_ though the phrase has no foundation in Scripture, it is sometimes
~ employed by Arminian and Wesleyan writers in a sense that is
perfectly scriptural. Understanding * the righteousness of Christ,”
~ as including “ what He did in obedience to the precepts of the law,
~ and what He suifered in satisfaction of its penalty, which, taken
together, constitute that mediatorial righteousness for the sake of
_ which the Father is ever well pleased in Him,” this may be said to
~ be “imputed " to us when “#ts collective merits and moral effects”
are so reckoned to our account that we are released from all guilt,
and accepted of God.? Every one can see how wide the differ-
ence between this doctrine and that which teaches that the active
righteousness of Christ is “ personally imputed in its formal nature
or distinct acts.” But are not the remarks of Dr. A. Clarke worthy
~ of consideration? “I am quite of Mr. Wesley’s mind, that once ‘ we
leaned too much towards Calvinism,” and especially in admitting
_ in any sense the unscriptural doctrine of the imputed righteousness
~ of Christ. I never use the distinction of righteousness imputed,
* righteousness imparted, righteousness practised. In no part of the
- Book of God is Christ’s righteousness ever said to be imputed to us
~ for our justification, and I greatly doubt whether the doctrine of

1 Hare, “ ustification,” pp. ss, 66.
* Lr. Bunting’s * Sermon on Just’lﬁcntion by Faith.”
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Christ's active obedience in our justification does not take away
from the infinite merit of His sacrificial death.” * That He fulfille
the moral law we know, without which He could not have been
qualified to be our Mediator; but we must take heed lest w
attribute that to obedience (which was the necessary consequence
vgf His immaculate nature) which belongs to His passion and

eath.”

V.—We find it frequently asserted in Scripture, that no man
can be justified on the ground of his obedience to the law of God
(Acts xiii. 39; Rom. iii. 20, 28 ; Gal. ii. 16, etc.). What views ha
been propagated in opposition to this doctrine ?

1. Those of the Church of Rome. Notwithstanding the osten-
tatious parade she makes of cross and crucifix, her principle, to all
practical intents and purposes, is salvation by works. By prayers.
and penances, by fasts and vigils, by pilgrimages and privations,
and last, not least, by acts of living or dying charity to the Church,
she teaches, and has always taught, that men may earn the mercy
of God, and purchase a right to heaven. *And so very far has the
notion of merit been carried, that a man may not only have enough
to serve for himself, and procure his own salvation and the opening
of the gates of heaven to him by St. Peter, but even a redundant
stock, which may be placed to the account of others, for their
release from the pains of purgatorial fire, and their reception to the
kingdom above. These redundant works are termed works of
supererogation, being over and above what are required ; certaiuly,
the greatest conceivable height of absurdity as well as of self-
righteous and presumptive arrogance.”! :

2. Those of the Unitarian School. There are no writers who
more clearly and boldly affirm that it is by works, and by works
alone, that any man can find acceptance with God. * Repentance
and a good life,” said Dr. Priestley, one of the most learned of these
writers—‘* are of themselves sufficient to recommend to the favour
of God.” And says Belsham, ‘“ The practice of virtue is always
represented as the only means of obtaining happiness both here and
hereafter.” And Dr. Harwood affirms with honest, straightforward
effrontery, “Other foundation can no man lay. All hopes founded
upon anything else than a good moral life are merely imaginary.”
“This is sufficiently plain and sufficiently daring ; the very terms of
the inspired Apostle being borrowed for the purpose of making the
contradiction the more pointed.” ? 3

Views such as these, however, being founded in the principles
and tendencies of our fallen nature, are found in their full spirit
among the members of Churches whose teaching is in the highest
degree scriptural. It is the most natural of all things, when the
horrible conviction rushes into the soul that we are lost, to try by
obedience, or other works of righteousness that we can do, to

' Dr. Wardlaw’s * Systematic Theology,” vol. ii., chap. xl. ® Jbide
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obligation which we owe to heaven. And very often it is not till
men learn by prolonged and painful and unsuccessful trials that
they cannot be their own saviour, that their proud hearts allow
them to stand at the gate of mercy, their plea for pardon being,
not their own merits, nothing, nothing whatever but the precious
blood of Christ.

VI.—When it is asserted that a man cannot be justified *“ by
the law of Moses,” is the reference to the moral or only the
ceremonial part of the Mosaic law?

Writers of the Socinian and Pelagian schools insist upon it
that it is only the ceremonial law which is so peremptorily excluded
from the ground of justification. But the entire tenor of St. Paul's
reasoning on the subject is in direct opposition to any such limita-
tion as this. Read Rom. iii. 19, 20, which teaches that “by the
deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified.” The context shows
of what “law” he is speaking; for he says concerning it: (1)
That it proves “all the world” to be “guilty” and condemned ;
but as a great proportion of the world had never been under the
ceremonial law, they could not be condemned nor humbled by
its teachings or its rites. It is the moral law by which Jews
and Gentiles stand convicted before God. It also says: (2)
That “ by the law is the knowledge of sin,” which is true only of
the moral law. It (and not the ceremonial law) shows what sin
is, .tnd how men have deviated from the righteous demands of
God. Read also Rom. iii. 31. Here “the law,” without the deeds
of which a man is justified, is said o be established through faith.
Now, it is acknowledged that the ceremonial law is abolished, and
that the obligations of the moral law remain unaltered. It is the
latter, therefore, that is established by faith, Jecause this faith works
by love, and love is the principle of obedience. The course of ‘the
Apostle’s argument throughout shows that the one subject before
his mind was the moral law—the rule of moral conduct which God
had given to both Jews and Gentiles: to the former in their own
Scripture ; to the latter in that law written in their hearts by His
own Spirit. And by this law, Divine authority declares that neither
Jews nor Gentiles could be justified.!

VII.—How is it proved that men cannot be justified by the
works of the law ?

1. This is evident from the fact that the law has been broken.
1t is a fundamental maxim of all legislation, that “the doers of the
law shall be justified;” in the legal sense of the word, they are
proved to be innocent, acquitted from the charge of guilt; and in
order to our sustaining a plea of justification by our own doings,
or works, or deservings, we must prove a “continuance in all
things written in the book of the law to do them.” This'is abso-

) |

1 See Wesley’s Sermons, No. v.; Hare, “On Justification,” pp. 91, 98
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lutely and peremptorily required. “He that doeth these things
perfectly and unceasingly “shall live by them.” But how is
possible that we should stand on such a plea as this; we, wh
instead of continuing in all things required by the law, shou
perhaps discover, if we were to weigh ourselves in the balances o
the sanctuary, that there is scarcely one of the ten commandmen
which we have not broken, either in its letter or its spirit? No, a
such are under the curse (Gal. iii. 10). The broken law condemn
them, but can never justify, unless we could fancy so self-con
tradictory an anomaly as that of a law which admitted the violatios
of itself, and justified the breaker as well as the keeper of it. Hen
is the self-evident truth, “a broken law never can by possibilif
justify the breaker of it; 7.e., never can pronounce /i guiltless by
whom its requirements have been broken. And while we ca t
?ronounce him innocent, it makes, at the same time, no provision
or the pardon of the guilty.” 1
2. It is evident from the fact that whatever we do in the way of
hicousness we render no more than is absolutely due to Go
If we had ability to commence a course of obedience, and hence:

forth keep the whole law, present obedience cannot atone for pas

transgression. It would be no more than the discharge of du )

and after all leave us unprofitable servants. Thus the guilt ‘we had

" contracted would remain unexpiated, and the sentence of death
unrepealed.

3. 1t s also evident from the fact that if we could claim acceptance

on the ground of obedience, we are not able to perform it. We are

‘ without strength,” “alienated from the life of God through the

ignorance that is in us,” possessed of the carnal mind, which is

* enmity against God,” “ in the flesh,” and, therefore, “ cannot please

God.” To a guilty nature, then, the ground of justification is not,

and cannot be, his own obedience or “ the works of the law”

VIIL.—What is justifying faith ?

“It is not a mere assent to the general truths of the Gospel,
nor a mere belief of its essential doctrines (James ii. 19), but a
personal trust (Eph. i. 12, 13; Rom. xv. 127) in the sacrificial’
blood of the Son of God (Rom. iii. 24, 25; Gal. ii. 20), exercised
in a penitent state of heart (Mark i. 15), and productive both of
peace of conscience and of inward and outward holiness”? (Rom,
o games ii. 14-17). Mr. Wesley explains the subject thus:
* Justifying faith implies, not only a Divine evidence or conviction
that God was in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, but
a sure trust and confidence that Christ died for my sins, that He
loved me and gave Himself for me.”® Dr. Bunting presents us
with a very comprehensive view of the subject in his sermon on
*Justification by Faith.” Justifying faith has respect in general

* The Revised Version has ‘hoped ” instead of * trusted,” and * hope " inst
of “tnuti’.’ in these passages,
* Rev. T. Jackson. * Wesley’s Sermons, No, v.
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to all that Christ is set forth in the Gospel as doing and suffering,
in order to our redemption and pardon. But it has 1espect in
particular to the atoning sacrifice of Christ. The acts or exercises
~ of this faith seem to be three. It includes—
~ “(1) The assent of the understanding to the truth of the testi-
" mony of God in the Gospel, and especially to that part of it which
concerns the design and efficacy of the death of Jesus as a sacrifice
for sin.
~ “(2) The consent of the will and affections to the plan of
. salvation ; such an approbation and choice of it as imply a renuncia-
tion of every other refuge, and a steady and decided adherence to
 this.
“(3) Actual trust in the Saviour, and personal apprehension of
~ His merits.
~ “QOn the whole, may it not be said that the faith to which the
~ privilege of justification is annexed is such a belief of the Gospel,
the power of the Spirit of God, as leads us to come to Christ
~ (Matt. xi. 28), to receive Christ (John i. 12), to trust in Christ
- (Eph. i. 12), and to commit the keeping of our souls into His hands,
_ in humble confidence of His ability and willingness to save us ?”
= (2 Tim. i. 12.)
~ IX.—What is meant by St. Paul’s expression, *faith is
. counted” or “imputed for righteousness ” ?

~ Rom. iv. 5, 22.—The simple meaning is this: that being desti-
~ tute of any Jegal righteousness to merit God’s favour, our faith
~ in Christ is accepted in its stead. “As God ‘made Christ to be
~ sin for us,’ that is, treated Him as a sinner, punishing Him for our
- sins: so He counteth us righteous, from the time we believe in
~ Him; that is, He doth not punish us for our sins; yea, treats us
~ as though we were guiltless and righteous.”! Observe, there is

nothing here to support the Antinomian idea, that faith supersedes
~ the necessity of holiness.?

X.—Is it true that “ faith is the gift of God ” ?

This has been strenuously denied, but, as appears to us, by a
§ gievous oversight of the plain teachings of Holy Scripture. Peter’s
t ith in the Divine Sonship of his Master was attributed to the
~ direct teaching of the Father (Matt. xvi. 16, 17). The coming
- of a soul to Christ, which is but another phrase for believing in

Christ (John vi. 35, 36, 37), is attributed to the drawing of the
- Father (John vi. 44). And in three different passages St. Paul
~ describes faith as the gift and the operation of God (Eph. ii. 8;*

! Wesley’s Sermons, No. v.
% Read Mr. Wesley’s Sermon on “The Law Established through Faith,”
XXXV,

id ly to faith, but to salvation. The grammatical construction of the sentence
,j}, ows that it refers to the whole preceding clause, and means, (1) Your salvation
~ is not of yourselves—of your own power or merit; in all its branches, present and

*'It is said by some that the expression, * thaf not of yourselves,” etc., does not
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Phil. i. 28, 29; Col. ii. 12). Hence we must ever maintain th

faith in its grace and power is of God. In the words of D
Doddridge: “God, by the gracious influence of His Spirit, fixe
our attention to the great objects of faith, subdues our prejudice
against it, awakens holy affections im our souls, and, on
whole, enables us to believe, and to persevere in believing, till we
receive the great end of our faith in the complete salvation of ou
souls.” “But the grace or power to believe, and the act o
believing, are two different things. Without the grace or power
to believe, no man ever did or can believe; but with that power,
the act of faith is a man’s own. God never believes for any
man, no more than He repents for him ; the penitent, through this
grace enabling him, believes for himself; nor does he belie
necessarily or impulsively when he has that power; the power
believe may be present long before it is exercised; else, why
solemn warnings which we meet everywhere in the Word of ;
and threatenings against those who do not believe? (See, for
example, John iii. 18, 36.) Is not this a proof that such persons
have the power, but do not use it? They believe not, and, there
fore, are not established. This, therefore, is the true state of
case: God gives the power, man uses the power thus given, and
brings glory to God; without the power, no man can believe; with:
it, any man may.”* 3

XI.—How are the teachings of St. Paul and St. James on
subject to be reconciled ?

Compare Rom. iii. 28 with James ii. 24. Infidels, and particu-
larly Voltaire, have employed these passages as proofs of the.
inconsistency of Scripture with itself. Luther, supposing that
James taught a different doctrine to that of St. Paul, condemned
the epistle as uninspired, and, therefore, unworthy of regard. If,
however, we consider the object at which each was aiming, the
apparent discrepancy between the two apostles will vanish. St
Paul, addressing the Pharisees, who trusted to their obedience to
the law of Moses, proves that all men are guilty and condemned;
and, therefore, that justification by law—justification on the ground
of our own doings and observances—is a thing utterly and
eternally impossible. St. James was combating the errors of the
Antinomian, who argued that, if justification were by faith alone,
we might be content with a bare speculative assent to Gospel
truth, regardless of its influence upon the character and life.
And he replies by showing that no faith can save, unless it be of
that genuine character which will evidence itself by works of
evangelical obedience. While we are justified by faith, it is by

eternal, it is from God as a free, undeserved gift. Just so, (2) your faith whereby
you receive salvation is not of yourselves ; you can neither believe of yourselves
without supernatural light and grace; nor can you, by works done while you are
in unbelief andunrenewed, deserve that God s ould give you faith. Your faith
as well as yoursalvation is of God.—See Benson su loco.

' Dr. A. ke, Note on Eph. ii. 8.
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faith, “ which is never alone, though it alone justifieth; which is
not solitasia, although it is so/a in this work,” as our old divines
speak. But there is a greater difficulty in the statement which
follows, where Abraham is said to be not justified merely by
a faith which produced good works, but actually *justified by
works ;” while St. Paul, referring to the very same case, says,
“If Abraham were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory ”
om. iv. 2). The true solution of the difficulty appears to be,
t the two inspired writers speak of different justifications.
The one treats of the justification of a sinner, by which he means
his pardon and acceptance by God; the other treats of the justi-
fication of a professed believer, where the word is understood
very nearly according to its legal import, namely, as the declara-
tion, manifestation, or satisfactory proof of a person’s being what
he really is. The former of these justifications is by faith, the
latter by works ; both are equally necessary, both mutually con-
sistent. Let us see, then, in what manner each apostle employs
the case of Abraham, as illustrating his point. St. Paul refers
to the time when Abraham was justified as a sinner, before he
was circumcised ; and #kaf justification was by faith alone (see
Gen. xv.; Rom. iv.) But “when he offered Isaac, his son, upon
the altar,” which was about forty years afterwards, he appears in
the character of a believer, and his justification at that time, of
which St. James speaks, regarded him in that capacity, and is
said to be “by works.” And by those works *the Scripture
was fulfilled, which saith Abraham believed God, and it was
imputed unto him for righteousness” (James ii. 23). What, then,
is meant by any part of Scripture being fwlfillea? 1f it be a
prediction, it is fulfilled when it receives its accomplishment;
but if it be tke affirmation of a matter of fact, it is fulfilled
when the affirmation is established by evidence. St. James, there-
fore, declares, that when Abraham performed that signal act of
obedience in offering Isaac, he gave undeniable evidence that he
had been justified by faith. The truth of it was manifested ; he

was proved to be what he had been previously declared to be.
There is thus a perfect harmony of principle between St. James
and St. Paul. They speak by the same Spirit; they say the same
things. And there is nothing which it is of higher importance
" to bear in mind, than that, while as sinners we are justified by
g:nitent faith in the precious blood of Christ, our faith must itself
justified or shown to be genuine by our personal obedience.
Abraham was “ justified by works,” when by works he was proved
to have been “justified by faith.” His faith “ wrought with his
works,” for in them its efficient power was exercised and displayed ;
and “by works was faith made perfect;” it was-carried out, as
it were, to the extreme limit of its practical exercise, and shown

fo be a faith worthy of the father of the faithful.

'—.See Dr. Wardlaw’s * Miscellaneous Sermgna," Ne. v.; Hare, “@®n Justh-
fication.” p. 3; Watsen’s Werks, vel. vi., p. 316; vel. Xi., P 834
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