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Preface to British Edition.

LITTLE more is needed to commend this volume to the
attention of the Christian public than the fact that it has
been prepared by the son of Dr. Hodge of Princeton,—
one of the ablest of living theologians, who, in regard to
ability, erudition, and a rare elegance and precision of
style, has achieved a reputation confessedly preéminent
among theological writers of either Europe or America.
The son to whom we refer, the Rev. A. A. Hodge, is one
of the professors in another American theological college
in Alleghany. The circumstance is a voucher for the
care and learning with which this “ syllabus of theological
study,” as it professes to be, has been prepared.

Our attention was drawn to it when in quest of some
good manual of systematic theology. The old compen-
diums, prepared by divines of the Continent, and published
shortly after the Reformation, are exceedingly valuable,
but will not serve the present exigency. Theological
science has been perfected and extended in many direc-

tions since those times. New errors have sprung up,
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which require to be confronted and refuted. Suffice it
to say, that as the result of some inquiry and comparison,
we have seen no compendium which at all approaches
the one now offered to British students of theology, in
soundness, in learning, and in the wisdom and skill
with which the relative importance of the various doc-
trines in the system is recognised, and space given to
them accordingly. To ministers and students, for a suc-
cinet and yet comprehensive statement of the discussions
affecting particular doctrines, it will prove invaluable,—
doubly invaluable indeed, as a guide in the attempt to
master these discussions, and as a help to the remem-
brance subsequently of the leading points involved in
them.

Of course, in so wide a field, some topics might, in our
judgment, have admitted of a fuller treatment, and some
might have réceived less, but, on the whole, the due pro-
portion is well sustained. Nor can we be expected to
indorse every particular view that may be embraced in
the volume. We are convinced, however, that the more

it is studied the more will its value be appreciated.

W. I G.




Author's Preface.

IN introducing this book to the reader, I have only a
single word to say upon two points: first, as to the
uses which I regard this form of exhibiting theological
truth as being specially qualified to subserve; and,
secondly, as to the sources from which I have drawn the
materials composing these “ Outlines.”

As to the first point, I have to say, that the conception
and execution of this work originated in the experience
of the need for some such manual of theological definitions
and argumentation, in the immediate work of instructing
the members of my own pastoral charge. The several
chapters were, in the first instance, prepared and used in
the same form in which they are now printed, as the basis
of a lecture delivered otherwise extemporaneously to my
congregation every Sabbath night. In this use of them,
I found these preparations successful beyond my hopes.
The congregation, as a whole, were induced to enter with
mterest upon the study even of the most abstruse ques-
tions. Having put this work thus to this practical test,
I now offer it to my brethren in the ministry, that they
may use it, if they will, as a repertory of digested mate-
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rial for the doctrinal instruction of their people, either in
Bible classes or by means of a congregational lecture. I

offer it also as an attempt to supply an acknowledged
public want, as a syllabus of theological study for the
use of theological students generally, and for the use of
those many laborious preachers of the gospel who can-
not command the time, or who have not the opportunity
or other essential means, to study the more expensive
and elaborate works from which the materials of this
compend have been gathered.

The questions have been retained in form, not for the
purpose of adapting the book in any degree for catechetical
instruction, but as the most convenient and perspicuous
method of presenting an “ outline of theology” sc con-
densed. This same necessity of condensation I would
also respectfully plead as in some degree an excuse for
some of the instances of obscurity in definition and
meagreness of illustration which the reader will observe.

In the second place, as to the sources from which I
have drawn the materials of this book, I may for the
most part refer the reader to the several passages, where
the acknowledgment is made as the debt is incurred. In
general, however, it is proper to say that I have, with
Lis permission, used the list of questions given by my
father to his classes of forty-five and six. I have added
two or three chapters which his course did not embrace,
and have in general adapted his questions to my new

purpose, by omissions, additions, or a different distribu-
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tion. To such a degree, however, have they directed and
assisted me, that I feel a confidence in offering the result
to the public which othierwise would have been unwar-
rantable. In the frequent instances in which I have
possessed his published articles upon the subjects of the
following chapters, the reader will find that I have drawn
largely from them. Tt is due to myself, however, to say,
that except in two instances, “ The Scriptures the only
Rule of Faith and Judge of Controversies,” and “The
Second Advent,” I have never heard delivered nor read
the manuscript of that course of theological lectures which
he s prepared for the use of his classes subsequently to
my graduation. In the instances I have above excepted
I have attempted little more, in the preparation of the
respective chapters of this book bearing those titles, than
to abridge my father’s lectures. In every instance I
have endeavoured to acknowledge the full extent of the
assistance I have derived from others; in which I have, I
believe, uniformly succeeded, except so far as I am now
unable to trace to their original sources some of the
materials collected by me in my class manuscripts, pre-
pared fourteen years ago, while a student of theology.
This last reference relates to a large element in this book,
as T wrote copiously, and after frequent oral communica-

tion with my father, Loth in public and private.

A. A. IODGE.
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OUTLINES OF THEOLOGY.

THE BEING OF GOD.

1. Can God be defined ?

As the human mind is finite, and coneeives by defining the cmsrres

limits of the object of its thought, and as God is known to us

to be infinite, it is evident that the human mind can never be Pefini-
capable of conceiving God adequately as he is, or of defining his Goa

being.

But God is known to us by certain attributes or modes of
being, the conception of which is possible to us, and which truly
represent him as far as they go. We conceive of each of these
attributes as possessed by God in a degree to which we put no
limits, and to which we know that no limits can be assigned. /n
degree, therefore, our conception of the attributes of God is in-
definite, and so cannot be defined ; but, on the other hand, we may
be truly said to define our idea of God when we furnish a com-
prehensive statement of all the attributes of God that are revealed
to us in Seripture, and in the form in which they are conceived of
by our finite understandings.

2. How has God been defined ?

As the conceptions which different men have formed of God
are very various, so the forms in which these conceptious have
been expressed have differed.

L The Pantheist calls him 76 v, absolute being ; and & wav, the
all-universal being; for this is the sum of what he knows of God
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14 THE BEING OF GOD.

I1. The Deist calls him the absolute, self-existent, infinite Spirit.
This is true as far as it goes.

IIL. The definition given under the seventh question of the
“ Larger Catechism,” and the fourth of the ¢ Shorter Cate-
chism,” is a comprehensive statement of the divine perfections as
they are revealed in the Holy Scriptures, and as under the light of
Scripture they are significantly taught by the works of God,
creative and providential, physical and spiritual:—*“ God is a
spirit, in and of himself infinite in being, glory, blessedness, and
perfection ; all-sufficient, eternal, unchangeable, incomprehensible,
everywhere present, almighty, knowing all things, most wise, most
holy, most just, most merciful and gracious, long-suffering, and
abundant in goodness and truth.”—¢“ God is a spirit, infinite,
eternal, and unchangeable, in his being, wisdom, power, holiness,
justice, goodness, and truth.”

3. What is the origin of that idea of God which is found to be
unwersally diffused among people of all nations and ages of the
world ?

On this subject there are blended tegether two questions,
which every human consciousness must in some way answer for
itself. I Is there any God? IL What is God? The answer
to both of these questions, including his existence and his attri-
butes, must enter into the complex idea which any mind enter-
tains of God. )

Now, these conceptions and beliefs concerning the divine
existence, which in one or another of their various forms are
universally prevalent among men, originate in several different
sources, all of which contribute, though in various proportions in
different cases, to the conceptions which men form of God. These
sources are,—“ I, The innate constitution of the human soul.
II. The speculative reason of man operating reflectively upon
the facts of consciousness and the phenomena of external nature.
IIT. Tradition. IV. Supernatural revelation.”

4. In what sense is the idea of God innate, and hew far is it
natural to man ?
It is not innate in the sense either that any man is born with
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a correct idea of God perfectly developed ; or that, independently
of instruction, any man can, in the development of his natural
powers alone, arrive at a correct knowledge of God. Some very
debased fragments of the human family have been found, who
were even destitute of any definite idea of God at all. On the
other hand, independently of all instruction, a sense of dependence
and of moral accountability is natural to man. These logically
involve the being of a God; and when the intellectual and moral
character of an individual or race is in any degree developed, these
invariably suggest the idea and induce the belief of a God. Thus
man is as universally a religious as he is a rational being; and
whenever the existence and character of God as providential and
moral ruler is offered as fact, then every human soul responds to
it as true, seen in its own self-evidencing light, in the absence of
all formal demonstration.

5. How far is the idea of God the product of the speculative
reason ?

If the phrase “speculative reason” be used to signify the abstract
intellect of man, his moral constitution being excluded, acting upon
its own & priore principles, then we believe that the reason can-
not be said to originate, but only to confirm and complete, the idea
of (God furnished by other sources. But if that phrase be used
to express the intellect as informed by the conscience and by the
emotional and voluntary nature of man, and acting upon the
abundant evidences of wise and beneficent design, powerfully
executed, with which all God’s works are filled, then the reason
thus exercised must lead to certain knowledge that God is, and to
some knowledge of his natural and moral attributes.

6. How far is the idea of God traditional ?

It is impossible for us, who enjoy the light of a divine revela-
tion, to determine how far the knowledge of God might be spon-
taneously attained by each generation for itself, and how far the
actual knowledge possessed by each people is due to a tradition
from the past. It is, on the other hand, very plain that the form
in which the idea is conceived, and the associations with which
it is accompanied, are determined among every people by the

CHAPIER
I.
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casprrr theological traditions they have received from their fathers. It is

L

Divine
existen.ce

certain, also, that a tradition of the true God and of his dealings
with man long lingered among the Gentiles, and even now, though
variously perverted, enters as an element into the mythologies of
heathen nations.

7. How far is the vdea of God due to a supernatural revelation ?

The natural revelation which God makes of himself to man, in
the constitution of the human soul, and in the works of creation
and providence, would unquestionably have been sufficient to lead
him to the knowledge of God, if man himself had continued in
his natural moral condition and relations. But since by reason
of sin man’s mind has been darkened, his heart hardened, and
his relations to God infinitely involved, man never can be able, by
the mere light of nature, to reach both a certain and an adequate
knowledge of God. It is certain, both from the rcason of the
case and from universal experience, that a supernatural revelation
is absolutely necessary ;—1. To make certain, by additional evi-
dences, the conclusions of reason; 2. To complete and render
practically adequate the knowledge of God which reason other-
wise has reached.

8. What are the two great questions tnvolved in this inquiry as
to the being of God ?

I Is there any conclusive evidence that such a being as God
exists? IL What is the nature of God, as far as his attributes are
manifested by the evidence which proves his existence. This
second question resolves itself into two others: 1. What are
the attributes of God as ascertained to us by the light of nature
alone? 2. What are his attributes as ascertained by the light of
the supernatural revelation given in Seripture.

EVIDENCE OF DIVINE EXISTENCE.
9. Can there be any strictly logical demonstration of the being
of God constructed ?

The idea which we entertain of God is a complex one, the
different elements of which are furnished to us by differcut sources

S >
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No one single line of demonstrative proof can establish the exist-
ence of that Infinite Spirit which is known to the Christian as
Jehovah. Many different arguments, however, concur in con-
verging to this inevitable centre, each contributing at once
confirmatory evidence that God s, and complementary evidence as
to what God is, and thus concurrently establishing the being of
God upon immovable foundations,

The conception of God as a powerful and righteous person is
first given us in our constitutional feeling of dependence and of
moral accountability. Starting with this conception, we may
abundantly demonstrate his wisdom, goodness, power, etc., and
thus reciprocally confirm the evidence for his being from the work
of his hands in his physical and spiritual creation ;—in his works
called natural, as providence; and in his works called super-
natural, as miracles, prophecies, inspiration, and spiritual re-
generation.™

10. What are the principal arguments by which this great truth
has been generally defended by orthodox Theists ?

The six principal arguments used to maintain the being of a
God are as follows : —

I. The 4 priori argument, which seeks to demonstrate the being
of a God from certain first principles involved in the essential laws
of human intelligence.

II. The Cosmological argument, or that one which proceeds after
the @ posteriori fashion, from the present existence of the world as
an effect, to the necessary existence of some ultimate and eternal
first cause.

II1. The Teleological argument, or that argument which, from
the evidences of design in the creation, seeks to establish the fact
that the great sclf-existent first cause of all things is an intelligent
and voluntary personal spirit.

IV. The Moral argument, or that argument which, from a con-
sideration of the phenomena of conscience in the human heart,
sccks to establish the fact that the self-existent Creator is also the
righteous moral governor of the world. This argument includes
the consideration of the universal feeling of dependence commion to

* See Mansel's Limits of Religlous Thiought, Leet. iv.

9
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all men, which, together with conscience, constitutes the religious
sentiment.

V. The Historical argument, which involves,—1. The evident
providential presence of God in the history of the human race. 2.
The evidence afforded by history that the human race is not eternal,
and therefore not an infinite succession of individuals, but created.
3. The universal consent of all men to the fact of his existence.

VI The Scriptural argument, which includes,—1. The miracles
and prophecies recorded in Scripture, and confirmed by testimony,
proving the existence of a God. 2. The Bible itself, self-evidently
a work of superhuman wisdom. 3. Revelation, developing and
enlightening conscience, and relieving many of the difficulties
under which natural Theism labours, and thus confirming every
other line of evidence.*

11. What is the meaning of the phrases & priori and ontological 7

The phrase @ priori, as contrasted with the phrase & posteriu,
signifies an argument proceeding downward from causes to effects,
or from general and necessary principles to some particular con-
sequence necessarily resulting from them. An @ posterior: argument,
on the other hand, is one proceeding in the contrary direction, from
effects upward to their cause, or from certain particular consequences
to the general and necessary principles from which they result.

An ontological argument is one (ontology is compounded of two
Greek words, meaning the science of real existence, or existence
in its absolute reality, as distinguished from phenomena or things
as they appear to us to be, relatively to our faculties of perception),
“which proposes to discover or establish the fact of any real
existence, either beyond the sphere of the present world, or in any
other way incapable of being the direct object of consciousness,
which can be deduced ¢mmediately from the possession of certain
feelings or principles and faculties of the human soul.” t

12. What ts the famous & priori argument for the existence of God,

serument g set forth by Dr. Samuel Clarke ?

By far the ablest and most famous argument for the being of
God ever constructed on @ prior: principles is that set forth in the
* Dr. Hodge. t Anclent Thilosophy, by W. Archer Butler, vol. i, ¢h. iiL, p. 68,

- T e sam—
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Boyle Lectures of Dr. S. Clarke, delivered in London, a.p. 1704.
Its main points are as follows :—

1. As it is certain that something does exist now, something
must have existed from all eternity; since it is contradictory to
conceive of anything commencing to exist except through the in-
tervention of some preéxisting cause, pp. 9 and 10, fourth London
edition, A.p. 1716,

2. Whatever has existed from eternity must be self-existent,
or necessarily existent; z.e, must have the ground or reason of its
existence at all times and in all places alike of an equal necessity
in itself, p. 15.

3. The only true idea of a self-existent or necessarily existent
being, is the idea of a being the supposition of whose not existing
Is an éxpress contradiction, p. 10.

4. The material world cannot possibly be the first and origi-
nal being, uncreated, independent, and of itself eternal ; because it
involves no contradiction to conceive of the world, as to the matter,
form, measure, or motion of it, either not to be at all, or to be differ-
ent from what it is, pp. 22, 23.

5. But since something does now exist, it is a contradiction not
to conceive of something as necessarily self-existent from eternity.
And besides, infinite space and eternal duration cannot be thought
not to exist without a contradiction; they are therefore neces-
sarily self-existent: and therefore, also, the essence of God, of which
infinite space and eternal duration are the essential properties or
attributes, must be self-existent also; for space and time are not
substances, but properties, which necessarily imply a commensu-
rate substance to which they belong, p. 16.

He thence proceeds by a similar process to prove that God is
infinitely wise, free, powerful, and good, etc.

13. What are the objections to this argument ?

This argument, as employed by Dr. Clarke, is consummately
able, and if not of itself conclusive, Las been of the greatest usein
confronting the ontological Pantheists on their own ground. The
recent fashionable objections to all @ priors reasoning on this sub-
jeet have been carried too far. 1. Because every @ prior: system
of proof is partly & posteriors, starting from the experience which

CIIAPTER
by
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enaprir consciousness affords us of dependent existence. 2. Because every
I.

@ posteriort system of proof embraces of necessity an & priore ele-
ment ; thus the principles that every effect must have a cause, and
that design argues intelligence, are & prior: judgnrents. The
special objections that lie against Dr. Clarke’s arguments are,—
1. It confounds logical necessity of thought upon the part of man
with physical necessity of being upon the part of God, making the
power of man to conceive or not to conceive the measure of real
existence. And 2. It makesspace and time, which are to us neces-
sary abstract conceptions, and conditions of all thinking, properties
of God. God is omnipresent and eternal, but in any other sense
it is absurd to regard space and time as properties of which he is
the substance. They are the conditions of all being, and are occu-
pied by all existences in infinitely various proportions and relations.

14. What 1s the argument of Descartes and others, derived from
the fact that we possess the idea of God ?

Descartes, founding all knowledge upon the truth of human
consciousness, maintained that in proportion to the clearness of
an idea is the evidence that it actually represents an objective
reality. But one of the clearest and most prominent ideas actu-
ally possessed by man is the idea of one infinitely perfect Being.
This idea could not spring from “any finite source, since the finite
and imperfect could not give me the idea of the infinite and per-
fect. Hence, if T have an incontestibly clear idea of God, a God
must necessarily exist.”

He also argued that the existence of God is implied in the
nature of the idea we have of him, just as the existence of a
triangle is implied in the conception which we form of a triangle.
Self-existence and necessary existence are essential elements of an
infinitely perfect Being; but as we have an idea of an infinitely
perfect Being, including his self-existence, it is a contradiction in
terms to conceive of him as not existing: therefore he must
exist.*

15. What are the objections to that argument ?
While we must ever regard this and all other & priori argu-

* Sce Morell's History of Modern Philosophy, vol i, p. 172,
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ments for the existence of God as of value in the way of demon- omsprrs
strating the fact, that although the idea of God cannot be strictly '
said to be innate, yet it is complementary to reason,—i.c., when

once presented, always afterwards felt to be necessary to satisfy

the demands of reason,—nevertheless we cannot regard this argu-

ment as being, when standing alone, a valid demonstration of the
existence of God. The conceptions of the human mind, whether

clear or vague, cannot be held as the certain measure of real ob-

jective existence. They can only form the ground of a rational
probability, and thus enhance the credibility of other arguments.

16. On what grounds do the German transcendental philosophers
Jound their belief in the being of a God ?

Schleiermacher, and his German and English followers, as Cole-
ridge, Morell, and others, place the foundation of this divine know-
ledge in the feeling of absolute and infinite dependence. This they
claim to be an inseparable element of every man’s self-conscious-
ness; and they represent this feeling as apprehending God im-
mediately as he is in himself, an infinite being, embracing and
conditioning our dependent being upon every hand. Schelling,
Cousin, and others, maintain that human reason, in its highest
exercise, is capable of an immediate intuition of the infinite, and
thus God is directly seen in his all-perfect being, by the appro-
priate organ of such an infinite knowledge in the human soul.

Both of these pretended ways of the immediate and adequate
apprehension of the infinite are disproved by the self-evident prin-
ciple, that the mind in every thought contains the conception which
it forms of its object, but a finite mind cannot contain an infinite
thought. We may know that God is infinite, but we can form
only a finite conception of him. Kvery form of human conscious- c
ness, whether of thought or of feeling, is finite, and depends upon
conditions, but the infinite has no limits or conditions. We be-
lieve God to be infinite, but we positively conceive of him only
as indefinitely great; that is, of a degree of greatness from which
we remove one by one the limitations which inhere in all human
thinking.*

* See Mansel's Limlts of Religlious Thought, pp. 101, 122, 124; and Sir William Hamilton's
Discusslons, pp. 29, 30.
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17. What s the Cosmological argument, or that argument which
deduces the necessary existence of a first self-existent cause from the

Cosmo-  fuct that the world certainly exists, and s evidently an effect ?

logical
argument,

Whatever exists must have a cause, either without or within it-
self. Tt must either have at some time been brought into exist-
ence by some preéxistent cause, or it must have the necessary
cause of its own existence in itself. If it have the necessary cause
of its own existence in itself, it must be eternal ; for the same neces-
sary cause must have operated equally at all times, and if there
ever was a time when it was not, it never could have caused itself
to be.

Thus far even the Atheist, Pantheist, Materialist, and Idealist
all agree with us. They maintain, however, under different forms,
the view that the world itself is eternal. We maintain that the
world is not self-existent, but an effect created by a God.

18. What is a cause, and whence do we dertve our conviction
that every effect must have a cause ?

A spiritual cause is a spirit originating its own acts and pro-
ducing its effect out of its own energy. An effect is some new
thing or change produced by the power or efficiency residing in
the cause.

“ A material cause consists always in two or more material sub-
stances with their active properties sustaining a certain relation
to one another in a certain state; and the efect is the same sub-
stances in another state. Thus, when a hammer is made to strike
a stone and break it, the cause consists of the hammer and stone
in one state and relation, and the effect the hammer and stone in
the state they are after the blow.”*

The conviction that every effect must have a cause is an origi-
nal and essential law of our intelligence, which instead of being
deduced as a consequence from experience, is involved in those
elementary processes of thought upon which all experience depends.
The judgment is not simply, that every change which we have
ever seen did have a cause, but that every change, of every kind,
past, present, and future, musé have a cause, and further, @ cause
adequate to produce the effect.

* M‘Cosh, Divine Government, p. 100.

oy
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19. How can t be proved that the world s an effect ?

The entire world, in all of its departments, as far as it is cog-
nizable by our senses, consists of the results of past changes and of
present changes, proceeding in continual succession. Now either
one of these three things must be true :—

1. Either there must be supposed one or more eternal, self-exist-
ent beings, which have the cause of their existence necessarily in
themselves, and which cause all the succession of dependent changes
which we see proceeding around us.

Or, 2. All these dependent changes which we see passing around
us are only the necessary modifications of the one universal, ne-
cessary, self-existent substance. This is the Pantheistic theory,
and is disproved below, under question 35.

Or, 3. The endless succession of changes which make up the
phenomenal world must have gone on from all eternity without
beginning or cause. This is self-evidently absurd. Every change
is an effect, and every effect must have a cause; but an infinite
chain of changes, each being in turn first effect and then cause, is
impossible, because an infinite chain of effects demands an adequate
cause, even more imperatively than a single effect. Thus the son,
though begotten, is not caused by the father; (1) Because the
father does not contrive the son, nor understand the process of his
production ; and (2.) Because the father is himself caused, and a
thousand generations of men demand a cause a thousand times
more imperatively than one.

This dream of an eternal succession is also annihilated by the
testimony of human history and the science of geology,* and by the
result of universal experien'ce; 1. That contrivance necessarily
implies intelligence ; and 2. That intelligence is always the cause,
never the result, of organization,

20. What 1s the Historical argument against the eternity of the
world ?

If the world be cternal, the human race must have existed for
ever, and have descended to the present through an eternal suc-
cession of generations. Otherwise, if, although the world be eter-
nal, the human race began to exist in time, we would still be forced

* See questions 20-22.
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cmprnz to believe in a God who created the human race. DBnt every

branch of human history, sacred and profane (and admitting, for
argument’s sake, that the books of Moses are merely human pro-
ductions, they are still as trustworthy history as any other), the
mythologies, traditions, records of all races and nations, concur
with comparative philology, or the science of the origin and rela-
tions of human languages, and with ethnology, or the science of
the origin and distribution of races of men, in converging to some
more or less remote point in the past as the starting-point of the
human family. Also other arguments, “such as the recency of
science ; the vast capacity of the species for general or collective
improvement, contrasted with the little progress which they have
yet made; the expansive force of population, and yet its shortness
still from the territory and resources of the globe ;”—-all alike prove
that the human race began to be at a comparatively recent period.*

21. What vs the Geological argument against the eternity of the
world ?

Geology has clearly established the fact that the earth has existed
many myriads of years, and passed through many successive physical
revolutions. Inthe progress of these successive revolutions differ-
ent races of plants and animals were successively brought into
existence, as the physical conditions of the earth suited their re-
spective habits. Thus, in order, the most elementary vegetable
forms preceded the animal ; and of these last, the fish, the reptile,
the bird, the mammiferons quadruped, and last of all, man, appeared
in snceession. The geologic record proves that in many sudden
catastrophes whole races of plants and animals were destroyed, and
then new and distinet species introduced.

In connection with these two facts all naturalists maintain
these two principles: 1. That there is no such thing as the de-
velopment of one species or family of plants or animals into
another; and, 2. That there is no such thing as the spontaneons
generation of new species. Consequently geology demonstrates
not only one, but many successive acts of absolute creation.  “ The
infidel,” says Hugh Miller,t “who in this late age of the world

* See Chalmers’ Natural Theology, vol. L, book 1., chap. v.
t Footprints of the Creator, p. 301.




DEVELOPMENT THEORY. 25

attempts falling back upon the fiction of an infinite succession would
be laughed to scorn.”

22, What was the famous Development theory as set forth by the
author of the « Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation,” and
Low may it be disproved ?

The great astronomer La Place originated the philosophical sug-
cestion which has always since been known as the Nebular Hypo-
thesis. He supposed that the stellar universe originated from an
indefinitely rarified and intensely hot nebulous matter, agitated by
a uniform gyratory motion ; and that from this origin the whole
universe has gradually been evolved, through the ealculable opera-
tion of the known laws of matter. This is cosmical development,
or the development of worlds. La Plaee treated this theory chiefly
in relation to astronomy, and claimed as its most prominent prac-
tical confirmation the existenee of large nebulous masses in the
remote abysses of space, which the telescope could not resolve into
stars, and whieh were, as he insisted, nebule in the process of
world development.

The anonymous author of the “Vestiges of Creation,” whose work
has exeited such general attention, has carried out this theory of
development into its furthest consequences and most detailed
applications,—to the successive origination of new species of plants
and animals, and to all the contemporaneous geologie changes of
the earth; thus leading into the question of organic development.
e maintains “that the simplest and most primitive type gave
birth to a type superior to it in compositeness of organization
and endowment of faculties, and this again to the next higher,
and so on to the highest.” Every organie existenee being de-
veloped by successive stages, tue higher from the lower, and
all at last from an original “fire mist,” by an inherent law of
progression.

This theory does not necessarily lead to theoretical atheism,
sinee the creation of so wonderfully pregnant a “fire mist” would
as much require an original intelligent eause as the immediate
ereation of the world in the Bible sense. It leads, however, to
practieal atheism, since it denies all providential intervention, and
it sets forth man as developed through the tadpole, by virtue of
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cmarrer the ultimate mechanical and chemical properties inherent in matter,
" instead of being created in the image of God.

We have to say,—1. With reference to La Place’s Nebular
Hypothesis, or theory of cosmical development, that it is now
generally held by Christian philosophers and astronomers as a
highly probable speculation, agreeing with and interpreting all
known facts. They agree, however, also in maintaining it only
as an approximate account of the successive stages in which the
infinite Creator, having previously created all things out of nothing
by the word of his power, brought his work, in the exercise of
his ceaseless providential agency, to its present condition. They
maintain these two principles: (1.) That as far as it is known,
without exception, God always perfects his works from an ele-
mentary commencement, by a regular method,and through suc-
cessions of time. That is, he works by fixed law. And for this
there appears this wise and beneficent reason, that if God should
exercise his infinite power any otherwise, his working would be
perfectly inscrutable to his intelligent creatures, and therefore to
them a revelation of his power merely, and not of his wisdom.
(2.) That law is never a cause, but only the method according to
which a cause acts. It is infinitely absurd, therefore, to offer the
nebular hypothesis as a rational account of the way in which the
universe might have come into its present condition without either
an infinitely intelligent and powerful ereating cause or an infinitely
intelligent and powerful providential upholder and director.

2. With respect to the further application of this theory to the
explanation of the origination of the simplest organic beings from
inorganic material elements in the first place, and then the gradual
development through successive stages of organic races, the
higher from the lower, in virtue of the inherent self-acting prin-
ciples of nature, we have to say,—(1.) As this view is held by the
author of the “Vestiges,” and generally by deistical speculators,
it rests wholly upon an absurd idea of “law.” Law is only the
method according to which a cause acts. The law itself, as well
as its effects, must be referred to the cause which observes it.
The more general and comprehensive the law, the more powerful
and intelligent must be the cause. (2.) All the leading natural-
ists, geologists, and physiologists, repudiate this theory upon
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scientific grounds,—e. g., L. Agassiz, Dr. Carpenter, Mr. A. Prit-
chard, Hugh Miller, Dr. Hitchcock. (3.) Its pretended experi-
mentum crucis, the generation under a galvanic current of small
insects without a parent germ, is discredited as a mistake by the
highest scientific authorities. (4.) Hugh Miller, in his “Footprints
of the Creator,” has annihilated this fiction. He proves, a, That
one species never develops into another. &, That there is no
such thing as spontaneous generation ; that every living thing
comes from a parent. ¢, That geology presents, on the contrary,
instances of the degradation of certain races,—. e, a retrograde
movement in creation, perfectly inconsistent with the theory of
development.  (5.) This theory develops mind from matter,
which is absurd.*  (6.) The most recent and highest tendencies of
scientific speculation indicate the conclusion, that while all living
orgapisms are formed of matter and are built up by material
forces, yet that the wvital principle which directs those forces is
wholly immaterial, not subject to the known laws of matter, and
therefore the organism which that vital principle erects cannot be
developed by those laws,

23. What is the Teleological argument, or that whicl establishes
the existence of God from the existence of design in his works?

We have already proved that the world must have had a cause,
a cause distinet from and exterior to itself, since eternal succession
and successive development have both been proved to be absurd.
In order to prove that this cause is a God, we have further to
show that this eternal, self-existent cause, is an intelligent free
agent, and a righteous moral governor.

Design, or the wise and skilful adaptation of means to a certain
end, according to an evident purpose, always infallibly proves two
things with regard to the cause: 1. That it is endowed with in-
telligence as well as power. 2. That it is endowed with free
will, exercised in purpose, selection, direction, etc. In other
words, that the cause is a person, or a plurality of persons.

Now, God’s universe in all its parts is full of design, as is evi-
dent in the balanced forces acting on such a vast scale in astron-
omy, and in the laws of terrestrial nature, so wonderfully correlated

See¢ question 32.
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cnarTeR to each other, and to the wider laws of the universe beyond. Tt is

L

preéminently manifested in the wonderful organizations of plants
and animals, and above all, of man, and the adaptation of each to
his peculiar cireumstances and purposes of life. It is manifested
also in the econstitution of the human soul, which is a created
effect; the relation of the soul to the body ; the adaptation of the
world to the moral constitution of man ; and the mutual relations
of intellect, will, emotion, and conscience in man. It is mani-
fested also in the constitution of man as a social being; in the
organization of all communities, conjugal, family, and national;
and in the universal history of the race, ete.®

24. How do we derive the conviction that design universally tm-
plies intelligence ?

This prineiple necessarily resolves itself into the more elemen-
tary one above stated, viz., that every effect must have a cause.
Every work evidencing design is an effect. The real nature of
every effect proves as incontestibly, by force of the essential laws
of reason, the nature of the cause from which it springs, as the
mere fact of the effect proves the mere fact of the cause. A
great effect proves a powerful cause. An intelligible effect proves
an intelligent canse. A design not understood may to us prove
nothing with regard to the cause from which it springs; but the
instant we do understand it, that instant we must attribute to
it intelligence and purpose in addition to efficiency.

Here we are necessarily brought to the decision of the great
question presented by the Materialists. They hold that there is
but one substance in the universe, to which the phenomena of
mind and matter are alike to be referred, beeause intelligence is
only one of several special results of material organization.

Now, all we know of power, of intelligence, of free choice, of
feeling, we derive from consciousness. But consciousness presents
these as always the ultimate, never the derived or constituted,
attributes of ourselves. And, moreover, as far as our experience
ever reaclies, free intelligenee is always the cause of organization,

* For the ilinstration of this great argument, see Paley on design in organized life;
Chalmers and Brougham on design as exhibited in the mentai and moral constitntion of
max; and Hugh Miller on desien as exhibited in thie successive creations during the
geologic cras. See Ps. xix. 1, aud Rom. i. 20.
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and never organization or material aggregation the cause of intel- cmnrm

ligence. The reason of the case, thercfore, and the analogy of an
unexceptive experience, absolutely uniform and universal, con-
strain us to refer all intelligible design to intelligence, and never
intelligence to organization, or any kind of material evolution.®

25. What are the principal objections urged against this argu-
ment from design, and how may they be answered ?

1. Hume, as quoted by Chalmers,t says that the sole rational
source of our conviction that design implies intelligence is our
experience in time past that such and such designs were produced
by an intelligent canse. If we see a house, a watch, or a ship,
we certainly know that they were formed by skilful men, because
we have anterior experience of the production of precisely such
effects by such causes. But the world, he maintains, is altogether

“peculiar effect ;” and since we have no experience whatever of
world-making, so we have no reason to conclude that the apparent
contrivances of nature are the product of intelligence.

To this we answer: (1.) That design and intelligence are cor-
relative terms; it is impossible for a sane mind to separate them.
An intelligible design, wherever scen, must suggest intelligence.
(2.) All our experience leads to the same result,—viz., not merely
that some instances of design have becn produced by intelligence,
but that all design is always and only so produced. (3.) The
science of geology does bring an instance of world-making within
the circle of our investigations, and we do practically find, as we
were assured upon @ prior: principles we would, that the same
laws of canse and effect, of intelligence and design, prevail in
world-making that prevail in every human art.

2. Tt is objected that we arbitrarily stop short with this argu-
ment, withont leading it to its legitimate conclusion: for if the
world must have a cause, so much more must God; and if the
world must have a designer, so much more must God.

We answer: (1.) An infinite series of dependent causes is
rejected as absurd by reason, and disproved as false by science,
therefore the eternal must be self-existent and uncaused. To

* Sce Sir Wiiliam Hamilton's Lectures on Mctaphysics, Leet. ik
t Sev Essays, vol 1, p. 157
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cnaprsr this conclusion science leads, and in it reason rests, although the

_  nature of self-existence can never be comprehended by a finite

mind. (2.) The world and human souls being effects, or some-

thing new produced by causes, present indubitable traces of de-

sign; but God being self-existent presents no evidence of design.

Self-existent intelligence no more suggests the idea of design thau
self-existent chaos.

3. M. Aug. Comte, the great apostle of the Positive Philosophy,
maintains that human reason has to deal with phenomena and
their order, or laws of succession solely, and that we have nothing
to do with either causes or design. He says that the adaptations
of elements and organs in nature are nothing more than “condi-
tions of existence.” If these were absent there would be no exist-
ence, and they are present only because they are necessary to the
existence in question. Where the circumstances proper to the life
of fish exist, there fish are found. “Only those stars are in-
habited which are inhabitable.”

To this we answer: (1.) The human mind always has discussed,
aud of rational necessity must discuss, causes. Laws account for
nothing ; they merely discover how causes act. (2.) Happily contrived
“ conditions of existence” are the very marks of design for which we
argue; but of necessity there must be a designing cause. A lake
is the place for a fish to live in; but no fish will live there until
he is made or put there. A star might be habitable for ever with-
out being inhabited. (3.) A large part of the design with which
God’s works are full are not bare conditions of existence, but con-
ditions of beautiful, happy, useful existence. Thus the sym-
metry of the human frame, and the relation of the eye and taste
to beauty, are not mere conditions of existence, but the work of a
God whose thoughts are beautiful, wise, and benevolent, as well
as effective.

4. It is objected by many, that the argument from existing
dependent creatures to a first cause, and from design in the world
o an intelligent designer, although valid as far as it goes, could
not possibly lead us to the knowledge of an infinite God. The
universe is only finite. The highest conclusion, therefore, that
we ought to form from the premises is, that a great though finite
being exists adequate to produce the actual effect.
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To this we answer: We not only admit, but insist upon the
fact that all the modes of human consciousness, feeling as well as
thought, being finite, we ean never positively embrace in our minds
the idea of an infinite being. This arises from the essential limi-
tations of our own minds. We must belteve in the existence of
the infinite, though our highest positive conception of God is that
of a being indefinitely great; t.e., we set no limits to our view of
any of his attributes, in any direction. Precisely to this result
does the argument from design lead us. We believe that the
world is finite only from rational necessity, not as the result of
experience. To us it is indefinitely great. The microscope and
the telescope have alike failed to see through creation; on either
hand it reaches indefinitely beyond our faculties of perception.
Science of the infinite and absolute is impossible ; but faith in them
is necessary to reason. We cannot think of time and space without
believing in eternity and immensity. We cannot think of depen-
dent causes without thinking of one cause from which all the rest
spring.  We cannot think of finite and dependent being without
thinking of independent and absolute being.* “ We cannot think
the divine attributes as in thewmselves they are, we caunot think
God without impiety, unless we also implicitly confess our impo-
tence to think him worthily ; and if we should assert that Ged is
as we think, or can affirm hLim to be, we actually blaspheme. For
the Deity is adequately inconceivable, is adequately ineffable, since
human thought and human language are equally incompetent to
his infinities.” +

26. What argument for the being of a God may be derived from
the Sense of Dependence which is common to all men ?

The religious instinct, which is one of the most universal and
indestructible attributes of human nature, is constituted of two
elements; 1. An intimate and inseparable sense of dependence,
which always accompanies our self-consciousness; and, 2. Con-
science, including a sense of moral accountability. ¢ With the
first development of consciousness there grows up, as part of it, the

* See Morell's History of Moral hilosophy, vol ii., Appendlx, p. 645; and Introduction,
pp. 67-60.

t Sir Wiiliam Ilamiiton's Lectures on Metaphysies, Appendix, p. 692; and sce also
Mansel's Limits of Reiiglous Thought, Lecture 1ii., note 11 on that Lecture

CBAPTEB

Moral
argument



32 THE BEING OF GOD,

cuserer innate feeling that our life, natural and spiritual, is not in our

=

Iiistorical
argument.

own power to sustain or prolong; that there is One ahove us on
whom we are dependent, whose existence we learn, and whose
presence we realize by the same instinct of prayer.”* This sense
of dependence has often, in the absence of knowledge, been pros-
stituted to various superstitions ; but its nniversal presence. under
all forms of faith, proves the being of a God.

27. State the arqument for the existence of God derived from
Conscience,

Conscience is a universal and indestructible principle of
human nature. It asserts, even when it is unable to enforce, its
supreme authority, as the organ of an ultimate law, over all the
active powers of the soul. Now, if there be no God, universal
conscience must be a lie, since its right to command over inclina-
tion and passion can be derived only from a superior authority,
whose right it is to reign. Conscience essentially involves a sense
of moral accountability, and in the case of the transgressor a fear-
ful looking for of judgment. Hence the universal prevalence among
men of expiatory sacrifices and penances.t

These two, a sense of dependence and of moral accountability,
constituting the religious instinct universally prevalent among
men, and proving that God must be a person, endowed with
intelligence and sovereign and righteous will, give us our first
conception of God, which is afterwards corroborated and enlarged
by the study of his works and of his word. As these are the
primary sources of our faith in God, so they exert immeasurably
the most prevalent influence in maintaining and enforcing that
faith among men.

o8, What is the Historical argument for the being of a God ?

Several arguments for the being of a God may be derived from
history. ’

1. Men of all nations, in all ages of the world, differing among
themselves in all respects susceptible of change, have professed
and acted upon this belief. Man is as essentially a religious
as le is a rational animal. Either the nature of man is a lie, o1

¢ Maneel's Limits of Religions Thought, p. 120. + Mansel, p 122
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there is a God. Cicero says, “ What nation is there, or what race cuaprer

of men, which has not, without any previous instruction, some
idea of the gods? Now, that in which all men agree must neces-
sarily be true.”

2. The student of universal history will find evident traces of de-
sign running through, and giving significance to the relative bearing
of all events. God is as plainly in history as he is in creation.

3. History, as shown above,* proves that the human race is
of recent origin, and therefore has been created.

4. Godliness has always worked beneficially for human nature,
Laving, practically, “ the promise of the life that now is.” Every
experiment of national Atheism has been morally, socially, and
politically disastrous.

29. What is the argument for the being of @ God derived from
the phenomena of Scripture?

The only way in which the existence of God can be known to
us at all is by some revelation of himself. Nature and providence
are as much revelations of God as Scripture; and inspired Scrip-
ture, miracles, and prophecy, are as much his works, and more
clearly manifest power, intelligence, goodness, and righteousness,
than does either nature or providence. All the evidences of Chris-
tianity which are spread out in the third chapter of this volume,
which prove that, if there be a God, Christianity is a revelation
from him, also just as legitimately prove that there 4s @ God, since
these are divine works, We are under the same nccessity of
accounting rationally for the phenomena of Scripture that we are
of accounting for the phenomena of creation. Thus: 1. Miracles
and propliecy are undoubted facts, established by testimony. But
miracles and prophecy are inconceivable except as acts of a God.
2. The Scriptures themselves are evidently the work of a super-
human intelligence.t 3. The feeble and crude notion of God fur-
uished by natural religion is by revelation taken up, completed, glori-
fied, and justified to the reason and conscience. 4, The spiritual
power of Christianity, as an experimental system, in the individual
and in all communities, in proving its suitableness to the highest
wants of himman nature, proves also the being-of a God.

* Sce question 20. t Sce chapter iii., questions 13 and 14.
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30. State summurily the amount of knowledge concerning Gud we
derive from the foregoing sources.

I. Our constitutional sense of dependence and of moral account-
ability gives us spontaneously our primary elemental notion of
God, and assurance of his existence.

IL. Reasoning upon all existences and events known to wvs
upon the two principles; 1. That every effect must have a cause ;
2. That the power, intelligence, and benevolence exercised by the
cause, in any special act of causation, may be argued from their
traces in the effect; we find—a, That God is the eternal, self-
existent, first cause; and, b, That he is indefinitely powerful, wise,
ree of will, and benevolent.

III. Reflecting upon the nature of intelligence and free will,
and their relation to organization, as always its cause, never its
effect, as developed in our own experience, we rise by necessary
inference to the conclusion that God, as a free intelligence, muss
be a personal spirit.

IV. Reflecting upon the phenomena of conscience, and upon
the constitution of our emotional nature and the general
course of providence in relation to the law of conscience,
we are necessarily led to the conclusion that God is also a
moral governor, who speaks through conscience, and who will
vindicate its sanctions because he himself is a holy and righteous
being.

V. From the profound constitution of our nature, although we
are utterly incapable of forming any commensurate conception of
the infinite and absolute, yet we must, as all men do, affirm their
existence, and that they meet in the self-existent and incompre-
lLiensible God.

This much we may now, under the noonday light of revelation,
certainly deduce from the phenomena of nature as to the being
and attributes of God; but before the light of revelation no man
wag able to see thus much, nor to affirm with confidence even
what he did see.

VI. From the diligent and rational study of the Holy Scrip-
tures, with the illumination of the Holy Ghost, we shall at-
tain to a complete theology, as far as that is possible to man
on earth.
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DIFFERENT FORMS OF INFIDELITY.

31, What is Atheism, and how far is it possible ?

Atheism is the denial of God. Of Atheists there are three
classes: 1. Those who confessedly deny the being of any God;
such as those who believe in an eternal succession of things as
they are, or in a successive development of nature in virtue of
inherent mechanical laws,—e. g., Comte, etc. 2. Those who, while
admitting God nominally, deny any of his essential constituent
attributes. In this sense the Pantheist, who denies the person-
ality of God, and who confounds him with the universe, is really,
though not nominally, an Atheist, since it makes little difference
whether we say that the world is God, or that God is the world.
3. To the same end tends practically, and by logical though not
by confessed consequence, all materialism, which makes intelligence
the result, not the canse, of physical organization; and all natur-
alism, which, while verbally admitting a distant God in the first,
inconceivably remote act of creation, denies him altogether in all
providence and supernatural revelation.

Atheism is possible. 1. Practically; many men live thus
without God in the world. 2. Although, from the indestructible
constitution of human nature, men must believe in and feel de-
pendence upon some first, self-existent being, and fear the judg-
ment of some righteous ruler; yet, through ignorance and want of
intellectual development, and through the delusive power of sophis-
tical speculation, many men honestly reject as untrue one or more
of "the essential constituent attributes of God, so that the gross
superstition or the barren notion left in their minds is not God.
Not loving God, they for a time succeed in eliminating, as a matter
of thought, his distasteful presence, Rom. i. 21-26, 28.

32. What is Materialism ?

As soon as we begin to reflect we become conscious of the
presence of two everywhere interlaced, but always distinet classes
of phenomena;—of thought, feeling, will, on the one hand; and
extension, inertia, etc., on the other. Analyze these as we may,
we never can resolve the one into the other. The one class we
come to know through consciousness, the other through sensation,
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and we know the one as directly and as certainly as the other ; and
as we can never resolve either into the other, we refer the one class
to a substance called spirit, and the other class to a substance
called matter.

Materialists are a set of superficial philosophers, with whom the
phenomena of feeling, conscience, and will are not intense, and
who have formed the habit of looking too exclusively outward upon
the world present to the senses. Hence they fall iuto the funda-
mental error of afirming, 1. That there is but one substance in
the universe; and, 2. That intelligence, feeling, conseience, voli-
tion, etc., are only properties of matter under eertain modifications.
Intelligence did not create and organize matter ; but matter, organ-
izing according to its inherent laws, evolved intelligence.

To this we answer: 1. This is no recondite dispute, as some
Materialists pretend, concerning substance. The Materialist knows
that by affirming conscience to be only a modification of matter
he destroys its essential nature; because if it be material it is
mechanical, and not moral. His object, doubtless, is to reason away
the phenomena of conscience and liberty. 2. The theory is one-
sided. Our knowledge of thought and feeling, conscience and will,
is at least as immediate and certain as our knowledge of matter.
Neither should be sacrificed to the other. 3. It is unwarrantable
dogmatism arbitrarily to refer the two classes of phenomena to the
same ground, while we are utterly unable logically to resolve oue
elass into the other. 4. This theory is inconsistent with eon-
sciousness and experience, the solid grounds of all our knowledge
on this subject. (1.) While the senses are several, and the bodily
organization constantly changing, yet in every complex experienee,
and through all time, the central I, which thinks and feels, is an
absolute unit. (2.) Matter is seen to be incapable of originat-
ing action—the central I has the power of absolute causation.
(3.) As far as we ever see, organization is always the result, never
the cause of intelligence.

33. What is Idealism ?

As the Materialist holds that the sensible is the only real, and
that mind is a modification of matter, so the extreme Idealist
bolds that the semsitive and cogmitive mind is the only real, and
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that the phenomena of the material world are only modifications
of mind. When a mun sees or feels a material object, the thought
or feeling of which he is conscious is within the mind itself. The
Idealist argues, consequently, that all the man really knows is the
thought or feeling of which he is conscious, and that he can never
be rationally certain whether there is any outward reality corre-
sponding to that inward state or not.

In the most extreme form, this tendency leaves the individnal
philosopher a solitary dreamer in the midst of the world. He can
know nothing outside of himself and the successions of his own
thoughts. This is the subjective Idealism of Fichte.

In a lower degree this tendency leads to an Idealistic Pantheism,
when all the phenomena of the universe, internal and external, are
referred to the modifications of one infinite spirit, which is God.
Such is the Pantheism of Schelling and Hegel.

But the phrase, “Idealism,” is also applied, in a modified sense,
to those systems of philosophy which, while admitting the ex-
istence both of matter and mind, yet build themselves ultimately
upon the unresolvable first principles of man’s internal self-con-
sciousness.

34. What s Hylozoism ?

Hylozoism (compounded of two Greek words, ?An, wood, {wy,
life,—living, animated matter) designates a theory attributed to
Strato of Lampsacus, who, confounding life and intellect with
force and motion, regarded the universe as a vast animal, self-
developing, through the plastic power of its own inherent life—.e.,
unconsciously self-developing—from eternity.®

35. What is Pantheism ?

Pantheism, as the etymology of the term indicates, signifies
that system which maintains that all phenomena, of every class
known to man, whether spiritual or material, are to be referred to
but one substance, and that the universal substance of God ; and
thus, matter and mind being declared to be only different modifi-
cations of one substance, Pantheism, from different points of view,
assumes sometimes a materialistic and at others an idealistic com-

* Ritter, Hist. An. Phii, book ix., ehap. vi
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plexion. The Athecist says that there is no God; the Pantheist,
that everything is God. The Materialist says that all the
phenomena of the universe are to be referred to one substance,
which is matter; the Pantheist says that they are all to be re-
ferred to one substance, and that the absolute substance of God.
Yet the Pantheist differs from the Atheist and Materialist more
in the colour and tone than in the essence of his creed. The Pan-
theist’s God is not a self-conscious, voluntary person, separate
from his creation; but he is that infinite, original, self-existent,
universal, unconscious, impersonal essence, to which all proper
attributes belong, intelligence as well as the attraction of gravi-
tation, whose infinitely various and ceaseless modifications of
substance, by a necessary law of eternal self-development, consti-
tute all things as they succeed each other in the universe of ex-
istence. God is neither sun nor star, ocean nor mountain, wind
nor rain, man nor beast; but these are all fleeting modifications of
God. God is ever, eternally the same himself ; but he is eternally,
and by a necessary movement, running through these endless
cycles of self-modification, coming to self-consciousness only tran-
siently in individual men as they are born and die—and in the
highest sense of all, coming to himself in the greatest men, those
heroes in whom all lesser men see and worship God.

This general system, modified endlessly as to special character-
istics, has prevailed from the dawn of speculation, as the necessary
goal of those proud intellects which maintain their capacity to
apprehend directly, and to philosophize worthily, upon the essential
mysteries of infinite and absolute being. It was for ages before
Christ the dream of the Hindoo theosophist, and of the Grecian
Fleatic philosopher. In modern times, from the days of Spinoza
to the present, it has been taught, among others, by Schelling,
Hegel, Cousin, Carlyle, and Ralph Waldo Emerson. Among the
ancient Greeks, and to the present day among the Ilindoos, the
popular accompaniment of this abstruse and atheistical specula-
tion has been Polytheism. The Pantheistic philosopher, by a
sweeping generalization, referred all the powers of universal nature
to one subject,—the All. Their uneducated contemporaries, unable
to reach so wide a generalization, recoguised a separate god in
every energy of nature. and thns worshipped gods and lords
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many. In modern times, on the other hand, Polytheism having cnaerre

been for ever made impossible by Christianity, the popular accom-
paniment of Pantheism, in Germany, France, England, and America,
is the worship of man ;—sometimes hero-worship, or the worship
of great, heroic men ; sometimes of mankind in the mass, as the
highest form into which the Deity is ever developed, the clearest
manifestation of God. This heresy is disproved,—

1. By the whole truth of human consciousness. If conscious-
ness teaches us anything clearly, it is that we ourselves are distinct,
individual persons. Pantheism teaches that we are only “parts
or particles of God,” springing from him and returning to him,
yet always part of him, as the waves are part of the sea.

2. By the truth of all the judgments of conscience, with regard,
first, to sin; second, to moral responsibility. Pantheism, by
making everything alike a necessary self-development of God,
makes sin impossible, destroys all distinetion between good and
evil ; and by denying the personality of God, and by making the
fleeting personality of man an illusion of his own consciousness,
it of course makes moral responsibility a myth.

3. By the whole argument from design.* Design proves in-
telligence and free will, self-conscious purpose, and therefore per-
sonality.

4. Pantheism, by referring the phenomena of mind and of
matter to one substance, must oscillate between the absurdities of
Materialism and of Idealism. There is a choice of follies, but no
middle ground.

5. By the whole system of historical testimonies and experi-
mental evidences that establishes the truth of Christianity.

6. By the uniformly degrading influence which this system
bas always exercised upon the morals of every community that
lhas drunk deeply of its spirit.

* See question 23

I
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THEOLOGY—ITS SOURCES.

1. How may religion be defined ¢

1. In the abstraet, religion signifies the relation which man, as
an intellectual and spiritual being, sustains to God.

2. In the concrete, religion signifies,—(1.) Subjectively, that
inward spiritual state and experience which justly eorresponds to
the reality of our relations to God; thus a religious man is one
who has an inward religious experience: (2.) Objectively, those
doetrines, institutions, and practical observances, whereby these
reations of God to man and of man to God are revealed and pro-
mulgated, and the duties corresponding to those relations are
practised. In this sense the Mohammedan is a false, and the Chris-
tian a true religion.*

2. What is THEOLOGY, and how is it to be distinguished from
religion ?

The English word “theology” is derived from the two Greek
woards, @eds, Aoyés, signifying discourse concerning God, then that
science which systematically comprehends all that is known to
man concerning God, and our relations to him. The terms “ theo-
logy” and “religion” are contrasted thus:—

Religion is practical and experimental; theology is scientific.
Every religious man is a theologian just so far as his knowledge
is aceurate and comprehensive ; every true theologian must be a
religious man as far as bis knowledge is experimental. The more
accurate and comprehensively systematic our religious knowledge,
the more is it a theology ; and the more real and praetical our
knowledge of God beconies, the more is our theology a religion.

Theology is to religion what physical seience is to the practical
arts. It is not essential, though it would be an evident advantage

* Dr. Hodge.
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if every artisan were a chemist, and every navigator an astronomer.
Yet without science all art would be unintelligent and limited.
Theology defines religion, and sets it upon a more certain ground.
It purifies it from foreign alloy, and defends it from all hostile
attacks. By making it more intelligent, it makes it more worthy
of God, and more effective for the salvation of man.*

3. What s the distinction between natural and revealed theo-
logy ?

Natural theology is that science whieh proposes to itself the
solution of these two great questions,—1. Does God exist? and,
2. What may be legitimately ascertained concerning the true
nature of God in himself, and concerning his relations to man,
from the prineiples of human reason and conscience, or from the
evidences of God’s works, either in creation or providence? A
distinction here must be carefully observed between that know-
ledge of God to which the human reason was able to attain by
means of its own unassisted powers independently of revelation—
e.g., the theology of Plato and Cicero; and that knowledge of God
which the human mind is now competent to deduce from the
phenomena of nature under the clear light of a supernatural reve-
lation—e.g., the theology of the modern rationalistic philosophers.
Natural theology, as reached by unassisted reason, was fragmentary,
inconsistent, and uncertain. Natural theology, as appropriated
and vindicated by reason under the clear light of revelation, is
itself a strong witness to the truth and supernatural origin of that
revelation,

Revealed theology, on the other hand, is that science which
treats systematically,—1. Of the evidences authenticating the
Christian revelation as from God; 2. Of the interpretation of the
records which transmit that revelation to us; and, 3. Of all the
information furnished by those records of God and his relation to
man, and of man and his relation to God.

4. What relation does PRILOSOPHY sustain to theology ?
Philosophy includes,—1. The systematic treatment of all that
the reason of man teaches with regard to God, and those necessary

® Gaussen.
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and universal ideas—e.g., space and time, cause and effect, right
and wrong, etc.—which lie at the basis of all human thought;
2. The discovery and systematic treatment of all the known facts
of man’s spiritual nature,—t.e., psychology, or the science of mind ;
3. The discovery and systematic treatment of all the known facts
of God’s works in material nature,—i.e., physical and physiological
science in all their departments; 4. The systematic treatment of
all the known facts of God’s direction of human actions in the
events of history.

In its higher departments, philosophy includes the ground of
natural theology, as explained under the preceding question,

In all its departments, philosophy sustains to revealed theology
solely the relation of an humble handmaid,—1. By demonstrating
the weakness and mnarrow limits of human reason, and the utter
impossibility of the human mind, as at present constituted, either
solving or finally dismissing certain insolvable questions condi-
tioning every system of theological or philosophical thought. For
“no difficulty emecrges in theology which had not previously
emerged in philosophy;” thus teaching * that humility is the
cardinal virtue, not only of revelation, but of reason;”* and thus
proving the necessity for a supernatural revelation, and inculcating
the necessity of a docile spirit upon the part of the interpreters of
the inspired record. 2. By helping us to understand more accu-
rately the constitution of the human soul and the works of God
in creation, and thus to interpret more intelligently the doctrines
of revelation, as far as the constitution of man and the laws of
outward nature are involved therein.

As a fact, however, the philosophy prevalent in any age or
nation has always, because of the presumption of the human in-
tellect, been allowed to intrude upon and pervert, in a greater or
less degree, the contemporaneous theology. Witness the influence
of Neo-Platonism upon the early Church; the supreme reign of
the philosophy of Aristotle over the Western Church during the
middie ages; the influence of the sensational philosophy of Hobbes
and Locke over the theological thinking of the school of Priestley
in England, and of France during the last century, and of New
England until to-day; the influence of the rationalistic philosophy

* Sir Willlain Hamilton's Diacussions, p. 588.
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of Leibnitz, Kant, ete., over the theology of Germany, Franee of cmarres

the present day, and the followers of Coleridge and Carlyle, down
to the Parker and Emerson sehool in America.*

5, What ts the true source of an authoritative theology; and
what are the three great parties which stand opposed to one another
on this subject

I. The Rationalists, who are of different schools (see below,
question 8), yet unite in the eommon principle of exalting
human reason, as either the sole and sufficient souree, or at least
the measure and judge, of all possible knowledge of God on the
part of man.

IT. The Romanists, who, denying that knowledge is necessary
to genuine faith, or that faith is founded in any sense upon reason,
maintain that the authority of the chureh, as an infallible teacher,
iz the ultimate foundation of all eonfidence; and that the holy
Scriptures, and ecclesiastical tradition, as aseertained and inter-
preted by the ehurel, are the sole sources of theologieal know-
ledge. (See below, ehap. vi,, and ehap. xxvii., question 6.)

III. Protestants oecupy an intermediate position between the
two extremes just stated. These hold,—1. That reason is an
original revelation of God to man, and, therefore, no subsequent
supernatural revelation can be given to man which is not, a, ad-
dressed to us as rational beings, and through the ehannel of our
reason; and, b, consistent with the clear and certain deduetions
of reason, acting legittmately within her own sphere. 2. As
reason has, by all experience, been proved insuffieient to guide man
in religious knowledge, and as God has been pleased to put into
our hands an infallible reeord of a supernatural and all-sufficient
revelation of himself, therefore the ultimate ground of our eonfi-
dence, and source of all our theologieal knowledge, is solely the
word of God, signified in the holy Scriptures. 3. Never-
theless, as revelation is addressed to our reason (by reason
including heart and eonseienee with the understanding), there-
fore its evidences are to be authenticated to reason, and the
words of the record interpreted by reason aceording to her own
laws,

¢ Sco Pearson on Tnfidelity, part ii, eliap. L
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orarrer 6. How can the position of the Romush Church on this subject be
I disproved ?

The Romish position, with regard to ecelesiastical tradition and
the authority of the church as an inspired teacher, is shown to
be false in the chapter on “The Seriptures the only Rule of Faith
and Judge of Controversies.”

I'would say here, in addition, that the Romanist, in advocating
his system of implieit faith, has to reason in order to prove that
reason is a false guide. The Protestant, on the other hand, reasons
in order to prove that reason in herself is insufficient, but that in
her last resnlt she leads to a revelation that reackes beyond, though
1t cannot contradict her.

7. What are the diferent senses in which the term “reason” s
used ?

Sometimes the term “reason” is used as equivalent to the mere
understanding, as distinct from the higher moral and intuitive
faculties of the soul. Sometimes it is used with exclusive refer-
ence to the @ prior: exercises of reason, in exclusion of all the
materials of experienece and history.

In this connection we, on the other hand, use the word
reason to inelude the whole of man’s faculty of knowing the
truth as it exists at present in his fallen condition, informed
by all the lights of his moral, emotional, and spiritual nature,
by his personal experience, and by all the natural light of
the world without, as the works of God and the history of
mankind.

8. What are the different positions held by the several classes of
Rationalists ?

The terms Rationalist and rationalistic have been used in dif-
ferent schools in very different senses. In general, however, it
may be said,—1. That in philosophy that system is rationalistic
which, in a greater or less degree, starts from & priors principles
constitutional to the human mind, and interprets all experience
and history—except in those extreme systems where the validity
of experienee and history is altogether denied—in subordination
to these principles. Thus every philosophical system may be
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said in some sense to be rationalistic which does not draw all crarres
knowledge from the bodily senses. But, 2. In Christian theo- ‘"
logy, that system is properly called rationalistic which either
rejects the possibility of a supernatural revelation altogether, or
which interprets the records of that revelation in subordination to
the previously settled conclusions of the human intellect, or the
intuitive sentiments of the human heart. Thus, when any philo-
sophy whatsoever is allowed to modify the interpretation of the
Scriptures by its own independent principles, the result is a
rationalistic system, whether the philosophy so modifying it
is itself rationalistic or eminently the reverse. For instance,—
(1.) The rationalism of Priestley and the old school of English
and American Unitarians sprang from interpreting the Scriptures
under the rule of the lowest sensational and materialistic philo-
sophy. (2.) The rationalism of the modern Germans and their
disciples in England and America springs from subjecting all
revelation to the supreme rule of the @ priors principles of reason.
(3.) The rationalism of the new school of Newman and Parker,
self-styled “spiritual,” has its source in clevatiug the natural,
moral intnitions and feelings, common to all men, to the seat of
supreme judge.

It will serve a good purpose to group the different classes of
Rationalists thus . —

1. Those who deny the possibility and necessity of a super-
natural revelation at all.

(1.) The Pantheists of all schools. They maintain that, since
God is equally in all things and in all events, all phenomena are
consequently equally modifications, and, therefore, equally revela-
tions of him. There is a higher, though not more real sense, in
which God reveals himself in man, and most conspicuously in
heroic men; so that, in a rising scale of revelation, God is in the
same sense, though in different degrees, revealed in Plato, Moses,
Paul, and Jesus Christ.

(2.) Others, as F. W. Newman, Theodore Parker, etc., and in
tendency certainly Mr. Morell, in his ¢ Philosophy of Religion,”
maintain that, from the very nature of religion the object, and
from the constitution of man the subject, of divine knowledge, no
religious revelation is possible to man, except through the exer-
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ousrrkr cise of his natural faculty of spiritual intuition. Newman and

\L

Parker maintain that this intuition is sufficient for man in its
normal state, and that there is therefore an element of permanent
and universal truth common to Christianity and all other reli-
gions ; while the special history and doctrines of all of them are
the mere outward symbols which thinkers of the nineteenth
century have outgrown. Morell, on the other hand, admits that,
in the case of the writers of the Christian Scriptures, this natural
faculty of spiritnal intuition was exalted in a manner very much
the same as that which we understand by spiritual illumination,
which accompanies every case of genmine Christian sanctifica-
tion: thus the apostles were inspired only in so far as they
were preéminently holy and profoundly experienced in divine
things.

(3.) Others hold, like the old Deists, that no revelation has been
given, because none was needed. Stealing their conceptions of
God from revelation, they argue, from the sufficiency of the know-
ledge which natural theology presents, that no supernatural revela-
tion i necessary.

2. There remains another large class of Rationalists—distinguished
among themselves, however, by many special traits, and carrying
their principles to very various degrees—who, while admitting the
fact of a divine revelation, assert the right of reason to sit in
judgment upon the truth, and to discriminate in the record the
true from the false. Thus,—(1.) Different inspired books have
been rejected on internal evidence. (2.) The supernatural element
has been declared irrational. The old school Rationalists denied
that this element was in the Scriptures, and tried, by desperate
feats of exegesis, to prove it not there. The result of that
controversy has annihilated that sehool of Rationalists for ever.
The new school admit that there is a supernatural element in the
Scriptures, and that so far forth the Scriptures are not pure,
rational truth, and are to be improved upon. (3.) The distin-
guishing doctrines of the gospel have either been rejected or
radieally perverted, because regarded in their genuine form as in-
consistent with man’s innate moral sentiments.”

* See Mansel's Leetures of Religious Thought, Lect. i ; and Pearson on Infidelity, part i.
chap. iii. and lv.

T e R




SUPERNATURAL REVELATION POSSiBLE. 47

9. IHow may it be shown that a supernatural revelation ts cHAPTER
posstble ? 2

The natural sources through which men derive whatever know-
ledge they may attain to by nature are,—1. Their bodily senses.
2. Their inward consciousness informing them through the laws
of their own mental, moral, and emotional constitution. 3. By
reflection and imagination these materials of knowledge are, with
infinite variety, redrranged in new relations. and new consequences
are logically deduced from them. 4. The experience and the results
of the reflection of other men, conveyed to them through language.

Now it appears self-evident that the God who made man may
at any time convey to men any new knowledge their faculties are
capable of recetving.

1. Even new simple ideas may be excited within his mind by
means of a supernatural spiritual illumination and inward ex-
perience. God docs act upon the finite soul, though we cannot
understand how he acts; and yet we can understand that if
such an experience be excited in the mind, the man would
have the same knowledge of the matter of this new experi-
ence that he has of the matter of his perceptions through his
bodily senses.

2. It is clear that God may convey, by means of visions,
language, or otherwise, any information not involving new ele-
mentary ideas ; just as any man may, by means of signs, convey any
information that he is possessed of to the mind of another.

Many modern Rationalists make a very senseless objection to the
possibility of what they call a “book revelation.” They argue
that a book is composed of words, and that words are mere
arbitrary signs, which have power to excite only those ideas which
are already in the mind ; and, thercfore, if Paul, by a divine influ-
ence, had been elevated to the intuition of new spiritual truth, he
could not by words have communicated those spiritual truths to
any who had not alrcady the same ideas latent in their minds. In
answer to this, we admit that simple or elementary ideas cannot
be first taught by words. No man ean know colour without an
eye, or moral right without a moral sense.* But, on the other
hand, it is too plain to be denied,—

* See Locke's Essay, bock Iv.. chap. xvilL, sect. 3
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(1.) That the revelations of the Bible consist principally of facts,
promises, commands, and threatenings; and that the reception of
no new elementary ideas, in the proper sense of that word, is
involved in Christian faith. The primary ideas of the soul,
intellectual and moral, are involved in this revelation, and glori-
ously exalted in new combinations and relations.*

(2.) That God can convey to man, by means of language, infor-
mation with regard to himself and his purposes, not involving
new elementary ideas, just as clearly and as certainly as one man
can convey any new information to any other.

(8.) The Scriptures themselves teach that the spiritual beauty
and power of the revelation they convey can be discerned only by
means of a supernatural spiritual illumination and inward practi-
cal experience. The work of the Spirit accompanying the word
completes the revelation; and although the Spirit thus dispensed
communicates no new truth, but only leads the heart and con-
science to the experience of the full spiritual idea conveyed by the
word, yet there is a true sense in which the Bible is a revelation
only to those who have the Spirit.

10. How may it be shown that a supernatural revelation s
necessary jfor man ?

1. From reason 1tself ; for although in man’s original condition
reason doubtless was a sufficient guide, yet reason itself teaches
us,—(1.) That man’s intellectual and moral nature is disordered, and
not capable of perfectly fulfilling its original functions. (2.) That
man’s relations to God are complicated by guilt and alienation,
and that the Light of nature discovers no remedy for men in this
state.

2. The human heart universal craves such revelation from God,
and has always manifested its readiness to receive even counterfeits
of one in the absence of the true.

3. Reason has never, in the entire course of human history,
availed to afford man religious comfort and certainty, and to lead
him in the way of moral rectitude, 1 Cor. i. 20, 21. Revelation
has.  Both have been tried upon a wide scale : the one has proved
sufficient, the other has failed.

* See Alexander's Moral Science, chaps. 1i, and x1L
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4. The highest prophets of reason are not agreed among them- cnarrre

selves; no two prominent Rationalists agree as to what the all-
sufficient and universal religions teaching of reason is. Their
mutual ineonsistency demonstrates the worthlessness of their
common principle.

11. What s the distinction between reason and faith, and what
ts the legitimate use of reason in the sphere of religion ?

The general definition of faith is, “assent to the truth upon
the exhibition of its appropriate evidence.” (See chapter on
Faith.) This assent, in many of its modes, is an act of the un-
derstanding alone; and in all cases it involves the action of the
understanding, working eoncurrently with the will (or heart).
But when we contrast faith and reason, as mutually exelusive,
then we define reason to be man’s natural facully of reaching
the truth, tncluding his wnderstanding, heart, conscience, and ex-
perience, acting under natural circumstances, and without any
supernatural assistance. And we define faith, on the other hand,
to be the assent of the mind to truth, upon the testimony of God,
conveying knowledge to us through supernatural channels. As to
the anthority and legitimate use of reason in the sphere of theo-
logy, Protestants admit,—

1. That reason is the original and fundamental revelation of
God to man.

2. Reason is therefore involved and presupposed in every other
revelation God will ever give to man. The Seriptures address us
as rational creatures, and to the irrational they are no more a
revelation than light is to the blind.

3. God cannot even be supposed to reveal anything whiech
eontradicts reason, acting legitimately within her own province.
For then (1.) would God, who speaks first in reason, contradict
himself, and (2.) faith would be impossible. To believe, is to
assent to a thing as true. To see a thing to be contrary to reason,
is to see it not to be true. These opposite states of mind eannot
concur at the same time.

Dut, on the other hand, Protestants maintain that it is essen-
tial for us to settle definitely the limits of the office of reason
with regard to divine things.

4

I1.
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caapter 1. It is self-evident that there is a total difference between a
2 thing being above reason, and its being clearly contrary to reason,
acting legitimately in its own sphere. The ignorant boor has no
right to measure the philosopher by his standard; and much less,
of course, has the philosopher a right to measure God by his.
Many things are claimed to be contrary to reason which only
appear to be such because of our ignorance. “ Humility becomes

the cardinal virtue, not only of revelation, but of reason.”

2. Human reason utterly fails to grasp the idea of the in-
finite, or to understand the relation of the infinite to the finite.
From this universal incapacity springs the mystery which attends
so many of the revelations and providential dispensations of the
infinite God. Hence the insolvable nature of such questions
as the origin of evil, divine foreknowledge, foreordination, and
concurrent providence, with relation to the free agency of man,
ete., ete.

3. Hence it follows that reason cannot be the measure of
our faith; we must believe, and that rationally, much that we
cannot understand. We must use reason to reach the knowledga
of what God means by his words, and what he would have us be-
lieve. DBut to understand the meaning of words is one thing, and
to understand Zow the thing we believe exists in all of its rela-
tions, is entirely a different thing. We believe ten thousand
things with respect to the phenomena of our earthly life that we
cannot understand; how much more may we do so rationally
with respect to the information conveyed to us by a supernatural
revelation concerning divine things!

4. Hence it follows that reason cannot be the ultimate ground
of our faith: this rests only upon the knowledge and truth of
God, who speaks to us in bis word. Reason establishes the fact
that God speaks, but when we know what he says, we believe it
because he says it.

The use of reason in the sphere of theology is,—1. To examine
the authenticating evidence of revelation, and to decide the fact
that God is speaking therein.

2. To interpret, with the help of every light of the most various
learning, the records of revelation, and to determine impartially
what God does say to us therein.

e

e
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This work of interpretation includes, besides the grammatical
rendering of every text by itself, the careful comparison of Serip-
ture with Scripture; the limitation of one class of passages by
another bearing upon the same subject; and thus a development,
by an impartial induction from all Scripture, of the entire har-
monious system of trnth God has therein revealed.

3. Be it remembered that reason can accomplish this much
successfully only as it is informed by a sanctified heart, and guided
by the Holy Ghost.

4. Reason can be of further use in this matter only as the
servant and instrument of faith, in promulgating, illustrating,
and defending the truth.

CHAPTRED
1L

12. Give a summary statement of the different departments of pepart-

Christian theology ?

The three grand departments of Christian theology are,—I. The
Exegetical ; the object of which is to arrive at the exact mind of
the Holy Spirit in the interpretation of the text. This department
includes, as preparatory, the study of the original languages, the
critical settlement of the text in its integrity, also Biblical geo-
graphy, antiquities, and the science of the Old Testament types
in their relation to the gospel.

II. The Dogmatic, or Systematic; the object of which is, by
means of a just comparison and impartial induction from the
sacred text truly interpreted, to present a scientific exhibition of
all the doctrines of the Bible in their essential relations. This
includes,—1. Anthropology, or the teaching of the Scriptures con-
cerning man and his relation to God; 2. Theology proper, or the
doctrine concerning God and his relation to man; and 3. Soter-
ology, or the doctrine of salvation.

III. The Practical ; the object of which is, to deduce, from the
doctrines and precepts of the Bible, rules for the organization and
administration of the Christian Church in all her functions, and
for the guidance of the individual Christian in all the relations
of life.

mente of
theology,
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THE EVIDENCES OF CHRISTIANITY.

casprer 1. How may the evidences authenticating the truth of Chivs-
ML tanity be classified ?

They bave been most commonly classified as,—1. External ; i.e.,
those evidences which accompanied the persons who acted as the
organs of revelation and authenticated their claims,—e.g., miracles
and prophecy. 2. Infernal; i.e, those evidences which are in-
herent in the divine message and in the inspired records thereof,

-such as may be decided without any reference to external sources
of fact and testimony,—e.g., the moral perfection of the Clristian
system, the miraculous harmony of all the books, the super-
natural intelligence they discover, the spiritual power of the truth,
ete., ete.

Another classification, less common, but more exact, may be
founded upon the distinction between the different principles of
the human soul to which the several kinds of evidence are ad-
dressed. Thus,—1. The rational evidence, or that which presents
itself to the rational faculties of man. This class embraces the
evidence of history, miracles, prophecy, undesigned coincidences,
general harmony of records, etc. 2. The moral evidence, or that
which presents itself to the judgment of the moral sense. 3. Spirit-
ual evidence, or that which can be judged only by the spiritual
man, as the result of his personal experience of the power of these
truths when spiritually discerned.

A third classification may be presented thus:—1. These various
sources of evidence theorctically considered; te., treated by the
understanding asthebasis of atheoretical judgment. 2. That practi-
calevidence which resultsfrom putting the principles of Christianity,
its precepts and promises, to the test of practical experience.

Without following any of these principles exclusively, I shall
attempt to establish the following positions in their order:—
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1. God and human nature, being what they are clearly known
to be in the mere light of reason and experience, a special
revelation from God te man is antecedently in the highest sense
probable.

2. The Old and New Testaments, whether the word of God or
not, are, beyond question, both genuine and authentic historical
records.

3. The miracles alleged in evidence of the Christian religion
are established as facts by abundant testimony; and when admitted
as facts, they invincibly demonstrate the religion they accompany
to be from God.

4. The same is true with regard to the prophecies contained
in the Secriptures. The truth of Christianity is established also—

5. By the miraculous harmony of all the books, and by the
other phenomena of supernatural knowledge which they present.

6. By the character of the moral system they teach.

7. By the character of its Founder.

8. By the spiritual power of Christianity, as testified in the
religious experience of its individual subjects, and also by its
wider influence over communities and nations in successive gener-
ations. )

9. By the history of its early successes.

2. How can it be proved that a supernatural revelation from
God to man is antecedently probable ?

We have already exhibited the evidences, derived from the
cvident traces of design in the creation, and from the no less
cvident character of that design in its relation to sensitive crea-
tures, and from the phenomena of conscience, that God is infinitely
intelligent, benevolent, and righteous. He not only provides for
all the wants of his creatures as they occur, but he always adapts
their condition and circumstances to the nature with which lLe
has endowed them.

But the pre¢minent characteristics of man are,—1. That he is
a moral agent, and therefore needs a clearly revealed rule of duty.
2. That he is essentially religious. Universal history proves the
universality and supreme power of this principle in the human
heart.
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In a state of nature, this eraving after God uniformly reveals
man’s moral and religious darkness.  Fear and unecertainty
characterize every one of the thousand forms assumed by false
religions, and the heart of man everywhere longs for light and
certainty, Acts xvii. 23.

The intelligenee of God leads us to hope that he has adapted
the means to the end, and that he will erown a religious nature
with a supernatural religion.

The benevolence of God leads us to hope that he will relieve
the grievous bewilderment and avert the danger of his ereatures.

The righteousness of God leads us to hope that he will speak
in distinet and authoritative tones to the conseience.

Having already revealed himself in nature, though only suf-
ficiently to stimulate us to uncertain and painful action, we may
surely hope that by a second revelation he will lead us to certainty,
if not to peaee.

3. What two points are tnvolved in the proposition, that ths
sacred Scriptures, whether the word of God or not, are yet un-
questionably genuine and authentic historical records ?

1. That the Old and New Testaments were written respectively
by the several writers, and in the several ages, which they them-
selves set forth, and that they have come down to us without
aterial change.

2. That these writers were honest and intelligent, men who
proposed to themselves to write authentic history.

4, How can wt be proved that these books were written by the
authors by whom, and at the times tn which, they respectively
profess to have been written ?

The evidence establishing this fact in behalf of both Testa-
ments is greater than that establishing the genuineness of all
other aneient writings put together. This evidence is set forth at
large under ehap. vi,, on the Canon. It may be summarily indi-
cated thus:—

1. These writings are in the precise language, dialeet, and
general style which are known to be proper to their professed
authors and age.



TIIE SCRIPTURES GENUINE AND AUTHENTIC. 55

2. The Jews and Christians who were contemporaries of the cuaprer
authors of these books received them as inspired, circulated them '
in all synagogues and churches, transcribed and preserved them
with superstitious care.

3. There remain to this day, among both Jews and Christians,
those institutions and monuments the origin of which these
records relate as part of their contemporaneous history; the fact
of the institutions verifying, of course, both the credibility of the
writings and the contemporaneousness of their origin respectively
with that of the institutions they describe.

4. As to the Old Testament: The Pentateuch has been in the
keeping of hostile parties, Jewish and Samaritan, since, at least,
six or seven hundred years before Christ. The whole Old Testa-
ment has been in the custody both of Jews and Christians cver
since the birth of Christ.

5. The evidence borne by ancient versions.

6. The testimony of Josephus and the Christian Fathers of the
first three centuries, presented in their lists of the sacred books
and numerous quotations from them.

5. How can it be proved that these writings contain authentic
lastory ?

1. Leslie, in his “ Short and Easy Method with the Deists,”sets
down the four following marks, as establishing, when they all meet
together, beyond all doubt the truth of any matter of fact :—

(1.) That the matter of fact be such that men’s outward senses
may be judges of it.

(2.) That it be done openly in the face of the world.

(3.) That not only public menuments be kept up in memory of
it, but some outward action be performed.

(4.) That such monuments and such actions be instituted
and do commence from the time that the matter of fact was
done.

All of these marks concur in establishing the truth of the
most remarkable facts related in the inspired records, and conse-
quently iu confirming their truth as a whole. These monuments
and actions are such as follow: the weekly Sabbath, circum-
cision, the passover, the yearly feasts, the Aaronic priesthood,



CHAPTER
nr

Evidenee
of mir-
reles.

56 THE EVIDENCES OF CHRISTIANITY.

the temple and its services, baptism, the Lord’s supper, and the
Christian ministry. These must date from the facts they com-
memorate, and prove that the contemporaries of those facts, and
every generation of their descendants since, have believed the
history to be authentic.

2. Many of the principal facts are corroborated by nearly
contemporary infidel writers, as Josephus, Tacitus, Pliny, etc.

3. Many of the facts of the gospel history are corroborated by,
it is said, as many as fifty Christian authors of the first four
centuries.”

4. The sacred historians are perfectly accurate whenever they
allude to any facts of contemporaneous profane history,—e.g., Luke
ii. 1, ete.t

5. The character of the writers. (1.) They were honest,—
a, because their doctrine was holy,—bad men never would have
taught such a code, good men would not wilfully deceive; b, be-
cause both prophets and apostles sealed their testimony by their
sufferings and death ; and, ¢, because of their evident candour in
narriting many things to their own disadvantage personally, and
apparently inimical to the interests of their cause.f (2.) They
were not fanatics, because the modesty and moderation of their
words and actions is as manifest as their zeal.

6. There exists the most accurate agreement between the
several historical books, as to matters of fact, and such subtle
coincidences as to details between narratives widely differing in
form and purpose, that all suspicion of fraud is rendered im-
possible.§

7. All of their geographical and local allusions and refer-
ences to the customs of ancient nations are verified by modern
research.

6. What is a miracle, and how are such events designated in
Scripture ? '

A miracle is an act of God, the physical effect of which is
visible, and evidently incapable of being rationally assigned to

* Angus' Bible Hand-book, p. €5. + See Conybeare and Howson’s Life of St. Panl
! See Paley’s Evidences, part fi.
¢ see Paley’s Horee TPaulin, and Blunt’s Undesigned Coincldences.
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any natural cause, designed as a sign authenticating the divine cmarrrs

mission of some religious teacher.

These are called, therefore, in the New Testament, sometimes
épya, works, John v. 86, vii. 21; sometimes onueiov, a sign,
Mark xvi. 20; sometimes Suvdues, translated in our version
wonderful works, Matt. vil. 22, and mighty works, Matt. xi. 20,
and miracles, Acts ii. 22 ; sometimes répas, wonder. Signs, won-
ders, and powers, or miracles, oceur together, Acts ii. 22 ; 2 Cor.
xii. 12; Heb. ii, 4.

7. What is Hume's famous argument against the credibility of
miracles, and how may that argument be disposed of 7

Hume argues,—1. That miracles are professedly established on
the evidence of human testimony. 2. That the power of human
testimony to induce our faith arises from our experience of the
truthfulness of testimony. 3. In cases of conflicting evidence we
must weigh the one against the other and decide for the stronger.
4. That a miracle is a violation of a law of nature; but the
universal experience of ourselves, and of the whole human family,
proves that the laws of nature are uniform, without exception. We
have, then, universal experience against the testimony of a few
men; and, on the other hand, only a partial experience that human
testimony is credible, for all testimony is not true. No amount
of human testimony, therefore, the credibility of which is guaran-
teed only by a partial experience, can induce a rational belief that
the laws of nature were suspended, because their absolute uni-
formity is established by universal experience.

In answer, we admit that universal experience establishes the
uniformity of a law of nature as such. But it is this precisely
that makes a miracle possible, otherwise we could not discrimi-
nate between the natural and the supernatural. A miracle is a
supernatural act, and universal experience testifies nothing upon
the subject, further than that, nature being uniform, a supernatural
act might be recognised as such, if it occurred. Negative evidence
has no force against well established positive evidence. The
fact that men in China never saw a miracle in six thousand years
proves absolutely nothing as to whether men in Judea did or did
uot see miracles on many occasions.

II1.
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More men and worthier have scen miracles than ever were in
a condition to prove by testimony the descent of meteoric stones.
Does water never freeze because universal experience in Africa
knows nothing of such a phenomenon ?

Hume argued that miracles are incredible; that even if they
occurred they could not be established on the evidence of human
testimony. Strauss, and the German Pantheists generally, main-
tain that miracles are impossible. They hold nature to be an
eternal and necessary development of God ; it, therefore, cannot
be suspended or violated. A miracle, therefore, being a suspension
of the laws of nature, is impossible.

8. How far do miracles, when the fact of their occurrence 1s
clearly established, avail to authenticate a divine revelation ?

Some object that miracles may be wrought by evil spirits, in
support of the kingdom of darkness, Matt. xxiv. 24; 2 Thess.
ii. 9 ; Rev. xiii. 13. To this class they refer witcheraft, sorcery,
spirit-rapping, etc.*  But surely the genuine miracle, being an act
of God, can always, as every other divine act, be distinguished from
the works of Satan. The marks are, the character of the person
and of the doctrine in authentication aof which the miracle is
wrought, and the character of the miracle itself. Jesus constantly
appeals to the miracles which he wrought as conclusive evidence
as to the divinity of his mission, Joln v. 36, and xiv. 11 ; Heb.
il 4.

9. In what essential qualities is the unquestionable genuineness
of the New Testament miracles made manifest ?

1. The dignity, power, and benevolence of the works themselves.

2. The peerless dignity and purity of the men whose mission
they authenticated.

3. The purity and spiritual power of the doctrines they accom-
panied.

4. Moreover, God’s revelation constitutes one system, evolved
gradually through seventeen centuries, from Moses to the Apostle
John, every step of which mutually gives and receives authenti-
cation from all that precedes and follows. Taking the two dis-

* Scc Trench on Miracles, Preliminary Essays, chap. il
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pensations in their historical, typical, and prophetical relations, cnarrer
the miracles performed in their several epochs mutually confirm '
one another.

Besides all this, the gospel miracles were definite, and unques-
tionably supernatural events, and were easily seen and recognised
as such by all intelligent witnesses ; they were performed in the
sight of multitudes in various places, and on different occasions ;
they were accurately recorded by several witnesses, who, while
varying as to details, corroborate each other; and they were never
disproved by early enemies, nor doubted by early friends.

10. What is a prophecy, and how does it avail to authenticate Evidenca
@ revelation clatming to be divine ? ;f)g;’

Prophecy has been well described as a miracle of knowledge,
as those works of God commonly so called are miracles of power.

A prophecy is a communication by God of supernatural knowledge
concerning the future, with the design of proving thereby the
divine origin of a message elaiming to be from God.

A miracle of power proves itself such at ouce, and is then
handed down to future generations only by the testimony of cye-
witnesses. A prophecy, or miraele of knowledge, proves itself to
be such only subsequently, by its fulfilment; while, on the otler
hand, it has the advantage of always remaining a monument of
its own truth, contemporaneous with every succceding generation.

Besides verbal prophecies, the Old Testament is full of types,
or prophetical symbols, which have their exact fulfilment in the
person and works of Christ.

11. What are the discriminating marks which must necessarily
concur tn any unquestionably authentic prophecy ?

1. It must have been uttered as a prophecy from the beginning,
A happy coincidence must not be allowed to occasion such a claim
as an after-thought.

2. The prophecy must have a definite meaning, which is brought
to light and put beyond question by the fulfilment. The more
definite the statement, and the greater the number of details cor-
responding between the prophecy and the event, the more con-
clusive is the evidence.
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3. The prophecy must not be of such a character that it can
lead to its own fulfilment, by way of suggesting to th® human
agents engaged therein.

4, It must be worthy of God, as to dignity and purity, both
in its own character and in the system of faith and practice with
which it is associated.*

12. State some of the more remarkable vnstances of fulfilled pro-
phecy.

1. Old Testament prophecies concerning (1.) The present state
of the Jews, Hosea ix. 17; Jer. xxiv. 9; and (2.) Tyre, Isa. xxiii.;
Joel iil. 4-7 ; Ezek. xxvi—xxviii. ; Amosi. 9, 10; Zech. ix. 1-8.
(3.) Nineveh, Nahumi. 8,9; ii. 8-13; iii. 17-19; Zeph. ii. 13-15.
(4.) Babylon, Isa. xiii., xiv., xliv.—xlvii. ; Jer.L1li. (5.) The Chal-
dean, Medo-Persian, Grecian, and Roman empires, Dan. 11.31-45 ;
vil. 17-20 ; viii, xi.

2. The Old Testament predictions concerning Christ : Gen. xlix.
10; Isa. vil. 14 ; ix. 6, 7; xi 1, 2; xlil. 1-4; liii.; Dan. ix.
24-27; Ps. xvi. 10 ; Zech. xi. 12, 13 ; Haggai ii. 6-9 ; Mal. iii.
1; Micah v. 2.

3. The predictions uttered by Christ and the apostles: (1.) The
destruction of Jerusalem, Matt. xxiv.; Mark xiii. ; Luke xxi
(2.) The anti-Christian apostasy: 2 Thess. ii. 3-12; 1 Tim.
iv. 1-3.+

13. Show that the relation which the different books of Scripture
and their contents sustain to each other proves them to constitute one
divinely inspired whole.

This wonderful constitution of the sacred volume is a miracle
of intelligence, the authenticating evidence of which is, therefore,
analogous to that furnished by prophecy. It consists of sixty-
six separate books, including every form of composition, on every
variety of subject; composed by about forty different writers, of
every condition in life, from peasant to prince, writing at intervals
through sixteen centuries of time, from Moses to the death of
the Apostle John. These men develop a revelation which is con-
stantly unfolding itself through all those years. The preparatory

* Dr. M'Gill, in Uaiversity Lecturcs. t Jorne'’s Introduction.
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portions served a temporary purpose in the immediate circum-
stances under which they were written, yet their true significance
lay hid in their typical and prophetical relation to tbe parts that
were to come. Now that we possess the whole, we can easily see
that during all those years those various writers elaborated, with-
out concert, one work ; each subordinate part finding its highest
reason in the great centre and key-stone of the whole,—the person
of Christ. Each successive part fulfilled all that had preceded it,
and adjusted itself prophetically to all that came after. The
preparatory system as a whole is fulfilled in the gospel ; each type
in its antitype, each prophecy in its event. This intelligence is
the mind of God, which is the same through all times, and which,
adjusting all details, comprehends all in one end.*

14. In what other respects do the Scriptures present the pheno-
mena of a supernatural intelligence ?

Every other ancient writing, attempting to set forth the origin,
nature, and destiny of man, whether it be professedly divine, as
the Hindu Vedas, or simply the record of human speculation, as
the works of Aristotle and Plato, betrays total ignorance as to
astronomy, geography, terrestrial physics, and as to the intellec-
tual and spiritual nature of man. Modern science overthrows the
claims of every uninspired ancient writing to authority on these
subjects. But observe,—

1. The Scriptures teach us all we know concerning the early
history of the human race and the colonization of the principal
divisions of the earth. The facts which they reveal explain much
otherwise dark, and they come in contact with not one well estab-
lished fact otherwise known.—Gen. x.

2. This early history gives us the only known, and, in the view
of reason, a transcendently luminous explanation, of many ques-
tions growing out of the painful mystery of man’s present moral
condition and relations.

3. These writings alone, of all ever written, are entirely free
from all the errors and prejudices of the age in which they were
written, and of the pcople from whom they sprang ; and from the
earlicst ages the results of human science, in its gradual advance,

* Dr. R. J. Breckenridge, in University Lectures.

CHAPTRR
111,



62 THE EVIDENCES OF CHRISTIANITY.

ceeprer have, without a single exception, fallen into perfect harmony with
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them, so that the writings of Moses, sixteen centuries before
Christ, stand fully abreast of the last attainments of the human
mind in the nineteenth century after Christ.

4. The Ten Commandments, as a generalized statement of all
human duties ; the Proverbs of Solomon, as the highest lessons of
practical wisdom ; the Psalms of David, as utterances of the most
profound religious experiences,—all have remained for thirty cen-
turies unapproachably the best of their kind.

5. No other writing has exercised such power over the human
conscience, or probed so deeply the human heart. This power it
has tested upon the ignorant and the learned, the savage and the
refined, the virtuous and the vicious, the young and the old, of
every generation and tribe of men. Yet these books proceeded
from the Jewish nation, a people rude and ignorant, and more
narrow and bigoted than any other, and from writers chiefly drawn
from the least educated classes. Surely they must have been
moved by the Spirit of God.

15. How may the divine origin of Christianity be argued from
tts moral character ?

It is neither a well-founded nor a safe position, for the advo-
cates of revelation to assume that they are competent to form an
@ priort judgment of the kind of revelation that God ought to
make. Yet let it be considered that, although we cannot always
know what it is wise for God to do, nor see the wisdom of all lie
has done, yet we can infallibly discern in his works the presence
of a supernatural intelligence. Precisely so we cannot prescribe
what it is right for God to do, nor always understand the right-
eousness of what he has done, nevertheless we can infallibly dis-
zern in his word a moral excellence and power altogether super-
human,

The moral system taught in the Bible is,—

1. The most perfect standard of righteousness ever known
among men. (1.) It respects the inward state of the soul. (2.) The
virtues which it inculcates, although many of them are repugnant
to human pride, are, nevertheless, more essentially excellent than
those originally set forth in any other system,—e.g., humility,
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meekness, long-suffering patience, love as the fulfilling of the law, caarres
and the in¢rinsic hatefulness and ill desert of all sin. i

2. This morality is set forth as a duty we owe to an infinite
God. His will is the rule, his Jove the motive, his glory the end
of all duty.

3. It is enforced by the highest possible motives;—e.g., infinite
happiness and honour as the objects of God’s approbation; or
infinite misery and shame, as the objects of his displeasure.

4. This moral system is perfectly adapted to the whole nature
of man, physical, intellectual, moral, and to all of the multiform
relations which he sustains to his fellow-men and to God. It
Includes every principle, and rules every thought and emotion, and
provides for every relation. It is never guilty of the least sole-
cism. It never falls below the highest right, and yet never gene-
rates enthusiasm or fanaticism, nor does it ever fail in any unex-
pected development of relations or circumstances.

Hence we conclude,—

1. That this system necessarily presupposes upon the part
of its constructers a supernatural knowledge of man’s nature
and relations, and a supernatural capacity of adapting general
principles to thé moral regulation of that nature under all
relations.

2. This system, when compared with all others known to man,
necessarily suggests the possession by its constructers of a super-
naturally perfect ideal of moral excellence,

3. Bad men never could have conceived such a system; nor,
having conceived it, would they have desired, much less died, to
establish it. Good men never could have perpetrated such a fraud
ag the Bible is if not true.

16. How 1s the divine origin of Christianity proved by the char- Character
acter of wts Founder? oriCl.0A,
That character, as it is known to us, is the resultant of the
biographical contributions severally of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John, They evidently write without concert, and each with a
special immediate object. They in the most candid and inarti-
ficial manner detail his words and actions ; they never generalize
or sketch his character in abstract terms, nor attempt to pus
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cusrrer their subject, or the word or action related of him, in an advan-
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tageous light.

Yet this character of Christ is,—

1. Identical ;* z.e., these four different writers succeed in giving
us one perfectly consistent character, in every trait of thought,
feeling, word, and action. They must have drawn, therefore,
from the life. Such a composition, by four different hands, writ-
ing in their inartificial, unsystematic way, would be the most
incredible of all miracles.

2. Unique and original. There have been many other re-
deemers, prophets, priests, and incarnate gods, portrayed in myth-
ology ; but this character confessedly stands without the shadow
of competition in universal history or fiction. And Jews, of all
men, were the authors of it.

3. Morally and spiritually perfect, by the confession of all,
friends and foes. This perfection was not merely a negative free-
dom from taint, but the most positive and active holiness, and the
miraculous blending of all virtues,—strength and gentleness,
dignity and lowliness, unbending righteousness and long-suffering
patience and costliest grace.

He must, then, have existed as he is portrayed. The conception
and execution of such a character by man would, as J. J. Roussean
confesses, be a greater miracle than its existence. If he existed,
he must have been the divine being he claimed. A miracle of
intelligence, he could not have been deceived. A miracle of moral
perfection, he could not have been an impostor.

17. How 1s the Christian religion proved to be divine by the
spiritual power of its doctrines, and by the experience of all who
sineerely put its precepts, provisions, and promuses to the test of a
practical trial ?

Although man cannot by his unassisted powers discover God,
yet surely it belongs essentially to his spiritual nature that he can
recognise God when he speaks.

1. The word of God reaches to, and proves its power upon, such
deep and various principles of man’s nature, that even the unre-
generate man recognises its origin. It is a “fire and a hammer;”

* See Palcy's Evidences, part ii., chap. 1v.
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i# is a “discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart,” Jer.
xxiii. 29 ; Heb. iv. 12. This profound grasp that the word takes
of human nature is in spite of the fact that it degrades human
pride, forbids the gratification of lust, and imposes irksome duties
and restraints upon the will. 7%e mass of men are held subject to its
power against thevr will. This is paralleled in no other religion.

2. All who faithfully put this revelation to the test of practice
find it to be true, in the deepest experiences of their souls.
(1.) They experience as realities all it sets forth as promises. It
does secure the forgiveness of their sins, their communion with
God and joy in the Holy Ghost. Doing his will, they know the
origin of his doctrines, John vii. 17. (2.) They are witnesses to
others. Men are by nature aliens fromm God and servants of sin.
This revelation pledges itself that it can deliver them, and that
none other can. The sum of all human experience upon the point
is, that many Christians have been made thereby new and spiritual
men, and that no other system has ever produced such an effect,
2 Cor. iii. 2, 3.* (3.) This revelation makes provision also for all
human wants. The more a man advances in religious experience,
the more does he find how infinitely adapted the grace of the gos-
pel is to all possible spiritual exigencies and capacities ;—witness
regeneration, justification, adoption, sanctification, the intercession
of the Son, the indwelling of the Spirit, the working together of
all events in the spheres of providence and grace for our good, the
resurrection of the body, eternal glory. And, as far as our earthly
life goes, all these are actually experienced, in their truth, their
fulness, and their infinite capability of accommodation to every
form of character and circumstance.

18. How may the divine origin of Christianity be proved from
tts effects, as witnessed in the broad phenomena of communities and
nations,

Christianity, when entering very disproportionately into any
community, has often been counteracted by opposing influences
acting from without, and often adulterated by the intrusion of
forcign elements ; some philosophical, as the new Platonism of the
early church, and the Rationalism and Pantheism of the present

* Dr. R J. Breckenridge's Univ. Locture
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cuavrer day; some traditional and hierarchical, as the Catholicism of the

1L,

middle ages. Its sacred name has thus often been sacrilegiously
ascribed to religious systems altogether alien to itself. Our argu-
1aent, however, is,—

1. That whenever the Christianity of the Bible is allowed free
course, to that extent its influence has been wholly beneficial.

2. That this influence has, as an unquestionable historical fact,
availed to raise every race, in the exact proportion of their Chris-
tlanity, to an otherwise never attained level of intellectual, moral,
and political advancement. If we compare ancient Greece and
Rome with England or America ; modern Spain, Italy, and Austria,
with Scotland ; the Waldenses with Rome of the middle ages;
the Moravians with the Parisians; the Sandwich Islands and New
Zealand with the gospel, with themselves before its advent, the
conclusion is inevitable,—

(1.) That Bible Christianity alone furnishes a world-embracing
civilization, which, adapted to man as man, re-connects in one
system the scattered branches of the human family.

(2.) That only under its light has ever been discovered among
men [1.] a rational natural theology, or [2.] a true philosophy,
whether physical or psychological.

(3.) That under its direct influence, and under its reign alone,
have [1.] the masses of the people been raised and general educa-
tion diffused; [2.] woman been respected and elevated to her true
position and influence ; and [3.] generally, religious and civil liberty
realized upon a practical, conservative basis.

(4.) That precisely in proportion to its influence have the morals
of every community, or generation, been more pure, and the active
fruits of that holy love which is the basis of all morality more
abundant ; as witness the provision made for the relief of all
suffering, and the elevation of all classes of the degraded.

Hence we conclude,—1. No imposture could have accom-
plished such uniform good. 2. No system, merely human, could
have achieved results so constant, so far-reaching and profound.

19. What argument for the truth of Christranity may be drawn
Jrom the history of its early successes?
Our argument is, that Christianity extended itself over the
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Roman empire, under circumstances and by means unparalleled in
the propagation of any other religion, and such as necessitate upon
our part the belief in the presence of a supernatural agency.

The facts are,—1. Christianity was bitterly repudiated and per-
secuted by the Jews, among whom it originated, and to whose
Scriptures it appealed. 2. Its first teachers were Jews, the most
universally abominated race in the empire, and for the most part
illiterate men. 3. It appealed to multitudes of witnesses for the
truth of many open facts, which, if untrue, could easily have been
disproved. 4. It condemned absolutely every other religion, and
refused to be assimilated to the cosmopolitan religion of imperial
Rome. 5. It opposed the reigning philosophics. 6. It humbled
human pride, laid imperative restraint upon the governing pas-
sions of the humnan heart, and taught prominently the moral ex-
cellence of virtues which were despised as weaknesses by the hea-
then moralists. 7. From the first it settled and fought its way in
the greatest centres of the world’s philosophy and refinement, as
Antioch, Alexandria, Athens, Corinth, and Rome; and here it
achieved its victories during the Augustan and immediately suc-
ceeding age. 8. It was for three hundred years subject to a per-
secution, at the hands both of the people and the government,
universal, protracted, and intense. 9. It achieved its success
only by the instrumentality of testimony, argument, example, and
persuasion.

Nevertheless, the “little flock” became, soon after the ascension,
five thousand, Acts iv. 4; and increased continuously by multi-
tudes, Acts v. 14. The heathen writers Tacitus and Pliny tes-
tify to the rapid progress of this religion during the first, and
Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and Origen during the second and the
first part of the third century. So much so, that the conversion of
Constantine during the first part of the fourth century was politic,
even if it was sincere, as the mass of the intelligence, worth, and
wealth of the empire had passed over to Christianity before him.*

20. How does Gibbon attempt to destroy the force of this arqu-
ment in the fifteenth chapter of his History ?
Without denying the presence of any supernatural element, he

* Puley’s Evidences, part il, chap. ix., sect. 1.
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craprer covertly insinuates that the early successes of Christianity may be

IIL.

adequately accounted for by five secondary causes : 1. “The in-
flexible, or, if we may use the expression, the intolerant zeal of the
Christians.” 2. “The doctrine of a future life, improved by every
additional circumstance which could give weight and efficiency to
that important truth.” 3. “The miraculous powers ascribed to
the primitive church.” 4. “The pure and austere morals of the
Christians.” 5. “The union and discipline of the Christian re-
public, which gradually formed an independent state in the midst
of the Roman empire.”

This is a very superficial view of the matter. As to the “1st”
pretended secondary cause above quoted, it is itself the effect that
needs to be accounted for. In the face of contempt and death it
did not produce itself.

As to the “2d” cause cited, we answer,—1. That this doctrine
could have produced no effect until it was believed, and the belief
of men in it is the very effect to be accounted for. 2. The doc-
trine of future torments has not, in modern experience, been found
attractive to wicked men.

As to the “3d” cause, we answer,—1. If the miracles were
real, then Christianity is from God. 2. If false, they certainly
would rather have betrayed than advanced the imposture.

As to the “4th” cause, the superior morality of Christians, we
admit the fact.

As to the “5th” cause, we answer,—1. That this federative
union among Christians could not exist until after the previous
universal extension of their religion. 2. That it did not exist
until the close of the second century; and, 3. Before Constantine
it was only the union in danger of a despised and persecuted sect.*

21. Does the whole of the foregoing evidence in vindication of
Christianity amount to a demonstration ?

This evidence, when fully brought out and applied, has availed
in time past to repel the just force of every infidel objection, and
to render invincible the faith of many of the most powerful and
learnedly informed intellects among men. It is adapted to reach
and influence the minds of all classes of men ; it addresses itself

* See Dr. M. D. Hodge's University Lecture
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to every department of human nature, to the reason, the emotions,
the conscience, and it justifies itself by experience ; in its fulness
it renders all unbelief sin, and sets intelligent faith within impreg-
nable bulwarks. It is not, however, of the nature of mathematical
demonstration.  The evidence being that of testimony, of the
moral power of truth, and of the practical verification of experience,
of course prejudice, moral obliquity, refusal to apply the test of
experience, must all prevent the evidence from producing convie-
tion. Faith must be free, not mechanically coerced. Besides,
many difficulties and absolutely insolvable enigmas attend this
subject, because of the naturally insurmountable limits of human
thought. The evidences of Christianity thus constitute a con-
siderable element in man’s present probation, and a very adequate
test of moral character.

22. What, in fact, is the principal class of evidence to which the
Scriptures appeal, and wpon which the fuith of the majority of
believers rests ?

1. The moral evidence inberent in the truth and in the person
of Jesus. (See questions 15, 16.)

IT. The sanctifying effect of Christianity, as exhibited in the
persons of Christian acquaintances.

IIT. The personal experience of the spiritual power of Chris-
tianity. (See question 17.)

This kind of evidence stands first in practical importance,
because,—

1. The Scriptures command faith, (1.) as soon as the Bible is
opened, upon intrinsic evidence, (2.) of all men, without excep-
tion, even the most ignorant.

2. The Scriptures make belief a moral duty and unbelief a sin,
Mark xvi. 14.

3. They declare that unbelief does not arise from excusable
weakness of the reason, but from an “evil heart,” Heb. iii. 12.

4. A faith resting upon such grounds is more certain and stable
than any other, as the noble army of martyrs witness.

5. A faith founded upon moral and spiritual evidence surpasses
all others in its power to purify the heart and transform the
character.

CHAPTER
II1.
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INSPIRATION.

suaprer THE Christian religion having been proved to be from God, it

Iv.

Nature of
inspira-
tion.

remains to inquire what is the infallible source through which we
may derive the knowledge of what Christianity really is. The
Protestant answer to this question is, that the Seriptures of the
Old and New Testaments, having been given by inspiration of
God, are the only and all-sufficient rule of faith and judge
of controversies,. We will now establish the first of these pro-
positions,—

THE ScRIPTURES OF TIE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS ARE IN-
SPIRED, AND THEREFORE INFALLIBLE.

1. What, in general terms, is the nature of inspiration ?

Tnspiration is that divine influence which, accompanying the
sacred writers equally in all they wrote, secured the infallible
truth of their writings in every part, both in idea and expression,
and determined the selection and distribution of their material
according to the divine purpose. The nature of this influence,
just as the nature of the divine operation npon the human soul
in providence, in regeneration, or in sanctification, is, of course,
entirely inscrutable. The result of this influence, however, is both
plain and certain, viz, to render their writings an infallible rule of
faith and practice.*

2. In what respects do inspiration and revelation differ ?

Revelation properly signifies the supernatural communication
of any truth not before known. This revelation may be made
either immediately to the mind of the recipient, or mediately,
through words, signs, or visions, or through the intervention of an

* See Dr. Hodge's article on Inspiration, Bib. Rep., October 1857,
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inspired prophet.  Inspiration, on the other hand, signifies cmarres
simply that divine influence which renders a writer or speaker -
infallible in communicating truth, whether previously known or

not. Some men have received revelations who were not inspired

to communicate them,—e.g., Abraham. Nearly all the sacred
writers were inspired to communicate with infallible accuracy

much that they knew by natural means, such as historical facts ;

much that they reached by the natural use of their faculties, sucl:

as logical deduction; and much that was suggested by their own

natural affections.

Inspiration, therefore, while it controlled the writer, so that all
he wrote was infallibly true, and to the very purpose for which
God designed it, yet left him free in the exercise of his natural
faculties, and to the use of materials drawn from different sonrees,
both natural and supernatural. On the other hand, revelation
supernaturally conveyed to the writer only that knowledge which,
being unknown to him, was yet necessary to complete the design
of God in his writing. This revelation was effected in different
ways, as by mental suggestion, or visions, or audible voices, etc.
Sometimes the revelation was made to the writer's conscious
intelligence, and then he was inspired to transmit an infallible
record of it. Sometimes the writer was used by the Holy Spirit
as a mere instrument in executing an infallible record of that
which to himself conveyed no intelligible sense,—e.g., some of ths
prophecies, 1 Pet. i. 10-12.

3. How do vnspiration and spiritual {llumination differ ?

Spiritual illumination is an essential element in the sanctifying
work of the Holy Spirit, common to all true Christians, Tt never
leads to the knowledge of new truth, but only to the personal
discernment of the spiritual beanty and power of truth already
revealed in the Scriptures.

Inspiration is a special iufluence of the Holy Spirit, peculiar
to the prophets aud apostles, and attending them only in the
exercise of their functions as accredited teachers. Most of them
were the subjects both of inspiration and spiritnal illumination.
Some, as Balaam, being unregenerate, were inspired, though
destitnte of spiritual illumination.
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cmarrer 4. Statewhat s meant by theological writers by the * inspiration
V- of superintendence,” “of elevation,” “of direction,” and “of sug-
gestion.”

Certain writers on this subject, confounding the distinction
between inspiration and revelation, and using the former term to
express the whole divine influence of which the sacred writers
were the subjects, first, in knowing the truth, second, in writing
it, necessarily distinguish between different degrees of inspiration,
in order to accommodate their theory to the facts of the case.
Because, first, some of the contents of Scripture evidently might
be known without supernatural aid, while much more as evidently
could not; second, the different writers exercised their natural
faculties, and carried their individual peculiarities of thought,
feeling, and manner into their writings.

By the “inspiration of superintendence,” these writers meant
precisely what we have above given as the definition of inspiration.

By the “inspiration of elevation,” they meant that divine
influence which exalted their natural faculties to a degree of
energy otherwise unattainable,

By the “inspiration of direction,” they meant that divine in-
fluence which guided the writers in the selection and disposition
of their material.

By the “inspiration of suggestion,” they meant that divine
influence which directly suggested to their minds new and other-
wise unattainable truth.

5. What objections may be fairly made to these distinctions ?

1. These distinctions spring from a prior failure to distinguish
between revelation the frequent, and inspiration the constant
phenomenon presented by Scripture ;—the one furnishing the
material when not otherwise attainable; the other guiding the
writer at every point, (1) in securing the infallible truth of
all he writes, and (2.} in the selection and distribution of his
material.

2. It is injurious to distinguish between different degrees of
inspiration, as if the several portions of the Scriptures were in
different degrees God’s word, while, in truth, the whole is equally
and absolutely so.
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6. What are the different views which have been maintained as caaprer
to the extent of inspiration ? v

1. Some infidels, as Strauss, have maintained that the Scriptures
are merely a collection of pre-historical myths.

2. Some Socinians and extreme Rationalists, as represented by
Dr. Priestley, admit that the sacred writers were honest men, and
competent witnesses as to the main facts which they record, but,
for the rest, fallible men, as liable to error in opinion and fact as
others.

3. Others have confined the attribute of infallibility to the per-
sonal teachings of Christ, regarding the apostles as highly com-
petent though fallible reporters.

4. Many, as the Quakers, and Dr. Arnold of Rugby, regard the
inspiration of the sacred writers as only a preéminent degree of
that spiritual illumination which in a less degree is common to all
Christians.

5. Some, as Michaelis, admit that the inspiration of the sacred
writers rendered them infallible in teaching religious and moral
truth only, while as to external facts of history and opinions as
to science they were liable to err.

6. Many transcendental philosophers of the present day,as repre-
sented by Morell in his ¢ Philosophy of Religion,” hold that the
inspiration of the sacred writers was nothing more than an exal-
tation of their intuitional consciousness;” t.e., that this divine
assistance took the place in them of great genins and of great
goodness, and effected nothing more than the best results of the
highest exercise of their own faculties. And thus their writings
have no other authority over us than that which their words sever-
ally manifest to our consciousness, as inherent in themselves, as
we see and feel them to be pre¢minently wise and good.

7. The true doctrine is, that their inspiration was plenary, and
their writings in every part infallible truth.®

7. What s meant by “ plenary inspiration 2”

A divine influence full and sufficient to secure its end. The
end in this case secured is the perfect infallibility of the Seriptures
in every part, as a record of fact and doctrine, both in thought

* Bib. Rep., October 1857; Dr. T V. Moore's Univ Lect.; and Gaussen on Insniration
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euarrer and verbal expression: so that although they eome to us through
2% the instrumentality of the minds, hearts, imaginations, consciences
and wills of men, they are nevertheless in the strictest sense the

word of God.
Evidence 8. On what ground ts it held that the sacred writers were in-
S ispira- onired as historians as well as in their character of religious
teachers ?

1. The two elements are inseparable in Scripture. Religion is
everywhere based upon and illustrated by the faets of history.
Imperfection in one respect would invalidate the authority of its
teaching in every department.

2. The Scriptures themselves claim to be the word of God as a
whole (2 Tim. iii. 16), and never hint at any distinetion as to the
different degrees of authority with which their several portions are
elothed.

3. The perfeet historical accuraey and agreement of so many
authors, of such various ages and nations, which we find in the
Scriptures, itself demands the assignment of a supernatural cause.

9. On what grounds is it assumed that their inspiration extended
to their language as well as to their thoughts ?

The doctrine is, that while the sacred writers thought and wrote
in the free exercise of all their powers, nevertheless God exerted
such a constant influence over them that,—1. They were always
furnished, naturally or supernaturally, with the material necessary ;
2. Infallibly guided in its selection and distribution; and, 3. So
directed that they always wrote pure truth n infallibly correct
language.

That this influenee did extend to the words appears,—1. From
the very design of inspiration, which is, not to secure the infallible
eorrectness of the opinions of the inspired men themselves (Paul
and Peter differed, Gal. ii. 11, and sometimes the prophet knew
not what he wrote), but to secure an infallible record of the truth.
But a reeord eonsists of language.

2. Men think in words, and the more definitely they think, the
more are their thoughts immediately associated with an exactly
appropriate verbal expression. Infallibility of thought cannot be
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secured or preserved independently of an infallible verbal render- cuarres
Iv.

ing.
3. The Scriptures affirm this fact, 1 Cor. ii. 13; 1 Thess. ii. 13.
4. The New Testament writers, while quoting from the Old
Testament for purposes of argument, often base their argument npon
the very words used, thus ascribing authority to the word as well
as the thought.—Matt. xxii. 32, and Ex. iii. 6, 16; Matt. xxii. 45,
and Ps. cx. 1; Gal. iii. 16, and Gen. xvii. 7.

10. What are the sources of our knowledge that the Scriptures
are tnspired ?

The only possible sources of information on this subject are, of
course, the phenomena of the Scriptures themselves; the claims
they present, and their intrinsic character taken in connection with
the evidences by which they are accredited.

11. How can the propriety of proving the inspiration of a book
by the assertions of tts author be vindicated ?

1. Christ and the prophets and apostles claim to be inspired,
and that their word should be received as the word of God. The
“evidences” above detailed prove them to have been divinely com-
missioned teachers. The denial of inspiration logically involves the
rejection of Christianity.

2. The Bible, like every other book, bears internal evidence of
the attributes of its Author. The known attributes of human
nature cannot account for the plain phenomena of the Scriptures.
A divine influence must be inferred from the facts. If partially
divine, they must be all whatsoever they claim to be.

12. What & priori argument in favour of the inspiration of the
Scriptures may be drawn from the necessity of the case, the fact of
a divine revelation betng presumed ?

The very office of a supernatural revelation is to lead men to an
adequate and certain knowledge of God and his will, otherwise
unattainable by them. But an infallible record is the only channel
through which a certain knowledge of a divine revelation, made
by God to the men of one age and nation can be conveyed to men
of all ages and nations. Without inspiration the opinions of Paul
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caarter would be of less authority than the opinions of Luther would be
™ with an inspired Bible. And if the record be not inspired, the
revelation as it comes down to us would not be more certain than

the unassisted conclusions of reason.

13. How may the inspiration of the apostles be fairly inferred
Jrom the fact that they wrought miracles ?

A miracle is a divine sign (onuetov) accrediting the person to
whom the power is delegated as a divinely commissioned agent,
Matt. xvi. 1, 4; Acts xiv. 3; Heb. ii. 4. This divine testimony
not only encourages, but absolutely renders belief obligatory.
Where the sign is, God commands us to believe. But he could
not unconditionally command us to believe any other than uninixed
truth infallibly conveyed.

14. How may it be shown that the gift of inspiration was pro-
wmised to the apostles ?

Matt. x. 19; Luke xii. 12; John xiv. 26; xv. 26, 27; xvi. 13;
Matt. xxviii. 19, 20; John xiii. 20.

15. In what several ways did they claim to have possession of the
Spirit ?

They claimed,—

1. To have the Spirit in fulfilment of the promise of Christ.—
Acts ii. 33; iv. 8; xiil. 2-4; xv. 28; xxi. 11; 1 Thess. i. 5.

2. To speak as the prophets of God.—1 Cor. iv. 1; ix. 17;
2 Cor. v. 19; 1 Thess, iv. 8.

3. To speak with plenary authority.—1 Cor. ii. 13; 1 Thess. ii.
13; 1 John iv. 6; Gal. i. 8 9; 2 Cor. xiii. 2-4. They class their
writings on a level with the Old Testament Scriptures.—2 DPet.
iii. 16; 1 Thess. v. 27; Col. iv. 16; Rev. ii. 7.%

16. How was their claim confirmed ?

1. By their holy, simple, temperate yet heroic lives.

2. DBy the holiness of the doctrine they taught, and its spiritual
power, as attested by its effect upon communities and indi-
viduals.

* Dr. Hodge.
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3. By the miracles they wrought.—Heb. ii. 4 ; Acts xiv. 3; Mark crarrer

xvi. 20.

4. All these testimonies are accredited to us not only by their
own writings, but also by the uniform testimony of the early Chris-
tians, their contemporaries, and their immediate successors.

17. Show that the writers of the Old Testament claim to be in-
spired ?

1. Moses claimed that he wrote a part at least of the Pentateuch
by divine command.—Deut. xxxi. 19-22; xxxiv. 10. Num. xvi.
28, 29, David claimed it.—2 Sam. xxiii 2.

2. As a characteristic fact, the Old Testament writers speak not
in their own ﬁame, but preface their messages with, “ Thus saith
the Lorp,” “ The mouth of the Lorp hath spoken it,” etc.—Jer.
ix. 12; xiil. 13; xxx. 4; Isa. viil. 1; xxxiii. 10; Micahiv. 4; Amos
iii. 1; Deut. xviil. 21, 22; 1 Kings xxi. 28; 1 Chron. xvii. 3.*

18. How was their claim confirmed ?

1. Their claim was confirmed to their contemporaries by the
miracles they wrought, by the fulfilment of many of their predic-
tions, (Num. xvi. 28, 29), by the holiness of their lives, the moral
and spiritual perfection of their doctrine, and the practical adapta-
tion of the religious system they revealed to the urgent wants of
men.

2. Their claim is confirmed to us principally,—(1.) By the
remarkable fulfilment, in far subsequent ages, of many of their
prophecies. (2.) By the evident relation of the symbolical reli-
gion which they promulgated to the facts and doctrines of Chris-
tianity, proving a divine pre-adjustment of the type to the antitype.
(3.) By the indorsation of Christ and his apostles.

19. What are the formulas by which quotations from the Old
Testament are tntroduced into the New, and how do these forms of
expression prove the insprration of the ancient Scriptures ?

“The Holy Ghost saith,” Heb. iii. 7. ¢ The Holy Ghost this
signifying,” Heb. ix. 8. “saith God,” Acts ii. 17, and Isa. xliv.
3; 1 Cor.ix. 9,10, and Deut. xxv. 4. “The Scripture saith,” Rom.

* Dr. Hodge.

Iv.
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cuarrer iv. 3; Gal iv. 30.  « Tt is written,” Matt. iv. 4; Luke xviii. 31;
¥ xxi. 22; John ii. 17; xx. 31. “The Lord by the mouth of his ser-
vant David saith,” Acts iv. 25,and Ps.ii. 1, 2. “ The Lord limiteth
in David a certain day, saying,” Heb. iv. 7; Ps. xcv. 7. “David

in spirit saith,” Matt. xxii. 43, and Ps. cx. 1.
Thus these Old Testament writings are what God saith, what
God saith by David, etc., and are quoted as the authoritative basis
for conclusive argumentation ; therefore they must have been in-

spired.

20. How may the inspiration of the O.Zd Testament writers be
proved by the express declarations of the New Testament ?
Lukei 70; Heb.1.1; 2 Tim. iii. 16; 1 Pet. 1. 10-12; 2 Pet. 1. 21.

21. What s the argument on this subject drawn from the man-
ner in which Christ and his apostles argue from the Qld Testament
as of final authority ?

Christ constantly quotes the Old Testament, Matt. xxi. 13 ; xxii.
43. He declares that it cannot be falsified, John vii. 23; x. 35;
that the whole law must be fulfilled, Matt. v. 18; and all things
also foretold concerning himself “in Moses, the prophets, and the
psalms,” Luke xxiv. 44. The apostles habitually quote the Old
Testament in the same manner. “That it might be fulfilled which
was written,” is with them a characteristic formula, Matt. i. 22 ; ii
15,17,23; John xii. 38 ; xv. 25, etc. They all appeal to the words
of Scripture as of final authority. This certainly proves infallibility.

ovfections 22, TWhat 1s the objection to the doctrine of inspiration drawn
aewered from the diversity of style and manner observable among the several
sacred writers, and the answer to it?

It is an acknowledged fact that all of the national and sectional
peculiarities and individual qualities and habits of each of the
sacred writers appear in his work, because his natural faculties
were freely exercised after their kind in its production. Some
have argued from this fact that it is absurd to believe that those
faculties could at the same time, and with reference to the same
object, have been subject to any determinating divine influence.

However it may be with the Arminjan, the Calvinist can find
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ao special difficulty here. We cannot understand how the Infinite cuarren
Spirit acts upon the finite spirit, in providence or in grace. The '
case of inspiration is so far forth precisely analogous. God works

by means, from the beginning pre-adjusting the means to the end,

and then concurrently directing them while they freely act to that

end. God surely might as easily guide the free souls of men in
spontaneously producing an infallible Scripture, as in spontaneously
realizing in act the events fore-ordained in his eternal decree.

23. What is the objection to this doctrine drawn from the free
manner in which the New Testament writers quote those of the Old
Testament, and the answer to that objection?

In a majority of instances the New Testament writers quote
those of the Old Testament with perfect verbal accuracy. Some-
times they quote the Septuagint version when it conforms to the
Hebrew ; at others, they substitute a new version ; and at other
times, again, they adhere to the Septuagint when it differs from the
Hebrew. In a number of instances, (which, however, are compara-
tively few,) their quotations from the Old Testament are made very
freely, and in apparent accommodation of the literal sense.

Rationalistic interpreters have argued from this last class of
quotations that it is impossible that both the Old Testament writer
quoted from, and the New Testament writer quoting, could have
been the subjects of plenary inspiration ; because, say they, if the
tpsisstma verba were infallible in the first instance, an infallible
writer would have transferred them unchanged. But surely if a
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 begin-
ning, and they teach it with divine authority.*

* See Fairbairn’s Herm. Manuai, part iii. Each instance of such quotation should be
rxamluned in detail, as Dr. Fairbairu lias done,
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24. Upon what principles are we to answer the objections founded
upon the alleged discrepancies between the sacred writers, and upon
therr alleged tnaccuractes in matters of science ?

If cither of these objections were founded on facts, it would
clearly disprove the doctrine we maintain. That neither of them
is founded on fact, can be shown only by a detailed examination
of each instance alleged. As a general principle, it is evident—

1. With regard to apparent discrepancies between the sacred
writers, that nothing presents any difficulty short of a clear and
direct contradiction. Different writers may, of course, with per-
fect accuracy represent different details of the same occurrence, or
different views of the same fact, and different elements and rela-
tions of the same great doctrine, as may best suit their several de-
signs.  Instead of this course proving inconsistency, it is precisely
God’s plan for bringing the whole truth most fully and clearly to
our knowledge.

2. With respect to apparent inaccuracies in matters of science,
that the sacred writers, having for their design to teach moral and
religions truth, and not physical science, use on all such subjects
the common language of their contemporaries, always speaking of
natural phenomena as they appear, and not as they really are.
And yet revelation does not present one single positive statement
which is not consistent with all the facts known to men, in any
department of nature. In the progress of science, human ignor-
ance and premature generalization have constantly presented diffi-
culties in the reconciliation of the word of God with man’s theory
of his works : the advance of perfected knowledge has uniformly
removed the difficulty.

: JQ 6
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THE RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE.

THE SCRIPTURES OF THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS, HAVING BEEN CHAPT:H
GIVEN BY INSPIRATION OF GOD, ARE THE ALL-SUFFICIENT AND ONLY _°-
RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE, AND JUDGE OF CONTROVERSIES, *

1. What 1s meant by saying that the Scriptures are the only
tnfallible rule of faith and practice ?

Whatever God teaches or commands is of sovereign authority.
Whatever conveys to us an infallible knowledge of his teachings
and commands is an infallible rule. The Scriptures of the Old
and New Testaments are the only organs through which, during
the present dispensation, God conveys to us a knowledge of his
will about what we are to believe concerning himself, and what
duties he requires of us.

2. What does the Romish Church declare to be the infallible rule Romish
of faith and practice ? i
The Romish theory is, that the complete rnle of faith and fated.
practice consists of Scripture and tradition, or the oral teaching
of Christ and his apostles, handed down through the church.
Tradition they hold to be necessary,—1. To teach additional truth
not contained in the Scriptures; and, 2. To interpret Seripture :
the church being the divinely constituted depositary and judge

of both Scripture and tradition, +

3. By what arquments do they seck to establish the authority of
tradition; by what criterion do they distinguish true traditions
from false ; and on what grounds do they base the authority of the
traditions they recetve ?

* This chapter Is compiled from Dr. llodge’s unpublished Lectures on the Church.
t Decrees of Council of Trent, sess. iv.; and Dens Theo., tom. it, n. 80, 81.
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1. Their arguments in behalf of tradition are,—(1.) Scripture
authorizes it, 2 Thess. il. 15, iil. 6. (2.) The early fathers asserted
its anthority and founded their faith largely upon it. (3.) The
oral teaching of Christ and his apostles, when clearly ascertained,
is intrinsically of equal authority with their writings. The Serip-
tures themselves are handed down to us by the evidence of
tradition, and the stream cannot rise higher than its source.
(4.) The necessity of the case. a, Scripture is obscure, and needs
tradition as its interpreter. b, Scripture is incomplete as a rule
of faith and practice, since there are many doctrines and institu-
tions, universally recognised, which are founded only upon tra-
dition as a supplement to Scripture. (5.) Analogy. Every state
recognises both written and unwritten, common and statute law.

2. The criterion by which they distinguish between true and
false traditions is catholic consent. The Anglican ritualists con-
fine the application of the rule to the first three or four centuries.
'The Romanists recognise that as an authoritative consent which
is constitutionally expressed by the bishops in general council, or
by the pope ex-cathedra, in any age of the church whatever.

3. They defend the traditions which they hold to be true,—
(1.) On the ground of historical testimony, tracing them up to the
apostles as their source; (2.) The authority of the church ex-
pressed by catholic consent.

4. By what arguments may the invalidity of all ecclesiastical
tradition, as a part of our rule of faith and practice, be shown ?

1. The Scriptures do not, as claimed, ascribe authority to oral
tradition. Tradition, as intended by Paul in the passages cited,
(2 Thess. ii. 15, iil. 6,) signifies all his instructions, oral and
written, communicated ¢o those very people themselves, not handed
down. On the other hand, Christ rebuked this doctrine of the
lomanists in their predecessors, the Pharisees.—Matt. xv. 3, 6 ;
Mark vii. 7.

2. It is improbable & prior: that God would supplement Scrip-
ture with tradition as part of our rule of faith. (1.) Because
Scripture, as will be shown below (questions 7-14), is certain.
definite, complete, and perspicuous. (2.) Because tradition, from
its very nature, is indeterminate, and liable to become adulterated
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with every form of error. Besides, as will be shown below crarres
(question 20), the authority of Seripture does not rest ultimately Y-
upon tradition.

3. The whole ground upon which Romanists base the authority

of their traditions (viz., history and church authority) is invalid.
(1.) History utterly fails them. ¥or more than three hundred
years after the apostles they have very little, and that contradie-
tory, evidence for any one of their traditions. They are thus
forced to the absurd assumption that what was taught in the
fourth century was therefore taught in the third, and therefore in
the first. (2.) The chureh is not infallible, as will be shown
below (question 18).

4. Their practice is inconsistent with their own principles.
Many of the earliest and best attested traditions they do not
receive. Many of their pretended traditions are recent inventions,
unknown to the ancients.

5. Many of their traditions, such as relate to the priesthood,
the sacrifice of the mass, ete., are plainly in direct opposition to
Scripture. Yet the infallible church affirms the infallibility of
Seripture. A house divided against itself cannot stand.

5. What is necessary to constitute a sole and infallible rule of
Jauth 7
Plenary inspiration, completeness, perspieuity, and aceessibility.

6. What arguments do the Scriptures themselves afford in javour seripture
of the doctrine that they are the only infallible rule of faith ? :lf:my
1. The Seriptures always speak in the name of God, and com-
maund faith and obedience.
2. Christ and lis apostles always refer to the Seriptures then
existing, as authority, and o no other rule of faith whatsoever.—
Luke xvi. 29, x. 26; John v. 39; Rom. iv. 3; 2 Tim. iii. 15.
3. The Bereans are commended for bringing all questions, even
apostolic teaching, to this test.—Aets xvil 11; see also Isa.
viii. 20.
4. Christ rebukes the Pharisees for adding to and perverting
the Scriptures.—Matt. xv. 7-9; Mark vii. 5-8; sce also Rew.
xxii. 18, 19, and Deut. iv. 2, xii. 32; Joshua i. 7.
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7. In what sense is the completeness of Scripture as a rule of
Jfaith asserted ?

It is not meant that the Scriptures contain every revelation
which God has ever made to man, but that their contents are the
only supernatural revelation that God does now make to man, and
that this revelation is abundantly sufficient for man’s guidance in
all questions of faith, practice, and modes of worship, and excludes
the necessity and the right of any human inventions.

8. How may this completeness be proved from the design of
Scripture ?

The Seriptures profess to lead us to God. Whatever is neces-
sary to that end they must teach us. If any supplementary rule,
as tradition, is necessary to that end, they must refer us to it.
“Incompleteness here wounld be falsehood.” But while one sacred
writer constantly refers us to the writings of another, not one of
them ever intimates to us either the necessity or the existence of
any other rule.—John xx. 31; 2 Tim. iii. 15-17.

9. By what other arguments may this principle be proved ?

As the Scriptures profess to be a rule complete for its end, so
they have always been practically found to be such, by the true,
spiritual people of God, in all ages. They teach a complete and
harmonious system of doctrine. They furnish all necessary prin-
ciples for the government of the private lives of Christians, in
every relation, for the public worship of God, and for the adminis-
tration of the affairs of his kingdom ; and they repel all pretended
traditions and priestly innovations.

10. In what sense do Protestants affirm and Romanists deny the
perspieutty of Scripture ?

Protestants do not affirm that the doctrines revealed in the
Scriptures are level to man’s powers of understanding. Many of
them are confessedly beyond all understanding. Nor do they
affirm that every part of Scripture can be certainly and perspicu-
ously expounded, many of the prophecies being perfectly enig-
matical until explained by the event. But they do affirm that
every essential article of faith and rule of practice is clearly re-
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vealed in Scripture, or may certainly be deduced therefrom. This
much the least instructed Christian may learn at once; while, on
the other hand, it is true that, with the advance of historical and
critical knowledge, and by means of controversies, the Christian
Church is constantly making progress in the accurate interprefa-
tion of Scripture, and in the comprehension in its integrity of the
system therein taught.

Protestants affirm and Romanists deny that private and un-
learned Christians may safely be allowed to interpret Scripture
for themselves.

11. How can the perspicuity of Scripture be proved from the fact
that it vs a law and a message ?

We saw (question 8) that Scripture is either complete or false,
from its own professed design. We now prove its perspicuity
upon the same principle. It professes to be,—(1.) A law to be
obeyed; (2.) A revelation of truth to be believed ;—to be received
by us in both aspects upon the penalty of eternal death. To
suppose it not to be perspicuous, relatively to its design of com-
manding and teaching, is to charge God with dealing with us in
a spirit at once disingenuous and cruel.

12. In what passages is its perspicutty asserted ?
Ps. xix. 7, 8; exix. 105, 130; 2 Cor. iii. 14; 2 Peteri. 18,19;
‘Hab. ii. 2; 2 Tim. iii. 15-17.

13. By what other arguments may this point be established ?

1. The Scriptures are addressed immediately, either to all men
promiscuously, or else to the whole body of believers as such.—
Deut. vi. 4-9; Lukei 3; Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor. i. 2; 2 Cor. i 1,
iv. 2; Gal. i 2; Eph. i 1; Phil. i. 1; Col. i. 2; Jamesi 1;
1 Peteri. 1; 2 Peteri 1; 1Johnil 12-14; Jude 1; Rev. i. 3,
4; 1. 7. The only exceptions are the epistles to Timothy and
Titus.

2. All Christians promiscuously are commanded to search the
Scriptures.—2 Tim. iii. 15-17; Acts xvii. 11; John v. 39.

3. Universal experience. We have the same evidence of the
light-giving power of Scripture that we have of the same property

CUAPTER
V.



CHAPTER
Y.

rhe
church no
rule of
faith.

86 THE RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE.

in the sun. The argument to the contrary is an insult to the
understanding of the whole world of Bible readers.

4. The essential unity in faith and practice, in spite of all
circumstantial differences, of all Christian communities of every
age and nation, who draw their religion directly from the open
Scriptures.

14, What was the third quality required to constitute the Scrip-
tures the suffictent rule of faith and practice?

Accessibility. It is self-evident that this is the pre€minent
characteristic of the Scriptures, in contrast to tradition, which is
in the custody of a corporation of priests, and to every other pre-
tended rule whatsoever. 'The agency of the church in this matter
is simply to give all currency to the word of God.

15. What is meant by saying that the Scriptures are the judge
as well as the rule in questions of faith ?

“A rule is a standard of judgment; a judge is the expounder
and applier of that rule to the decision of particular cases.” The
Protestant doctrine is,—

1. That the Scriptures are the only infallible rule of faith and
practice.

2. (1.) Negatively. That there is no body of men who are
either qualified or authorized to interpret the Scriptures, or to
apply their principles to the decision of particular questions, in @
sense binding upon the faith of their fellow-Christians. (2.) Posi-
tively. That Secripture is the only infallible voice in the church,
and is to be interpreted—1in its own light, and with the gracious
help of the Holy Ghost, who is promised to every Christian,
(1 John ii. 20, 27)—by each individual for himself, with the assist-
ance, though not by the authority, of his fellow-Christians.
Creeds and confessions, as to form, bind only those who voluntarily
profess them ; and as to matter, they bind only so far as they affirm
truly what the Bible teaches, and because the Bible does so teach.

16. What s the Romash doctrine as to the authority of the
church as the infallible interpreter of the rule of faith and the
authoritative judge of all controversies?
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The Romish doctrine is, that the church is absolutely infallible
in all matters of Christian faith and practice, and the divinely
authorized depositary and interpreter of the rule of faith. Her
office is not to convey new revelations from God to man, yet her
inspiration renders her infallible in disseminating and interpreting
the original revelation communicated through the apostles.

The church, therefore, authoritatively determines,—1. What is
Scripture. 2. What is genuine tradition. 3. What is the true
sense of Scripture and tradition, and what is the true application
of that perfect rule to every particular question of belief or
practice. N

This authority vests in the pope, when acting in his official
capacity, and in the bishops as a body,—as when assembled in
gencral council, or when giving universal consent to a decree of
pope or council. ¥

17. By what arguments do they seek to establish this authority?

1. The promises of Christ, given, as they claim, to the apostles,
and to their official successors, securing their infallibility and con-
scquent authority.—Matt. xvi. 18, xviii. 18-20; Luke xxiv.
47-49; John xvi. 13, xx. 23.

2. The commission given to the church as the teacher of the
world.—Matt. xxviii. 19, 20; Luke x. 16, etc.

3. The church is declared to be *the pillar and ground of the
truth ;” and it is affirmed that ¢ the gates of hell shall not prevail
against it.”—1 Tim. iii. 15; Matt. xvi. 18,

4. To the church is granted power to bind and loose; and he
that will not hear the church is to be trcated as a heathen.—
Matt. xvi. 19, xviii. 1.5-18.

5. The church is commanded to discriminate between truth
and error, and must, consequently, be qualified and authorized to
do s0.—2 Thess. iii. 6; Rom. xvi. 17; 2 John 10.

6. From the necessity of the case: men need and crave an ever-
living, visible, and contemporaneous infallible interpreter and
judge.

7. ¥rom universal analogy: every community among men has

* Decrces of Council of Trent, sess. iv.; Dens Theo., n. 80, 81, 84, 93-96; DBellar-
mine, lib. iii.,, de Eccles., cap. xiv., and lib. ii., dc Concil., cap. il
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the living judge as well as the written law; and the one would
be of no value without the other.

8. This power is necessary to secure unity and universality,
which all acknowledge to be essential attributes of the true
church.

18. By what arguments may this claim of the Romish Church be
shown to be utterly baseless?

1. A claim vesting in mortal men a power so momentous can
be established only by the most clear and certain evidence; and
the failure to produce such converts the claim into a treason at
once against God and the human race.

2. Her evidence fails, because the promises of Christ to pre-
serve his church from extinction and from error do none of them
¢o the length of pledging infallibility. The utmost promised is,
that the true people of God shall never perish entirely from the
earth, or be left to apostatize from the essentials of the faith.

3. Her evidence fails, because these promises of Christ were
addressed, not to the officers of the church as such, but to the
body of true believers. Compare John xx. 23, with Luke xxiv.
33, 47-49, and 1 John ii. 20, 27.

4. Her evidence fails, because the church to which the precious
promises of the Scriptures are pledged is not an external, visible
society, the authority of which is vested in the hands of a per-
petual line of apostles. For, (1.) The word church (ékxAnoia,) is a
collective term, embracing the effectually called (kayrol) or regene-
rated.—Rom. 1. 7, viii. 28; 1 Cor. i. 2; Jude 1; Rev. xvii. 14;
also Rom. ix. 24; 1 Cor. vil. 18-24; Gal. i. 15; 2 Tim. 1. 9;
Heb. ix. 15; 1 Peterii. 9, v. 10; Eph. i. 18; 2 Peter i 10.
(2.) The attributes ascribed to the church prove it to consist alone
of the true spiritual people of God, as such.—Eph. v. 27; 1 Peter
il. 5; John x. 27; Col 1. 18, 24. (3.) The epistles are addressed
to “the church,” and their salutations explain that phrase as
equivalent to “the called,” “the saints,” all truc worshippers of
God; witness the salutations of 1st and 2d Corinthians, Ephe-
sians, Colossians, 1st and 2d Peter, and Jude. The same attri-
butes are ascribed to the members of the true church, as such,
throughout the body of the epistles.—1 Cor. i 30, iii. 16, vi
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11, 19; Eph. ii. 3-8, 19-22; 1 Thess. v. 4, 5; 2 Thess. ii. 13;
Col. i 21,1ii 10; 1 Peter ii. 9.

5. The inspired apostles have had no successors. (1.) There
is no evidence that they had such in the New Testament.
(2.) While provision was made for the regular perpetuation of the
offices of presbyter and deacon (1 Tim. iii. 1-13), there are no
directions given for the perpetuation of the apostolate. (3.) There
is perfect silence concerning the continued existence of any apostles
in the church in the writings of the early centuries. Both the
name and the thing ceased. (4.) None ever claiming to be one of
their successors has possessed the “signs of an apostle.”—2 Cor.
xii. 12; 1 Cor. ix. 1; Gal i 1, 12; Acts i. 21, 22.

6. This claim, as it rests upon the authority of the pope, is
utterly unscriptural, because the pope is not known to Scripture.
As it rests upon the authority of the whole body of the bishops,
expressed in their general consent, it is unseriptural, for the rea-
sons above shown; and it is, moreover, impracticable, since their
universal judgment never has been, and never can be, impartially
collected and pronounced.

7. There can be no infallibility where there is not self-consist-
ency. DBut, as a matter of fact, the Papal Church has not been
self-consistent in her teaching: (1.) She has taught different doc-
trines in different sections and ages. (2.) She affirms the infalli-
bility of the holy Scriptures, and at the same time teaches a sys-
tem plainly and radically inconsistent with their manifest sense;
witness the doctrines of the priesthood, the mass, penance, of
works, and of Mary worship. Therefore the Church of Rome
hides the Scriptures from the people.

8. If this Romish system be true, then genuine spiritual reli-
gion ought to flourish in her communion, and all the rest of the
world ought to be a moral desert. The facts are notoriously the
reverse. If, therefore, we admit that the Romish system is true,
we subvert one of the principal evidences of Christianity itself—
viz., the self-evidencing light and practical power of true religion,
and the witness of the Holy Ghost.

19. By what direct arguments may the doctrine that the Scrip-
tures are the final judge of controversies be established 7
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That all Christians are to study the Seriptures for themsclves,
and that in all questions as to God’s revealed will the appeal is to
the Scriptures alone, is proved by the following facts :—

1. Scripture is perspicuous. (See questions 11-13.)

2. Scripture is addressed to all Christians as such. (See ques-
tion 13.)

3. All Christians are commanded to search the Scriptures, and
by them to judge all doctrines and all professed teachers.—John
v. 39; Acts xvil, 11; Gal 1. 8; 2 Cor, iv. 2; 1 Thess. v. 21 ;
1 Johniv. 1, 2,

4. The promise of the Holy Spirit, the author and interpreter
of Scripture, is to all Christians as such.—Compare John xx. 23
with Luke xxiv. 33, 47-49; 1 Johnii. 20,27; Rom. viii. 9; 1 Cor.
iii. 16, 17.

5. Religion is essentially a personal matter. Each Christian
must know and believe the truth explicitly for himself, on the
direct ground of its own moral and spiritual evidence, and not on
the mere ground of blind authority. Otherwise faith could not
be a moral act, nor could it “purify the heart.” Faith derives
its sanctifying power from the truth which it immediately appre-
hends on its own experimental evidence.—John xvii. 17, 19;
James 1. 18; 1 Peter i 22.

20. What is the objection which the Romanists make to this
doctrine, on the ground that the church ts our only authority for
believing that the Scriptures are the word of God?

Their objection is, that as we receive the Scriptures as the
word of God only on the authoritative testimony of the church,
our faith in the Scriptures is only another form of our faith in
the church, and the authority of the church, being the foundation
of that of Scripture, must of course be held paramount.

This is absurd, for two reasons :—

1. The assumed fact is false. The evidence upon which we
receive Scripture as the word of God is not the authority of the
church, but (1.) God did speak by the apostles and prophets, as
is evident, @ from the nature of their doctrine, b from their
miracles, ¢ their prophecies, d our personal experience and observa-
tion of the power of the truth. (2.) These very writings which
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we possess were written by the apostles, etc., as is evident, @ from
internal evidence, & from historical testimony rendered by all
competent contemporaneous witnesses, in the church or out of it.

2. Even if the fact assumed were true, viz., that we know the
Scriptures to be from God on the authority of the church’s testi-
mony alone, the conclusion they seek to deduce from it would be
absurd. The witness who proves the identity or primogeniture
of a prince does not thereby acquire a right to govern the king-
dom, or even to interpret the will of the prince.

21. How s the argument for the necessity of a vistble judge,
derived from the diversities of sects and doctrines among Pro-
testants, to be answered ?

1. We do not pretend that the private judgment of Protestants
is infallible, but only that, when exercised in an humble, believ-
ing spirit, it always leads to a competent knowledge of essential
truth.

2. The term Protestant is simply negative, ana is assumed by
many infidels who protest as much against the Scriptures as they
do against Reme. But Bible Protestants, among all their cir-
cumstantial differences, are to a wonderful degree agreed upon
the essentials of faith and practice. Witness their hymns and
devotienal literature.

3. The diversity that does actually exist arises from failure in
applying faithfully the Protestant principles for which we con-
tend. Men do not simply and without prejudice take their creed
from the Bible.

4, The Catholic Church, in her last and most authoritative
utterance, through the Council of Trent, has proved herself a most
indefinite judge. Her doctrinal decisions need an infallible inter-
preter infinitely more than the Seriptures.

22. How may it be shown that the Romanist theory, as well as
the Protestant, necessarily throws upon the people the obligation
of private judgment ?

Is there a God? Has he revealed himself? Ias he estab-
lished a church? Is that church an infallible teacher? Is private
judgment a Dblind leader? Which of all pretended churches is
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traprer the true one? Every one of these questions evidently must be

V.

settled in the private judgment of the inquirer, before he can,
rationally or irrationally, give up his private judgment to the
direction of the self-asserting church. Thus of necessity Roman-
ists appeal to the Scriptures to prove that the Secriptures cannot
be understood, and address arguments to the private judgment of
men to prove that private judgment is incompetent; thus basing
an argument upon that which it is the object of the argument to
prove is baseless.

23. How may it be proved that the people are far more competent
to discover what the Bible teaches, than to decide, by the marks
insisted upon by the Romanists, which ts the true church ?

The Romanists, of necessity, set forth certain marks by which
the true church is to be discriminated from all counterfeits.
These are,—1. Unity (throngh subjection to one visible head, the
pope); 2. Holiness; 3. Catholicity ; 4. Apostolicity (involving
an uninterrupted succession from the apostles of canonically
ordained bishops).* Now, the comprchension and intelligent
application of these marks involve a great amount of learning and
intelligent capacity upon the part of the inquirer. He might as
easily prove himself to be descended from Noah by an unbroken
series of legitimate marriages, as establish the right of Rome to
the last mark. Yet he cannot rationally give up the right of
studying the Bible for himself until that point is made clear.

Surely the Scriptures, with their self-evidencing spiritual
power, make less exhaustive demands upon the resources of
private judgment.

¢ Cat. of Council of Trent, part ., chap. x
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1. What is meant by the phrase, canon of Scripture?

The Greek word kavdv, canon, signifies primarily a reed, a cmserez
staff, and then a measuring rod, then a rule of life and doctrine.— t
Gal. vi. 16; Phil. iii. 16. The canon of Holy Scripture is the
entire word of God, consisting of all the books which holy men
of old wrote as they were moved by the Spirit of God, constitut-
ing our complete and only rule of faith and practice.

In order to determine this canon, we have to prove,—1. That
the writings now recognised by Protestants as a part of God’s
word were, in fact, written by the inspired men whom they claim
as their authors. 2. That they have not been materially altered
in their transmission to us. 3. That no other extant writings
have any valid claim to a place in the canon.

2. What is meant by the genuineness, and what by the authen-

ticity of a book ?

A Dbook is said to be genuine when it was really written by the
person from whom it professes to have originated ; otherwise it is
spurious. A book is said to be authentic when its contents
correspond with the truth on the subject concerning which it
treats ; otherwise it is fictitious.

A novel, though always fictitious, is genuine when it bears the
name of its real anthor. A history is both genuine and authentic,
if it was written by its professed author, and if its narrations
correspond with the facts as they occurred.

3. Whkat are the general principles upon which Protestants settle
the canon of Scripture, and wherein do they differ from those upon
which Romanists proceed ?

Protestants found their defence both of the genuineness and



‘CHAPTER
VI.

Canon of
the Old
Testa-
ment.

94 THE CANON OF SCRIPTURE.

authenticity of the books severally constituting the canon of
Scripture, as received by them, upon the same historical and
critical evidence that is uniformly relied upon by literary men
to establish the genuineness and authenticity of any ancient
writings whatever. The only difference is, that in the case of the
books constituting Holy Scripture, these evidences are preéminently
numerous and conclusive.

These evidences are, generally,—1. Internal, such as language,
style, nature and mutual harmony of subjects; 2. External, such
as testimony of contemporaneous writers, the universal consent
of contemporary readers, and corroborating history drawn from
independent, credible sources.

The Romish theologians, while referring to all these sources
of evidence, as of corroborating though subordinate value, yet
maintain the plenary infallibility and authority of the church,
upon which they found the credibility of Scripture, and of its
several parts.

4. When was the canon of the Old Testament completed ?

When the Five Books of Moses were completed, they were de-
posited in the ark of the covenant.—Deut. xxxi. 24-26. The
writings of the subsequent prophets were accredited and generally
received as they appeared, and were then preserved with pious
care by the Jews.

The uniform Jewish tradition is, that the collection and sealing
of the Old Testament canon was accomplished by Ezra and a
number of other holy men, who, after the building of the second
temple, formed with him the “ Great Synagogue,” consisting of
one hundred and twenty members; among whom, however, they
enumerate many who lived in far separate ages.

“The more probable conclusion is,” says Dr. Alexander, “that
Ezra (B.c. 457) began this work, and collected and arranged all
the sacred books which helonged to the canon before his time;
and that a succession of pious and learned men continued to pay
attention to the canon,” (the last prophetical writer being Malachi,
B.C. 400,) “until the whole was completed about the time of
Simon the Just” (B.c. 300), who appears to have carried down the
genealogical lists to his own day.—Neh.xii. 22 ; 1 Chron. iii. 19, ete
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5. Give a synopsis of the argqument by which the genuineness of
the books constituting our recetved canon of the Old Testament s
established ?

1. The canon of the Jewish Scriptures, as it existed in the
time of our Lord and his apostles, was abundantly witnessed to
by them as both genuine and authentic. (1.) Christ refers to
these writings as an infallible rule.—Mark xiv. 49; John v. 39,
x. 35. He quotes them by their comprehensive and generally
recognised title—the Law, the Prophets, the Holy Writings ; the
last division being sometimes called the Psalms, from the first
book it contained.—Luke xxiv. 44. (2.) The apostles refer to
these books as divine, and quote them as final authority.—2 Tim.
iii. 15, 16 ; Acts L 16, ete. (3.) Christ often rebuked the Jews
for disobeying, never for forging or corrupting, the text of their
Scriptures.—Matt. xxii. 29.

2. The canon of the Old Testament Scriptures, as it is received
by all Protestants, is the same as that which was authenticated by
Clrist and his apostles. (1) The New Testament writers quote
as Scripture almost every one of the books we now recognise, and
they quote no other as Secripture. The number of direct guota-
tions and implied allusions to the language of the Old Testament
occurring in the New has been traced in upwards of six hundred
instances. (2.) The Septuagint, or Greck translation of the
Hebrew Scriptures, made in Egypt B.c. 285, which was itself
frequently quoted by Christ and his apostles, embraced every
book we now recognise. (3.) Joscphus, who was born A.p. 37,
in his first book in answer to Apion, enumerates as Hebrew
Scriptures the same books by their classes. (4.) The uniform
testimony of the early Christian writers ;—e.g., “ Melito, A.p. 177
Origen, A.p. 230; Athanasius, A.p. 326; Jerome, A.D. 390;
Augustine a.p. 395.” (5.) Ever since the time of Christ, Jews
and Christians have been severally custodians of the same canon.
Their agreement with us to-day demonstrates the identity of our
Scriptures with those of the Jews of the first century.

6. What are the Apocrypha?
The word Apocrypha, from dzo and xpimrw, signifying anything
hidden, concealed, has been applied to certain ancient writings
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onarrEr whose authorship is not manifest, and in behalf of which unfounded

VI

claims have been set up for a place in the canon of Scripture.
Some of these are associated with the Old, and others with the
New Testament canon. This name, however, is more prominently
associated with those spurious writings for which a place is claime 1
among the Old Testament Scriptures, because an active contro-
versy concerning these exists between Romanists and Protestants.
They were also styled by the early church, Ecclesiastical, to dis-
tinguish them from the acknowledged word of God. In later times
they have been styled by some Romanists, Deutero-canonical, as
occupying a certain secondary place in the canon, some say as to
authority, others merely as to succession in time.

These are, Tobit, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclestasticus, Baruch, and the
two books of Maccabees, 'They also add six chapters to the book
of Esther. They prefix to the book of Daniel the History of Su-
sannah; and insert in the third chapter the Song of the Three
Children ; and add to the end of the book the History of Bel and
the Dragon. The Romish Church, on the other hand, rejects as
spurious certain other books which are found side by side with the
above in the early Greek Scriptures, and in their Latin translation,
—e.g., the third and fourth books of Esdras, the third book of
Maccabees, the 151st Psalm, the appendix to Job, and the preface
to Lamentations.*

7. How did they become associated with Holy Scripture, and upon
what ground do the Romanists advocate their place in the canon ?

They are believed to have been written by Alexandrian Jews
between the ages of Malachi and Christ. They first appearin cer-
tain history in the Greek language, and in connection with the
Septuagint translation of the genuine Scriptures, among which it
is probable they were surreptitiously introduced by heretics.

The Romanists argue,—1. That they appear in the first Greek
copies of the Old Testament, and in the Latin translation from
them. 2. That they were highly reverenced and quoted by the
early fathers. 3. That the church in her plenary authority
authenticated them at the Council of Trent, 4.D. 1546.

* Council of Trent, sess. iv. See Alesxander on Canon: and Kitto's Bib. Ency., art. * Deu
tero-Canonical."
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8. Give a synopsis of the argument by which their right to a placc onaprer
in the canon ts disproved ? R
1. These books never formed part of the Hebrew Scriptures. — Argu-

2. The Jews were the divinely appointed guardians of the ancient f;‘::,:t
oracles.—Rom. iii. 2. Christ charged them with making the ‘c'r‘;’p‘;l:"
written word of none effect by their traditions, but never with
mutilating the record.—Matt. xv. 6. Yet the Jews have uniformly
denied the spurious books in question, from the time of Josephus
to the present.*

3. These books were never quoted either by Christ or his apostles.

4. Although held by the early fathers to be useful as history
for the general purposes of edification, they were never held as
authoritative in settling matters of faith. They were not embraced
in the earliest lists of the canon. Jerome, the most learned of
the fathers, living in the latter half of the fourth century, rejected
their claims. They were held as of very doubtful and secondary
authority by many prominent Romanist teachers up to the very
time of the Council of Trent ; e.g., Erasmus, Cardinal Cajetan, etc.

5. The internal evidence presented by their contents confirms
the external evidence above set forth. (1.) None of them make
any claim to inspiration; the best of them plainly disclaim it,—
e.g., Ecclesiasticus, and 1st and 2d Maccabees. (2.) The contents
of many of them consist of childish fables; they are inconsistent
in fact and defective in morality.

6. All Protestants agree in rejecting them.t

9. What is the Talmud, and how s it regarded by the Jews?  Tamud
The Jews pretend that when Moses was with the Lord in the
mount he received one law, which he was to reduce to writing ; and
another law, explanatory and supplementary to the fornier, which
he was to commit to certain leaders of the people, to be transmitted
‘through oral tradition to the remotest generations. This oral law
he did thus commit, through Aaron, Eleazar, and Joshua, to the
prophets, and through the prophets to the rabbins of the early
centuries of the Christian era, who reduced it to writing, because
such a precaution was then necessary for its preservation under

* Josephus' Answer to Apion, book i., sect. 8.
t See 6th Article of Religion n the Episcopal Prayer-Book; and Confession of Faith, chap
I, sect. 3. Aiexander on Canon, and Horne's Introduetion, vol. i., appendix 5.
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the dispersed and depressed condition of Israel. This oral law,
as written, constitutes the Mishna, or text; which together with
the Gemara, or commentary thereon, constitutes the Talmud.

There are two Gemaras, and consequently two Talmuds;—the
Jerusalem Gemara, compiled some say in the third, and others in the
fourth century ; and the Babylonian, compiled in the sixth century.
This last, together with the Mishna, constitutes the Talmud which
is most highly esteemed by the modern Jews, and is really, to the
exclusion of the Holy Scriptures, the fountain of their religion.

It is reputed by competent scholars as beyond parallel trivial,
and full of intellectual and moral darkness. It derives not one
iota of support from a single word of Scripture. Its incipient
spirit was severely condemned by Christ in the Pharisees of his
day.—Matt. xv. 1-9; Mark vii. 1-13.

10. When was the canon of the New Testament settled, and by
what authority ?

The authority of every inspired writing is inherent in itself as
God’s word, but the fact of its being the work of inspired men is
ascertained to us by the testimony of contemporaries, who were
the only competent witnesses on the subject. Every gospel, epistle,
or prophecy, written by an apostle, or by a known companion of
an apostle, and claiming scriptural authority, was received as such
by all Christians to whom it was known. Considering the poverty
of the early Christians, the persecutions to which they were sub-
ject, the imperfect means of multiplying copies of Scripture at their
disposal, the comparative infrequency of intercommunication in
those days, the apostolic writings were disseminated with a rapid-
ity, and acknowledged with a universality of consent, truly won-
derful. Such writings as were directed to particular churches were
immediately accredited ; while the circular letters or epistles gener-
ally were longer left in doubt. Each individual church and teacher
received all of the apostolic writings which they were in a position
to ascertain by legitimate evidenee. With regard to most of the
books composing our present Bible, general consentwas established
from the first, while with regard to a few a period of doubt and
investigation intervened. During this period they were distri-
buted into two classes : 1. The Homologoumena, or universally
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received, comprising the large majority of the books we possess.
2. The Antilegomena, or the controverted, 2d Peter, James, Jude,
2d and 3d John, Revelation, and Hebrews. Most of this last class,
however, were received by the majority of Christians from the be-
ginning ; and their evidences, after the most thorough scrutiny,
secured universal assent by the fourth century.®

11. Give a synopsis of the argument establishing the genuineness
of the books contained in the recetved canon of the New Testament.

1. Any writing proved to have been written by an apostle, or
under the supervision of an apostle, is to be regarded as part of
the eanon of Scripture.

2. The universal or the nearly universal consent of the early
Christians to the fact of the derivation of a writing from an apostle,
or from one who wrote under an apostle’s supervision, conclusively
establishes the right of such a writing to a place in the canon.

3. The fact that the early Christians unite in testifying to the
genuineness of most of the books constituting our New Testament,
and that a majority of these witnesses testify to the genuineness
of all of them, is abundantly proved.

(1) The early Christian writers in all parts of the world consent
in quoting as Scripture the writings now embraced in our canon,
while they quote all other writings only for illustration, not antho-
rity.

(2.) The earliest church fathers, beginning with Origen, about
A.D. 210, furnish, for the guidance of their disciples, catalogues of
the books they held to be canonical. Jones, in hiswork on the New
Testament Canon,t cites thirteen of the earliest catalogues, ranging
from A.p. 210 to A.D. 390: seven of these agree perfectly with
ours; three others agree perfectly with ours, only omitting Revela-
tion; one other omits only Revelation and Hebrews; one other
agrees with ours, only speaking doubtfully of Hebrews; and one
other speaks doubtfully of James, Jude, 2d Peter, 2d and 3d John.

(3.) The earliest translations of the Scriptures into other lan-
guages prove that, at the time they were made, the books they
contain were recognised as Scripture. @, The Peshito, or ancient

* See Jones® New Method, part i., chap v.; Kitto's Bib. Ency., art. ** Antilegomena.”
t }'ol. i., pp. 6063
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onapter Syriac translation, made during the first or second century, in-

VI

cludes the four Gospels, Acts, all the Epistles of Paul, the Epistle
of James, and the 1st Epistle of John and the 1st of Peter.
Revelation was probably longer in being recognised, because its
contents were so mysterious that it was not as much read or as
diligently circulated as the others. &, The Italic, or early Latin
version, is not now extant, but it is believed to have contained
the same books afterwards embraced in the Vulgate or version of
St. Jerome, A.p. 385, which agrees wholly with ours,

4. The internal evidences corroborate the external testimony.

(1.) The language in which these books were written (later
Greek qualified by Hebrew idiom) proves their authors to have
lived in Palestine, and at the precise age of the world in which
their reputed authors did live there.

(2.) They present precisely that unity in essentials with cir-
cumstantial diversities which is most convincing. Paley (in his
Horz Pauline) has demonstrated that the Acts and the Pauline
Epistles mutually confirm each other. See also Blunt's Unde-
signed Coincidences, and the various Harmonies of the Gospels
The whole New Testament forms an inseparable whole.

(3.) They have all been found precions by God’s spiritual
church of all ages, and are quick and powerful to the conscience.

5. With respect to those smaller writings the testimony for
which is not as absolutely unanimous as for the rest, there re-
mains this invincible presumption, that God would not permit his
true people all over the world, and of all ages, to corrupt his word
with the admixture of human compositions.

12. What special questions do the writings of Mark and Luke
present ?

The testimony that the second and third Gospels were really
written by these men is unanimous and unquestioned ; but as they
were not apostles, the question is as to the proof that their writ-
ings are inspired.

Although not themselves apostles, they iwere the immediate
associates of those princes of the church; and there was a well-
accredited tradition among the fathers that Mark wrote his Gospel
under the direction of Peter, and that Luke wrote his under the
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direction of Paul. Their writings were widely circulated thirty cuaerer
years before the death of John, and while Peter and Paul were !
living, and yet they were among the very first Scriptures to be
universally reeeived as eanonical. They therefore must have been
approved by at least the apostle John. Besides this, their internal
evidenee, literary, moral, and spiritual, and their harmony with the

other Seriptures in spirit and as to fact, establish their claim.*

13. By what marks have the apocryphal writings of the New
Testament era been discriminated from the genwine writings of the
apostles ?

The writings thus discriminated by the early Christians were
of two kinds,—

1. The genuine writings of holy men who lived in the age im-
mediately subsequent to that of the apostles, and who wrote edifying
epistles and treatises on topies of Christian doctrine or practice.
These were called Kcclesiastical, and were often read in the
churches for edification, though never appealed to as authority ;
e.g., the Epistle of Clemens Romanus and the Shepherd of Hermas.

2. Spurious eompositions, falsely set forth as the writings of
Christ or of lis apostles, or of their disciples. Some of these
were well-intentioned pious frauds; others were the forgeries of
heretics. A few of these appeared in the second, but most in the
fourth eentury, and the greater part are now lost. As far as their
names can be recovered, Mr. Jones has given a complete list both
of those now extant and of those that have been lost.t The
principal writings of this class now extant are the Letter of our
Saviour to Abgarus, king of Edessa; the Constitutions and Creed
of the Apostles; the Gospel of our Saviour’s Infaney; Letters of
Paul to Seneca; the Aets of Paul and Theela, ete.

Mzr. Jones has set down several marks in his work,} by which
all these writings may be proved to constitute no part of Holy
Scripture. The sum of the results of his investigations, in the
first and second parts of his work, is, that all these writings
are proved, by their contents, to be unworthy of a place in the
canon ; by their style, not to be the work of their reputed authors ;

* See Alexander on Canon, part ii., sect. 7.
t Jones' New Method, part i, chap. iii., and part iii
3 Part L, chaps. xL-xiii.
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by frequent contradictions, not to be consistent with the received
Scriptures ; that not one of them was ever quoted or enrolled as
canonical by any competent number of contemporaneous wit-
nesses ; that nearly all of them were expressly repudiated as spu-
rious, or at least as uninspired, by the early church.

14. What are the sources from which the true text of the 0ld
Testament ts ascertained ?

1. Ancient manuscripts. The Jews have always copied and
preserved their manuscripts with superstitious care, even count-
ing the words and letters. “In the period between the sixth
and tenth centuries they had two celebrated academies, one at
Babylon, in the East, and the other at Tiberias, in the West,
where their literature was cultivated, and their Scriptures fre-
quently transcribed. Hence arose two distinet recensions or
editions of the Hebrew Scriptures, which were collated in the
eighth or ninth century;” and the text thus prepared is the
masoretic or traditional text, which we now have in our Hebrew
Bibles. The most ancient existing Hebrew manuscripts date
from the ninth or tenth century. The majority range from A.D.
1000 to A.p. 1457. The oldest extant printed Hebrew Bible
dates A.p. 1488, Dr. Kennicott collated, in preparation for his
critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, six hundred and thirty
manuscripts; and M. de Rossi collated nine hundred and fifty-
eight. The various readings presented by these manuscripts in
very few cases involve the sense of the passage, and chiefly relate
to differences in the vowel points, accents, etc.

2. We may correct the existing text by comparing it with—
(1.) The Samaritan Pentateuch, or the edition of the Five Books
of Moses which the Samaritans inherited from the ten tribes.
(2.) The Targums, which are eleven books in number, some of
them dating from the first century before Christ, and being
generally very accurate paraplirases of the Hebrew Scriptures in
the ancient Chaldee. (3.) With the early translations of the
Scriptures into other languages ;—a, The Greek Septuagint, made
B.C. 285; b, The Peshito, or ancient Syriac version, made about
A.D. 100; ¢, The Latin Vulgate, made by Jerome A.p. 385.*

* Horne's Introduction.
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15. What are the sources from which the true text of the New
Testament Scriptures is ascertained ?

1. Ancient manuseripts. The oldest and most authoritative
Greek manuseripts now extant: (1.) The Codex Alexandrinus of
the fifth century (called A), now in the British Museum. (2.) The
Codex Vaticanus of the fourth century (called B), now in the
Vatican Library at Rome. (3.) The Codex Regius of the sixth cen-
tury (called C), now in the Royal Library, Paris. (4.) The Codex
Bezee of the sixth century (called D), now in the University
Library, Cambridge. Manuseripts succeeding these in age, up
to the end of the fifteenth century, abound all over Europe.
Upwards of six hundred have been diligently collated in prepara-
tion for recent editions of the Greek Testament. The results of
the most thorough investigations are uniformly declared, by the
most competent scholars, to establish beyond question the integ-
rity of the sacred text.

2. The numerous and accurate quotations of the Scriptures
preserved in the writings of the early Christians, “In not less
than one hundred and eighty ecclesiastical writers, whose works
are still extant, are quotations from the New Testament intro-
duced ; and so numerous are they, that from the works of those
that flourished before the seventh century the whole text of the
New Testament might have been recovered if the originals had
perished.”

3. Early translations into other languages: (1.) The Peshito,
or ancient Syriac version, about A.p. 100. (2.) The Latin Vulgate
of Jerome, A.». 385. (3.) The Coptic of the fifth century, and
others of less critical value.*

* 1lorne's Introduction, and Angus’ Bible Hand-Boolk.
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THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD.

caaptER As the result of the argument for the being of God presented in

VII.

Names of
God.

the first chapter, we found (chapter i, question 30) that even the
light of nature surely discovers that there is a God, and that he
is a personal spirit, infinite, eternal, self-existent, the first cause
of all things, infinitely intelligent, powerful, free of will, righteous,
and benevolent. It remains for us in the present chapter to
attempt to collect and present that additional and clearer know-
ledge of the divine nature which the Scriptures make known to
us by means of his names and his atéributes.

1. State the etymology and meaning of the several names
appropriated to God in the Scriptures.

1. Jenovasm, from the Hebrew verb M7, fo be. It expresses
self-existence and unchangeableness. It is the incommunicable
name of God, which the Jews superstitiously refused to pro-
nounce, always substituting in their reading the word Adonai,
Lord. Hence it is represented in our English version by the
word Lorp, printed in capital letters.

JaH, probably an abbreviation of the name Jehovah, is used
principally in the Psalms, Ps. Ixviii. 4. It constitutes the con-
cluding syllable of hallelujah, praise Jehovah.

God gave to Moses his peculiar name, I anM THAT I AM,
(Ex. iii. 14,) from the same root, and bearing the same funda-
mental significance as Jehovah.

2. Ei, might, power, translated God, and applied alike to the
true God and to false gods, Isa. xliv. 10,

3. Exonidm and Eroas, the same name in its singular and
plural forms; derived from TTLZ?}, to fear, reverence. “In itssingu-
lar form it is used only in the latter books and in poetry.” Inthe
plural form it is sometimes used with a plural sense, for gods ; but
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more commonly. as a pluralis excellentiee, for God. It is applied
to false gods, but preéminently to Jehovah, as the great object of
adoration,

4. ApoNa1, the Lord, a pluralis excellentice, applied exclusively
to God, expressing possession and sovereign dominion ; equivalent
to Kipeos, Lord, so frequently applied to Christ in the New Testa-
ment.

5. Sappal, Almighty, a pluralvs excellentie. Sometimes it
stands by itself, Job v. 17; and sometimes combined with a pre-
ceding El, Gen. xvii. 1.

6. ELyoN, Jlost IHigh, a verbal adjective from ﬂ'?lj, to go up,
ascend, Ps. ix, 3, xxi. 8.

7. The term TzEBAOTH, of hosts, is frequently used as an epi-
thet qualifying one of the above-mentioned names of God. Thus,
Jehovah of hosts, God of hosts, Jehovah, God of hosts, Amos iv. 13;
Ps. xxiv, 10. Some have thought this equivalent to God of
battles ; the true force of the epithet, however, is, “ Sovereign of
the stars, material hosts of heaven, and of the angels their inhabit-
ants.”*

8. Many other epithets are applied to God metaphorically, to
set forth the relation he sustains to us, and the offices he fulfils;
—e.g., King, Lawgiver, Judge, Isa. xxxiii. 22; Ps. xxiv. §, 1. 6;
Rock, Fortress, Tower, Deliverer, 2 Sam. xxii. 2, 3; Ps. Ixil. 2;
Shepherd, Husbandman, Ps. xxiii. 1; John xv. 1; Father, Matt.
vi. 9; John xx. 17, ete.

2. What are the divine attributes?

As God is infinite in his being, and in all the affections and
modes thereof, it is manifestly impossible for any creature to con-
ceive of him as he is in hLimself, or as he apprehends his own
infinite being in his infinite knowledge. Yet he has mercifully
condescended to reveal himself to us under the form of certain
finite conceptions, which are possible to us only after the analogy
of our own spiritual constitution, and because of the revealed fact
that man was created in the image of God. They are imperfect,
because finite conceptions; they are true, because revealed by God
himself to man created in his own image. The word attribute

* Dr.J. A. Alexander, Com. cn Ps. xxiv. 10; and Gesenius' lleb. Lex.
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signifies that which in human thought, on the authority of divine
revelation, is to be truly attributed to or predicated of God.
They are not, however, to be conceived of as properties distinct
from his essence, but as modes of conceiving of his essence. His
knowledge is his essence knowing, as his love is his essence
loving.

Concerning the nature and operations of God, we can know
only what he has vouchsafed to reveal to us; and with every con-
ception, either of his being or his acts, there must always attend
an element of incomprehensibility, which is inseparable from
infinitnde. His knowledge and power are as truly beyond all
understanding as his eternity or immensity, Job xi. 7-9, xxvi. 14;
Ps. exxxix. 5, 6; Isa. xl. 28, The moral elements of his glori-
ous nature are the norm or original law of our moral faculties;
thus we are made capable of comprehending the ultimate prin-
ciples of truth and justice upon which he acts. Yet his action
upon those principles is often a trial of our faith, and an occasion
of our adoring wonder, Rom. xi. 33-36; Isa.lv. 8, 9.

3. How are we to understand those passages of Scripture which
atiribute to God bodily parts and the infirmities of human passion ?

The passages referred to are such as speak of the face of God,
Ex. xxxiil. 11, 20; his eyes, 2 Chron. xvi. 9; his nostrils, 2 Sam.
xxii. 9, 16; his arms and feet, Isa. lii. 10, and Ps. xviii. 9; and
such as speak of his repenting and grieving, Gen. vi. 6, 7; Jer.
xv. 6; Ps, xev. 10; of his being jealous, Deut. xxix. 20, etc.
These are to be understood only as metaphors. They represent
the truth with respect to God only analogically, and as seen from
our point of view.

When he is said to repent, or to be grieved, or to be jealous, it is
only meant that he acts towards us as a man would when agitated
by such passions, These metaphors occur principally in the Old
Testament, and in highly rhetorical passages of the poetical and
prophetical books.

4. How may the divine attributes be classified ?
From the vastness of the subject and the incommensurateness
of our faculties, it is evident that no classification of the divine
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attributes we can form can be anything more than approximately cmarrer
accurate and complete. The most common classifications rest Y
upon the following principles :—

1. The attributes of God distinguished as communicable and
incommunicable. The communicable are those to which the
attributes of the human spirit bear the nearest analogy; e.g., his
power, knowledge, will, goodness, and righteousness. The incom-
municable are those to which there is in the creature nothing
analogous; as eternity, immensity, ete. This distinetion, however,
must not be pressed too far. God is infinite in hiis relation to space
and time,—we are finite in our relation to both; but he is no less
infinite as to his power, knowledge, will, goodness, and righteous-
ness, in all their modes, and we are finite in all these respects. All
God’s attributes known to us, or conceivable by us, are communi-
cable, inasmuch as they have their analogy in us; but they are
all alike incommunicable, inasmuch as they are all infinite.

2. Tlie attributes of God distinguished as natural and moral.
The natural are all those which pertain to his existence as an
infinite, rational spirit; e.g., eternity, immensity, intelligence, will,
power. The moral are those additional attributes which belong
to liim as an infinite, righteous spirit; e.g., justice, mercy, truth.

I would diffidently propose the following four-fold classifica-
tion :—

1. Those attributes which equally qualify all the rest: in-
Jfinitude, that which has no bounds; absoluteness, that which is
determined, either in its being or modes of being or action, by
nothing whatsoever without itself. This includes immutability.

2. Natural attributes : God is an infinite spirit, self-existent,
eternal, vmmense, simple, free of will, intelligent, powerful.

3. Moral attributes : God is a spirit infinitely righteous, good,
true, and faithful.

4. The consmmmate glory of all the divine perfections in
union : the beauty of HOLINESS.

THE UNITY OF GOD.

5. In what sense is God one?
1. 'There is only one God, to the exclusion of all others.
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caarrer 2, Notwithstanding the three-fold personal distinction in the
Y unity of the Godhead, yet these three are one in substance, and
constitute one indivisible God.

6. How may the proposition, that God is one and indivisible, be
proved ?

1. There appears to be a necessity in reason for conceiving of
God as one. That which is absolute and infinite cannot but be
one and indivisible in essence. If God is not one, then it will
necessarily follow that there are more gods than one.

2. The uniform representation of Scripture, John x. 30.

7. Prove from Scripture that the proposition, there ts but one
God, is true.

Deut. vi. 4; 1 Kings viii. 60; Isa. xliv. 6; Mark xii. 29, 32;
1 Cor. viii. 4; Eph. iv. 6.

8. Whut vs the argument from the harmony of creation tn _favour
of the divine unity ?

The whole creation, between the outermost range of telescopic
and of microscopic observation, is manifestly one indivisible
system. But we have already (chapter i.) proved the existence of
God from the phenomena of the universe; and we now argue,
upon the same principle, that if an effect proves the prior opera-
tion of a cause, and if traces of design prove a designer, then
singleness of plan and operation in that design and its execution
proves that the designer is ONE.

9. What s the argument wpon this point from necessary existence?

The existence of God is said to be necessary, because it has its
cause from eternity in jtself, It is the same in all duration and
in all space alike. It is absurd to conceive of God’s not existing
at any time, or in any portion of space, while all other existence
whatsoever, depending upon his mere will, is contingent. But the
necessity which is uniform in all times, and in every portion of
space, is evidently only one and indivisible, and can be the ground
of the existence only of one God.

This argument is logical, and has been prized highly by many
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distinguished theologians. It appears, however, to involve the
error of presuming human logic to be the measure of existence.

10. What s the argument from wnfinite perfection, tn proof that
there can be but one God ?

God is infinite in his being and in all of his perfections. But
the infinite, by including all, excludes all others. If there were
two infinite beings, each would necessarily include the other, and
be included by it, and thus they would be the same, one and iden-
tical, It is certain that the idea of the coéxistence of two infinitely
perfect beings is as repugnant to human reason as to Scripture.

11. What us polytheism? and what dualism ?

Polytheism, as the etymology of the word indicates, is a general
term designating every system of religion which teaches the exist-
ence of a plurality of gods.

Dualism is the designation of that system which recognises
two original and independent principles in the universe, the one
good and the other evil. At present these principles are in a re-
lation of ceaseless antagonism, the good ever struggling to oppose
the evil, and to deliver its province from its baneful intrusion.

12. What is meant by the phrase simplicity, when applied to
God ?

The term simplicity is used, first, in opposition to material
composition, whether mechanical, organic, or chemical; second,
in a metaphysical sense, in negation of the relation of substance
and property, essence and mode. In the first sense of the word
human souls are simple, becanse they are not composed of
elements, parts, or organs. In the second sense of the word our
souls are complex, since there is in them a distinction between
their essence and their properties, and their successive modes or
states of existence. As, however, God is infinite, eternal, self-
existent from eternity, necessarily the same without succession,
theologians have maintained that in him essence, and property,
and mode are one. He always is what he is, and he is what he
is essentially, and by the same necessity that he exists. What-
ever is in Ged, whether thought, emotion, volitiow, or act, is God.

CHAPTER
VIIL.
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Although this distinction has the sanction of the highest namnies,
it appears to involve at least a questionable application of human
reason to subjects so far transcending the analogy of human con-
sciousness.

13. What vs affirmed when it is said that God is a spirit?

We know nothing of substance except as it is manifested by its
properties. Matter is that substance whose properties manifest
themselves directly to our bodily senses. Spirit is that substance
whose properties manifest themselves to us directly in self-con-
sciousness, and only ¢nferentially by words and other signs or
modes of expression through our senses.

When we say God is a spirit, we mean,—

1. Negatively, that he does not possess bodily parts or passions;
that he is composed of no material elements; that he is not
subject to any of the limiting conditions of material existence;
and consequently, that he is not to be apprehended as the object
of any of our bodily senses.

2. Positively, that he is a rational being, who distinguishes
with infinite precision between the true and the false ; that he is
a moral being, who distinguishes between the right and the wrong;
that he is a free agent, whose action is self-determined by his own
will; and, in fine, that all the essential properties of our spirits
may truly be predicated of him in an infinite degree, John iv. 24.
(Chapter i., questions 23, 24, 27, 30.)

GOD’S RELATION TO SPACE.

14. What is meant by the vmmensity of God ?

The immensity of God is the phrase used to express the fact
that God is infinite in his relation to space; i.e, that the entire
indivisible essence of God is at every moment of time contempo-
raneously present to every point of infinite space.

This is not in virtue of the infinite multiplication of his spirit,
since he is eternally one and individual; nor does it result from
the infinite diffusion of his essence through infinite space, as air
is diffused over the surface of the earth, since, being a spirit, he
is not composed of parts, nor is he capable of extension, but the
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whole Godlhead in the one indivisible essence is equally present
in every moment of eternal duration to the whole of infinite
space, and to every part of it.

15. How does vmmensity duffer from omnipresence?

Immensity characterizes the relation of God to space viewed
abstractly in itself. Omnipresence characterizes the relation of
God to his creatures as they severally occupy their several positions
in space. The divine essence is immense in its own being,
absolutely ; it is omnipresent relatively to all his creaturcs.

16. What are the different modes of the divine presence, and how
may it be proved that he ts everywhere present as to lus essence ?

God may be conceived of as present in any place, or with any
creature, in several modes ;—first, as to his essence; second, as to
his knowledge; third, as manifesting that presence to any intelli-
gent creature; fourth, as exercising his power in any way in or
upon the creature. As to essence and knowledge, his presence is
the same everywhere and always. As to his self-manifestation
and the exercise of his power, his presence differs endlessly in
different cases in degree and mode. Thus God is present to the
church as he is not to the world. Thus he is present in hell in
the manifestation and execution of righteous wrath, while he is
present in heaven in the manifestation and communication of
gracious love and glory.

That God is everywhere present as to his essence is proved,
first, from Scripture, 1 Kings viii. 27; Ps. exxxix. 7-10; Isa.
Ixvi. 1; Acts xvil. 27, 28; second, from reason: (1.) It follows
necessarily from his infinitude; (2.) From the fact that his
knowledge is his essence knowing, and his actions are his essence
acting; yet his knowledge and his power reach to all things.

17. State the different relations that bodies, created spirits, and
God, sustain to space.

Turrettin says: “ Bodies are conceived of as existing in space
circumscriptively, because, occupying a certain portion of space,
they are bounded by space upon every side. Created spirits do
not occupy any portion of space, nor are they embraced by any ;

CHAPTER
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cuaprEr they are, however, in space definitely, as here and not there

VIL

God, on the other hand, is in space repletively, because in a trans-
cendent manner his essence fills all space. He is included in no
space; he is excluded from none. Wholly present to each point,
he comprehends all space at once.

THE RELATION OF GOD TO TIME.

18. What is eternity ?

Eternity is infinite duration; dnration discharged from all
limits, without beginning, without succession, and without end.
The schoolmen phrase it punctum stans, an ever-abiding present.

We, however, can positively conceive of eternity only as dura-
tion indefinitely extended from the present moment in two
directions—as to the past, and as to the future. These are im-
properly expressed as eternity a@ parte ante, or past; and eternity
a parte post, or future. The eternity of God, however, is one and
indivisible.

19. What is time?

Time is limited duration, measured by succession, either of
thought or motion, It is distinguished, in reference to our per-
ceptions, into past, present, and future.

20. What relation does time bear to eternity ?

Eternity, the nnchanging present, without beginning or end,
comprehends all time, and coéxists as an nndivided moment, with
all the successions of time as they appear and pass in their order.

Thought is possible to us, however, only under the limitations
of time and space. 'We can conceive of God only under the finite
fashion of first purposing and then acting, of first promising or
threatening and then fulfilling his word, etc. He that inhabiteth
eternity infinitely transcends our understanding, Isa. lvii. 15.

21. When we say that God s eternal, what do we affirm and
what do we deny?

We affirm, first, that as to his existence, he never had any
beginning, and never will have any end; second, thet as to the
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mode of his existence, his thoughts, emotions, purposes, and acts,
are without succession, one and inseparable, the same for ever;
third, that he is immutable.

We deny, first, that he ever had a beginning, or ever will have an
end ; second, that his states or modes of being occur in succession ;
third, that his essence, attributes, or purposes, will ever change.

22. In what sense are the acts of God spoken of as past, present,
and future?

The acts of God are never past, present, or future as respects
God himself, but only in respect to the objects and effects of his acts
in the creature. The efficient purpose, comprehending the precise
object, time, and circumstance, was presentto him always and change-
lessly ; the event, however, taking place in the creature, occurs in
time, and is thns past, present, or future to our observation,

23. In what sense are events past or future as regards God ?

As God’s knowledge is infinite, every event must, first, be ever
equally present to his knowledge from eternity to eternity; second,
these events must be known to him as they actually occur in
themselves; e.g., in their true nature, relations, and successions.
This distinction, therefore, holds true :—God’s knowledge of all
events is withont beginning, end, or succession; but he knows
them as in themselves occurring in the successions of time, past,
present, or future, relatively to one another.

THE IMMUTABILITY OF GOD.

24, What is meant by the vmmutalility of God ?

By his immutability we mean that it follows, from the infinite
perfection of God, that he cannot be changed by anything from
withont himself, and that he will not change from any principle
within himself,—that as to his esscnce, his will, and his states of
existence, he is the same from eternity to eternity. Thus he is
absolutely immutable in himself. He is also immutable relatively
to the creature, inasmuch as his knowledge, purpose, and truth, as
these are conceived by us and are revealed to us, can know neither
variableness nor shadow of turning, James i 17.

8
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25. Prove from Scripture and reason that God ts tmmutable.

1. Scripture: Mal. iii. 6 ; Ps. xxxiii. 11; Isa. xlvi. 10; James
i 17,

2. Reason : (1.) God is self-existent. As he is caused by none,
but causes all, so he can be changed by none, but changes all
(2.) He is the absolute being. Neither his existence, nor the
manner of it, nor his will, is determined by any necessary rela-
tion which they sustain to anything exterior to himself. As he
preceded all and caused all, so his sovereign will freely determined
the relations which all things are permitted to sustain to him.
(3.) He is infinite in duration, and therefore he cannot know suc-
cession or change. (4.) He is infinite in all perfection, knowledge,
wisdom, righteousness, benevolence, will, power, and therefore
cannot change; for nothing can be added to the infinite nor taken
from it. Any change would make him either less than infinite
before, or less than infinite afterwards.

26. How can the creation of the world and the incarnation o,
the Son be reconciled with the immutability of God ?

1. As to the creation : The efficacious purpose, the will and power
to create the world, dwelleth in God from eternity without change ;
but this very efficacious purpose itself provided that the effect
should take place in its proper time and order. This effect took
place from God; but of course involved no shadow of change in
God, as nothing was either taken from him or added to him.

2. As to the incarnation: The divine Son assumed a created
human nature into personal union with himself. His uncreated
essence of course was not changed. His eternal person was not
changed in itself, but only brought into a new relation. The
change effected by that stupendous event occurred only in the
created nature of the man Christ Jesus.

THE INFINITE INTELLIGENCE OF GOD.

27. Ilow does God's mode of knowing differ from ours?

God’s knowledge is,—1. His essence knowing ; 2.It is one eternai,
all-comprehensive, indivisible act.

(1.) It is not discursive,—.e., proceeding logically from the known
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to the unknown ; but ntuitive,—i.e., discerning all things directly CHAPTER
in its own light. iod
(2) It is independent ; i, it does in no way depend upon
his creatures or their actions, but solely upon his own infinite
intuition of all things possible in the light of his own reason,
and of all things actual and future in the light of his own eternal
purpose.
(3.) It is total and stmultaneous, not successive. It is one single,
indivisible act of intuition, beholding all things in themselves,
their relations and successions, as ever present.
(4) It is perfect and essential, not relative; i.e., he knows all
things directly in their hidden essences, while we know them only
by their properties, as they stand related to our senses.

28. How may the objects of divine knowledge be classified ?

1. God himself in his own infinite being. It is evident that
this, transcending the sum of all other objects, is the only adequate
objeet of a knowledge really infinite,

2. All possible objects, as such, whether they are or ever have
been, or ever will be or not, seen in the light of his own infinite
reason,

3. All things which have been, are, or will be, he comprehends
in one eternal, simultaneous act of knowledge, as ever present
actualities to him, and as known to be such in the light of his own
sovereign and eternal purpose.

29. What is the technical designation of the knowledge of things
possible, and what is the foundation of that knowledge ?

Its technical designation is scientia simpligis intelligentic,—
“knowledge of simple intelligence;” so called because it is con-
ceived by us as an act simply of the divine intellect, without any
concurrent act of the divine will. For the same reason it has
been styled scientic necessaria,—« necessary knowledge ;” +.e., not
voluntary, or determined by will. The foundation of that know-
ledge is God’s essential and infinitely perfeet knowledge of his
own omnipotencee,

30. What is the technical designation of the knowledge of things
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emartER actual, whether past, present, or future; and what is the foundation
Yt of that knowledge ?

It is called scientia wvisionis,—*knowledge of vision;” and
sctentia libera,— free knowledge ;” because his intellect is in this
case conceived of as being determined by a concurrent act of his will

The foundation of this knowledge is God’s infinite knowledge
of his own all-comprehensive and unchangeable and eternal purpose.

31. Prove that the knowledge of God extends to future contingent
events.

The contingency of events in our view of them has a two-fold
ground : first, their immediate causes may be by us indeterminate,
as in the case of the dice; second, their immediate cause may be
the volition of a free agent. The first class are in no sense con-
tingent in God’s view. The second class are foreknown by him
as contingent in their cause, but as none the less certain in their
event.

That he does foreknow all such is certain,

1. Scripture affirms it, 1 Sam. xxiii. 11, 12; Aects ii. 23, xv.
18; Tsa. xlvi. 9, 10.

2. He has often predicted contingent events future at the time
of the prophecy, which the event has fulfilled, Mark xiv. 30.

3. God is infinite in all his perfections, his knowledge, there-
fore, must (1.) be perfect, and comprehend all things future as
well as past, (2.) independent of the creature. He knows all
things in themselves by bis own light, and cannot depend upon
the will of the creature to make his knowledge either more certain
or more complete.

32. Ilow can the foreknowledge of God be reconciled with the
Jreedom of moral agents tn their acts?

The difficulty here presented is of this nature: God’s fore-
knowledge is certain; the event, therefore, must be certainly
future ; but if certainly future, how can the agent be free in en-
acting it?

In order to avoid this difficulty, some theologians, on the one
hand, have denied the reality of man's moral freedom; while
others, on the other hand, have maintained that, God’s knowledge
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being free, he voluntarily abstains from knowing what his creatures cuarrsg
endowed with free agency will do. i
We remark,—
1. God’s certain foreknowledge of all future events, and man’s
frec agency, are both certain facts, impregnably established by
independent evidence. We must believe both, whether we can
reconcile them or not.
2. Although necessity is inconsistent with liberty, moral cer-
tainty is not, as is abundantly shown in chapter xviii., question 12.

33. What s scientia media ?

This is the technical designation of God’s knowledge of future
contingent events, presumed, by the authors of this distinction, to
depend, not upon the eternal purpose of God making the event
certain, but upon the free act of the creature as foreseen by a
special intuition. It is called scientia media, * middle knowledge,”
because it is supposed to occupy a middle ground between the
knowledge of simple tntelligence and the knowledge of viston. It
differs from the former, since its object is not all possible things,
but a special class of things actually future. It differs from the
latter, since its ground is not the eternal purposc of God, but the
free action of the creature as simply foresecn.

34. By whom was this distinction tniroduced, and for what
purpose?

By the Jesuit doctors, for the purpose of cxplaining how God
might certainly foreknow what his free creatures would do in the
absence of any sovereign foreordination on bis part determining
their action ;—thus making his foreordination of men to happiness
or misery to depend upon his foreknowledge of their faith and
obedience, and denying that his forecknowledge depends upon his
sovereign foreordination.

35. What are the arguments against the validity of this dis-
tinction ?

1. The arguimnents upon which it is based arc untenable. Its
advocates plead,—(1.) Scripture, 1 Sam. xxiii. 9-12; Matt. xi. 22,
23.  (2.) That this distinetion is obviously nccessary in order to
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enarrer render the mode of the divine foreknowledge consistent with man’s

YIIL

free agency.

To the first argument we answer, that the events mentioned in
the above-cited passages of Scripture were not future. They simply
teach that God, knowing all causes, free and necessary, knows how
they would act under any proposed condition. Even we know
that ¢f we add fire to powder an explosion would ensue. This
comes under the first class we cited above (question 29), or the
knowledge of all possible things. To the second argument we
answer, that the certain foreknowledge of God involves the certainty
of the future free act of his creature as much as his foreordination
does; and that the sovereign foreordination of God, with respect
to the free acts of men, only makes them certainly future, and
does not in the least provide for causing those acts in any other
way than by the free will of the creature himself acting freely.

2. This middle knowledge is unnecessary, because all possible
objects of knowledge, all possible things, and all things actually to
be, have already been embraced under the two classes already
cited (questions 29, 30).

3. If God certainly foreknows any future event, then it must be
certainly future ; and he must have foreknown it to be certainly
future, either because it was antecedently certain, or because his
foreknowing it made it certain. If his foreknowing it made it
certain, then his foreknowledge involves foreordination. If it was
antecedently certain, then we ask what could have made it certain
except what we affirm, the decree of God, either to cause it him-
self immediately, or to cause it through some necessary second
cause, or that some free agent should cause it freely? We can
ouly choose between the foreordination of God and a blind fate.

4. This view makes the knowledge of God to depend upon the
acts of his creatures, without himself. This is both absurd and
impious, if God is infinite, eternal, and absolute.

5. The Scriptures teach that God does foreordain as well as fore-
know the free acts of men, Isa. x. 5-15; Acts ii. 23, iv. 27, 28,

36. How does wisdom differ from knowledge, and wherein docs
the wisdom of God consist ?
Knowledge is a simple act of the understanding, apprehending
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that a thing ¢s, and comprehending its nature and relations, or cnarrrn

how it is. _

Wisdom presupposes knowledge, and is the practical use which
the understanding, determined by the will, makes of the material
of knowledge. God’s wisdom is infinite and eternal. It is con-
ceived of by us as selecting the highest possible end, the mani-
festation of his own glory ; and then in selecting and directing, in
every department of his operations, the best possible means to
sccure that end. This wisdom is gloriously manifested to us in
the great theatres of creation, providence, and grace.

THE INFINITE POWER OF GOD.

37. What s meant by the omnipotence of God ?

Power is that efficiency which, by an essential law of thought,
we recognise as inherent in a cause in relation to its effect. God
is the uncaused first cause, and the causal efficiency of his will is
absolutely limitless.

38. In what sense have theologians admitted that the power of
God is limited ?

1. By his own infinitely perfect nature. Ile cannot act either
unwisely or unjustly.

2. By the nature of things. He cannot work an essential con-
tradiction.

We regard this language as inaccurate. For with regard to the
first limit, his own nature, his power resides in his will, and he
certainly can do whatsoever he wills to do. It would be more
accurate, therefore, to say that his infinitely wise and righteous
will always chooses wisely and righteously, than to say that wis-
dom or righteousness limits his power.

With regard to the second limit. Contradictions are not things.
To be and not to be at the same time, and in the same sense, is a
mere logical quibble.

39. How can absolute omnipotence be proved to belong to God ?
1. It is asserted by Scripture, Jer. xxxii. 17; Matt. xix. 26;
Luke i. 37; Rev. xix. 6.

VII.
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2. It is necessarily involved in the very idea of God as an in-
finite being.

3. Although we have seen but part of his ways (Job xxvi. 14),
yet our constantly extending experience is ever revealing to us
new and more astonishing evidences of his power, which always
indicate an inexhaustible reserve.

THE WILL OF GOD.

40. What is meant by the wnll of God?

The will of God is the infinitely and eternally wise, powerful,
and righteous essence of God willing. In our conception it is
that attribute of the Deity to which we refer his purposes and
decrees as their principle.

41. In what sense ts the will of God sard to be free, and in
what sense necessary ?

The will of God is the wise, powerful, and righteous
essence of God willing. His will, therefore, in every act, is
certainly and yet most freely both wise and righteous. The
liberty of indifference is evidently foreign to his nature; be-
cause the perfection of wisdom is to choose the most wisely,
and the perfection of righteousness is to choose the most
righteously.

On the other hand, the will of God is from eternity absolutely
independent of all his creatures and all their actions.

42. What is intended by the distinction between the decretive and
the preceptive will of God ?

The decretive will of God, is God efficaciously purposing the
certain futurition of events. The preceptive will of God, is God,
as moral governor, commanding his moral creatures to do that
which he sees it right and wise that they in their circumstances
should do.

These are not inconsistent. What he wills as our duty may
very consistently be different from what he wills as his purpose.
What it is right for him to permit may be wrong for him to ap-
prove, or for us to do.
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43. What ts meant by the distinction between the secret and re-
vealed will of God ?

The secret will of God is his decretive will, called secret, because
although it is sometimes revealed to man in the prophecies and
promises of the Bible, yet it is for the most part hidden in God.

The revealed will of God is his preceptive will, which is always
clearly set forth as the rule of our duty, Deut. xxix. 29.

44, In what sense do the Arminians maintain the distinction
between the antecedent and consequent will of God, and what are
the objections to their view of the subject ?

This is a distinction invented by the schoolmen, and adopted
by the Arminians, for reconciling the will of God with their theory
of the free agency of man.

They call that an antecedent act of God’s will which precedes
the action of the creature; eg., before Adam sinned God willed
him to be happy. They call that a consequent act of God’s will
which follows the act of the creature, and is consequent upon
that act; eg., after Adam sinned God willed him to suffer the
penalty due to his sin.

It is very evident that this distinction does not truly represent
the nature of God’s will, and its relation to the acts of his
creatures. 1. God is eternal, and therefore there can be no dis-
tinction in his acts as to time. 2, God is eternally omniscient
and omnipotent. If he wills anything, therefore, he must from
the beginning will the means to accomplish it, and thus secure the
attainment of the end willed. Otherwise God must have, at the
same time, two inconsistent wills with regard to the same object.
The truth is, that God eternally and unchangeably, by one com-
prehensive act of will, willed all that happened to Adam fromn
beginning to end, in the precise order and succession in which each
event occurred. 3. God is infinitely independent. It is degrad-
ing to God, to conceive of him as first willing that which he has
no power to effect, and then changing his will consequently to the
independent acts of his creatures.

It is true, indeed, that, because of the natural limits of our
capacities, we necessarily conceive of the several intentions of
God’s one, eternal, indivisible purpose, as sustaining a certain
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ompnm logical (not temporal) relation to each other, as principle and con-

sequent. Thus we conceive of God’s first (in logical order) de-
creeing to create man, then to permit him to fall, then to elect
some to everlasting life, and then to provide a redemption.®

45. In what sense do Arminians hold the distinction between the
absolute and conditional will of God, and what are the objections
to that view?

In their view, that is the absolute will of God which is sus-
pended upon no coudition without himself ; e.g., his decree to
create man: that is the conditional will of God which is sus-
pended upon a condition; e.g, his decree to save those that believe,
—1.e., on condition of their faith.

It is evident that this view is entirely inconsistent with the
nature of God, as an eternal, self-existent, independent being,
infinite in all his perfections. It degrades him to the position of
being simply a cotrdinate part of the creation, mutually limiting
and being limited by the creature.

The mistake results from detaching a fragment of God’s will
from the one whole, all-comprehensive, eternal purpose. It is
evident that, when properly viewed as eternal and one, God’s pur-
pose must comprehend all conditions, as well as their consequents.
God’s will is suspended upon no condition, but he eternally wills
the event as suspended upon its condition, and its condition as
determining the event.

It is admitted by all, that God’s preceptive will, as expressed in
commands, promises, and threatenings, is often suspended upon
condition, If we believe, we shall certainly be saved. This is
the relation which God has immutably established between faith
as the condition, and salvation as the consequent; .., faith is
the condition of salvation. But this is something very different
from saying that the faith of Paul was the condition of God’s
eternal purpose to save him ; because the same purpose determined
the faith as the condition, and the salvation as its consequent.
(See further, chapter ix., on the Decrees.)

46. In what sense ts the will of God sard to be eternul ?

* Turrettin.
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It is one eternal, unsuccessive, all-comprehensive act, absolutely cuserer
.. . . . . . VIL
determining either to effect or to permit all things, in all of their rela-
tions, conditions, and successions, which ever were, are, or will be.

47. In what sense may the will of God be said to be the rule of
righteousness ?

"It is evident that in the highest sense, with respect to God
willing, his mere will cannot be regarded as the ultimate ground
of all righteousness, any more than it can be as the ultimate
ground of all wisdom. Because, in that case, it would follow, first,
that there would be no essential difference between right and wrong
in themselves, but only a difference arbitrarily constituted by God
himself; and second, that it would be senseless to ascribe right-
eousness to God, for then that would be merely to say that he wills
as he wills. The truth is, that his will acts as his infinitely
righteous wisdom sees to be right.

On the other hand, God’s revealed will is to us the absolute and
ultimate rule of righteousness, alike when he commands things in
themselves indifferent, and thus makes them right, as when he com-
mands things in themselves essentially right, because they are right.

THE INFINITE JUSTICE OF GOD.

48. What s meant by the distinctions absolute and relative,
rectoral, distributive, and punitive or vindictive justice of God?

The absolute justice of God is the infinite moral perfection or
universal righteousness of his own being.

The relative justice of God is his infinitely righteous nature
viewed as exercised in his relation to his moral creatures, as their
moral governor.

This last is called rectoral, when viewed as exercised generally
in administering the affairs of his universal government, in provid-
ing for and governing his creatures and their actions. It is
called distributive, when viewed as exercised in giving unto each
creature his exact proportionate due of rewards or punishment.
It is called punitive or vindictive, when viewed as demanding and
inflicting the adequate and proportionate punishment of all sin,
because of its intrinsic ill desert.



FPHAPTER
VIL

124 THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD.

49. What are the different opinions as to the nature of the
punitive justice of God; ie., what are the different reasons assigned
why God punishes sin ?

The Socinians deny the punitive justice of God altogether, and
maintain that he punishes sin simply for the good of the individual
sinner, and of society, only so far as it may be interested in his
restraint or improvement. The new school theologians, maintain-
ing the governmental theory of the Atonement, hold that God
punishes sin, not because of a changeless principle in himself de-
manding its punishment, but for the good of the universe, on the
basis of great and changeless principles of governmental policy ;—
thus resolving justice into a form of general benevolence.*

Some hold that the necessity for the punishment of sin is
only hypothetical; .., results only from the eternal decree of
God.

The true view is, that God is immutably determined, by his own
eternal and essential righteousness, to visit every sin with a pro-
portionate punishment.

50. How may it be arqued, from the independence and absolute
self-sufficiency of God, that punitive justice is an essential atiribute
of his nature?

It is inconsistent with these essential attributes to conceive
of God as obliged to any course of action by the external exig-
encies of his creation.  Both the motive and the end of his
action must be in himself. If he punishes sin because deter-
mined so to do by the principles of his own nature, he then
acts independently ; but if he resorts to this merely as the neces-
sary means of restraining and governing his creatures, then their
actions control his.

51. What argument in support of this doctrine may be drawn
Jrom the instinctive sense of justice which s essentially tnherent in
our nature?

Man, especially as to his moral nature, was created in the image
of God. We necessarily refer to him in an infinite degree our
highest ideal of moral excellence. Conscience, as the organ of

* Sce Beman on the Atonement.
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the moral law in our hearts, echoes the voice, and discovers to us cunapren”

the moral character of the great Lawgiver.

Now, the universal testimony of the human conscience is,
that ill desert is of the essence of sin; that, irrespective of any
general consequences to society, the malefactor deserves punish-
ment; and that no amount of public benefit can justify the
judicial injury of the innocent. This is implied in all human
laws, in all superstitious fears, and in the penances and expiatory
sacrifices which, in one form or another, have constituted a pro-
minent element in all religions.

52. How may this principle be inferred from God’s love of holi-
ness and hatred of sin ?

If the reason for God’s punishing sin were founded simply in
his own arbitrary will, then he could not be said to hate sin, but
only to love his own will. Or if his reason for punishing sin
rested solely upon governmental considerations, then he could not
be strictly said to hate sin, but only its consequences.

But both our consciences and Scripture teach positively
that God does hate sin and love holiness for their own sakes,
Hab. i. 13; Ps.v. 4, 5, xlv. 6, 7, cxlv. 17, 20; Prov. xi. 20; Deat.
iv. 24.

To deny this doctrine is to deny the very essence of moral
goodness,—to resolve righteousness into prudence, and right into
advantage.

53. How may it be proved from what the Scriptures say of the
death of Christ ?

The Scriptures teach that our sins were laid upon Christ; that
he was made sin; that he suffered, the just for the unjust, that
God might justly justify the unjust, Isa. liii. 5-11; Rom. iii
24-26; Qal. iii 13, 14; 1 Peter iii. 18; (also see chapter xxii.)
But if the neccessity for the punishment of sin arises simply from
the arbitrary will of God, then the sacrifice of Christ involved
no punishment of sin at all, but a mere gratification of God’s
arbitrary will; or if, on the other hand, it derives its necessity
purely from governmental considerations,—.e., from the necessity
of restraining sinners and preventing the spread of sin by mani-

VIL.
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“enaprer festing to the universe a stupendous evidence that sin shall be

Y punished,—what would this be but to make the awful death of

Christ a well-intentioned fiction? For if Christ died, not because

all sin intrinsically deserves punishment, not because there is an

immutable principle in God demanding its punishment, but only

that further sin may be prevented, then sin was not punished.

Yet the Scriptures declare that it was. But if our doctrine be

true, that God is immutably determmined to punish all sin, then

we can understand why without the shedding of blood there can

be no remission, and a sufficient reason is given for the awful
sacrifice of the incarnate Word.

54, How may it be proved from the law of God ?

The penalty is as essential an element of the law as the
precept, and together they constitute one inseparable and per-
fect rule of moral rectitude. The langnage of the law is, “The
soul that sinneth, it shall die.” Now, if this rule be based
upon the mere will of God, then it is no revelation of his
moral nature, and no display of his essential righteousness. If,
on the other hand, it is based on mere governmental considera-
tions of general advantage, then there remains no distinction
between right and wrong. We hold, however, that the one all-
perfect law exhibits at once what God’s infinitely perfect right-
eousness determines him to demand of his moral creatures, and, in
case of disobedience, to inflict.

THE INFINITE GOODNESS OF GOD.

55. What distinctions are signified by the terms benevolence, com-
placency, mercy, and grace?

The infinite goodness of God is a glorious perfection which
preéminently characterizes his nature, and which he, in an in-
finitely wise, righteous, and sovereign manner, exercises towards
his creatures in various modes, according to their relations and
conditions.

Denevolence is the goodness of God viewed generically. It
embraces all his creatures, except the judicially condemned on
account of sin, and provides for their welfare.
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The love of complacency is that approving affection with which
God regards his own infinite perfections, and every image and
reflection of them in his creatures, especially in the sanctified sub-
jects of the new creation.

God’s mercy, of which the more passive forms are pity and
compassion, is the divine goodness exercised with respect to the
miseries of his creatures, feeling for them, and making provision
for their relief, and, in the case of impenitent sinners, leading to
long-suffering patience.

The grace of God is his goodness seeking to communicate his
favours, and, above all, the fellowship of his own life and blessed-
ness, to his moral creatures, who, as creatures, must be destitute
of all merit; and preéminently his electing love securing at in-
finite cost the blessedness of its objects, who, as stnful creatures,
were positively ill deserving.

56. What are the sources of our knowledge of the fact that God
ts benevolent?

1. Reason. Benevolence is an essential element of moral perfec-
tion. God is infinitely perfect, and therefore infinitely benevolent.

2. Experience and observation. The wisdom of God in design-
ing, and the power of God in executing, in the several spheres of
creation, providence, and revealed religion, have evidently been
constantly determined by benevolent intentions.

3. The direct assertions of Scripture, Ps. cxlv. 8 9; 1 John
iv. 8.

57. How may it be proved that God is gracious and willing to
Sorgive sin?

Neither reason nor conscience can ever raise a presumption
on this subject. It is the evident duty of fellow-creatures mutn-
ally to forgive ¢njuries, but we have nothing to do with forgiving
sin as sin.

It appears plain that there can be no moral principle making
it essential for a sovercign ruler to forgive sin as transgression of
law.  All that reason or conscience can assure us of in that regard
{3, that sin cannot be forgiven without an atonement. The gracious
affection which should prompt such a ruler to provide an atone-

CHAPTER
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caaprer ment, must, from its essential nature, be perfectly free and sove-
Y reign; and therefore it can be known only so far as itis graciously
revealed. The gospel is, therefore, good news, confirmed by signs

and wonders, Ex. xxxiv. 6, 7; Eph. 1. 7-9.

58. What are the different theories or assumptions on which it
has been attempted to reconcile the existence of sin with the goodness
of God ?

1. It has been argued by some, that free agency is essential to
a moral system, and that absolute independence of will is essential
to free agency. That to control the wills of free agents is no more
an object of power than the working of contradictions ; and conse-
quently, God, although omnipotent, could not prevent sin in a
moral system without violating its nature.®

2. Others have argued that sin was permitted by God, in
infinite wisdom, as the necessary means to the largest possible
measure of happiness in the universe as a whole.

On both of these we remark,—

1. That the first theory above cited is founded on a false view
of the conditions of human liberty and responsibility (see below,
chapter xviil.); and further, that it grossly limits the power of
God, by representing him as desiring and attempting what he
cannot effect ; and that it makes him dependent upon his creatures.

2. With reference to the second theory, it should be remem-
bered that God’s own glory, and not the greatest good of the
universe, is the great end of God in creation and providence.

3. The permission of sin, in its relation both to the righteous-
ness and goodness of God, is an insolvable mystery, and all
attempts to solve it only darken counsel with words without
knowledge. It is, however, the privilege of our faith to know,
though not of our philosophy to comprehend, that it is assuredly
a most wise, righteous, and merciful permission, and that it shall
redound to the glory of God and to the good of his chosen.

59. How can the attributes of goodness and justice be shown to
be consistent ?
Goodness and justice are the several aspects of one unchange-

* See Dr. N. W Taylor's Concio ad Clerum, 1828,
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able, infinitely wise, and sovereign moral perfection. God is not
sometimes merciful and sometimes just, nor so far merciful and
so far just; but be is eternally, infinitely merciful and just.
Relatively to the creature, this infinite perfection of nature pre-
sents different aspects, as is determined by the judgment which
infinite wisdom delivers in each individual case.

Even in our experience these attributes of our moral nature are
found not to be inconsistent in principle, though our want both of
wisdom and knowledge, a sense of our own unworthiness,and a mere
physical sympathy, often sadly distract our judgments aswell as our
hearts in adjusting these principles to the individual cases of life.

GOD’S INFINITE TRUTH.

60. What is truth, considered as a divine attribute?

The truth of God, in its widest sense, is a perfection which
qualifies all his intellectual and moral attributes. His knowledge
is infinitely true in relation to its objects, and his wisdom un-
biased either by prejudice or passion. His justice and bis
goodness, in all their exercises, .are infinitely true to the perfect
standard of his own nature. In all outward manifestations of his
perfections to his creatures, God is always true to his nature—
always self-consistently divine. This attribute, in its more special
sense, qualifies all God’s intercourse with his rational creatures.
He is true to jus as well as to himself; and thus is laid the foun-
dation of all faith, and therefore of all knowledge. It is the
foundation of all confidence,~—first, in our senses; second, in our
intellect and conscience ; third, in any authenticated supernatural
revelation.

The two forms in which this perfection is exercised in relation
to us are,—first, his entire truthfulness in all his communications;
second, his perfect sincerity in undertaking and faithfulness in dis-
charging all his engagements.

Gl. How can the truth of God be reconciled with the apparent
non-performance of some of his threatenings ?

The promises and threatenings of God are sometimes absolute,
when they are always infallibly fulfilled in the precise sense in

9
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cuarrer which he intended them. They are often also conditional—made

VIL

to depend upon the obedience or repentance of the creature,
Jonah iii. 4, 10; Jer. xviii. 7, 8, This condition may be either
expressed or implied, because the individual case is understood to
be, of course, governed by the general principle, that genuine re-
pentance and faith deliver from every threatening and secure
every promise.

62. How can the invitations and exhortations of the Scriptures,
addressed to those whom God does not purpose to save, be reconciled
with his sincertty ?

See above (question 42),—the distinction between God’s precep-
tive and his decretive will. His invitations and exhortations are
addressed to all men in good faith: first, because it is every man’s
duty to repent and believe, and God’s preceptive will that every
man should ; second, because nothing ever prevents the obedience
of any sinner except his own unwillingness; third, because in
every case in which the condition is fulfilled the promise implied
will be performed; fourth, God never has promised to enable
every man to believe; fifth, these invitations and exhortations are
not addressed to the reprobate as such, but to all sinners as such,
with the avowed purpose of saving thereby the elect.

THE INFINITE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD.

63. What is meant by the sovereignty of God ?
His absolute right to govern and dispose of all his creatures
simply according to his own good pleasure.

64. Prove that this right is asserted in Scripture.
Dan. iv. 25, 35; Rev. iv. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 15; Rom. ix. 15-23.

65. On what does the absolute soveretgnty of God rest?

1. His infinite superiority in being and in all his perfections to
any and to all his creatures.

2. As creatures, they were created out of nothing, and are now
sustained in being by his power, for his own glory, and according
to his own good pleasure, Rom. xi. 36.
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3. His infinite benefits to us, and our dependence upon and bless- cmarrer
edness in him, are reasons why we should not only recognise, butre- ¥
joiceinthis glorious truth, “The Lorpreigneth; let the earth rejoice.”

66. Is there any sense in which there are limits to the soverergnty
of God ?

The sovereignty of God, viewed abstractly as one attribute
among many, must, of course, be conceived of as qualified by all
the rest. It cannot be otherwise than an infinitely wise, righteous,
and merciful sovereignty.

But God, viewed concretely as an infinite sovereign, is abso-
lutely unlimited by anything without himself. ¢« He doeth
according to his will in the army of heaven, and among the in-
habitants of the earth,” Dan. iv. 35,

THE INFINITE HOLINESS OF GOD.

67. What is meant by the holiness of God ?

The holiness of God is not to be conceived of as one attribute
among others; it is rather a general term representing the concep-
tion of his consummate perfection and total glory. It is his
infinite moral perfection crowning his infinite intelligence and
power. There is a glory of each attribute viewed abstractly, and
a glory of the whole together. The intellectual nature is the
essential basis of the moral. Infinite moral perfection is the crown
of the Godhead. Holiness is the total glory thus crowned.

Holiness in the Creator is the total perfection of an infinitely
righteous intclligence. Holiness in the creature is not mere moral
perfection, but perfection of the created nature of moral agents
after their kind, in spiritual union and fellowship with the infinite
Creator, 1 John i. 3.

Theword holiness, as applied to God in Scripture, represents, first,
moral purity, Lev. xi. 44; Ps.exlv. 17; second, his transcendently
august and venerable majesty, Isa. vi. 3; Ps. xxii. 3; Rev. iv. 8.

To “sanctify the Lorp,” t.e., to make him lholy, is to declare
and adore his holiness by venerating his august majesty wherever
and whereinsoever his person or character is represented, Isa.
vill. 13, xxix, 23; Ezek. xxxvifi. 23 ; Matt. vi. 9; 1 Peter iii. 15.
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THE HOLY TRINITY.

1. What is the etymology and meaning of the word Trinity,
and when was it introduced into the language of the church?

This word, in its Latin form, Trinitas, is derived from the
adjective ¢rinus, “three-fold,” or “three in ome;” and it thus
exactly expresses the divine mystery of three persons in the unity
of one Godhead.

It is said to have taken its place in the language of Christian
theology, for the first time, in an apologetic work of Theophilus,
bishop of Antioch, in Syria, from A.D. 168 to A.p. 183.%

2. What is the theological meaning of the term substantia
(“substance”), and what change has occurred tn its usage? '

Substantia, as now used, is equivalent to essence, independent
being. Thus, in the Godhead the three persons are the same in
substance,—i.c., of one and the same indivisible, numerical
essence.

The word was at first used by one party in the church as equi-
valent to subsistentia (“subsistence”), or mode of existence; in
which sense, while there is but one essence, there are three sub-
stantice, or persons, in the Godhead.t

3. What ws the theological meaning of the word subsistentia
(“subsistence”) ?

It is used to signify that mode of existence which distinguishes
one individual thing from every other individual thing,—one
person from every other person. As applied to the doctrine of
the Trinity, subsistence is that mode of existence which is pecu-

* See Mosheim’s Eccles. Hist., vol. 1., p. 121, note 7.
t Sce Turrettin, tom. i., Iocus 3, ques. 23
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liar to each of the divine persons, and which in each constitutes cmarrer

the one essence a distinet person.

4. What is the New Testament sense of the word imdoraots,
(“hypostasis™) ?

This word, as to its etymology, is precisely equivalent to sub-
stance. It comes from tplomue, “to stand under.”

In the New Testament it is used five times :—

1. Figuratively, for confidence, or that state of mind which is
conscious of a firm foundation, 2 Cor. ix. 4, xi. 17; Heb. iii. 14;
which faith realizes, Heb. xi. 1.

2. Literally, for essential nature, Heb, i. 3.

5. In what sense s this word used by the ecclestastical writers ?

Until the middle of the fourth century, this word, in connee-
tion with the doctrine of the Trinity, was generally used in its
primary sense, as equivalent to substance. It is used in this
sense in the creed published by the Council of Nice, A.p. 325;
and again in the decrees of the Couneil of Sardica, in Illyria,
A.D. 347. These agreed in affirming that there is but one hypo-
stasis in the Godhead. Some, however, at that time understand-
ing the word in the sense of person, its usage was changed by
general consent, chiefly through the influence of Athanasius; and
ever since, it has been established in theological language in the
sense of “person,” in contradistinction to odala, “essence.” It has
been transferred into the English language in the form of an
adjective, to designate the hypostatical or personal union of two
natures in the God-man.

6. What is essential to personality, and how s the word per-
son to be defined in connection with the doctrine of the Trintty?

The Latin word suppositum signifies a distinet individual exist-
ence; eg., a particular tree, or horse. A person is suppositum
intellectuale, a distinet individual existenee, to which belongs the
properties of reason and free-will. Throughout the entire range
of our experienee and observation of personal existence among
creatures, personality rests upon, and appears to be inscparable

* See Sampson's Com. on Heb.

VIII.
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from, distinction of essence. Every distinct person is a distinct
soul, with or without a body.

That distinguishing mode of existence which constitutes the
one divine essence codrdinately three separate persons, is, of
course, an infinite mystery, which we cannot understand, and
therefore cannot adequately define, and which we can know only
so far as it is explicitly revealed. All that we know is, that this
distinction, which is called personality, embraces all those incom-
municable properties which eternally belong to Father, Son, or
Holy Ghost separately, and not to all in common; that it lays
the foundation for their concurrence in counsel, their mutual love
and action one upon another,—as the Father sending the Son, and
the Father and Son sending the Spirit,—and for use of the per-
sonal pronouns I, thou, he, in the revelation which one divine
person gives of himself and of the others.

7. What is meant by the terms bpoovowov (“of the same sub-
stance”) and Spowioiov (“of similar substance”)?

In the first general council of the church which, consisting of
three hundred and eighteen bishops, was called together by the
Emperor Constantine at Nice, in Bithynia, A.D. 325, there were
found to be three great parties, representing different opinions
concerning the Trinity :—

1. The orthodox party, who maintained the opinion now held
by all Christians,—that the Lord Jesus is, as to his divine nature,
of the same identical substance with the Father, These insisted
upon applying to him the definite term, dpuoovorov (homoousion),—
compounded of 6uds, “ same,” and “ odoia, “ substance,”—to teach
the great truth that the three persons of the Godhead are one
God, because they are of the same numerical essence.

2. The Arians, who maintained that the Son of God is the
greatest of all creatures, more like God than any other, the only-
begotten son of God, created before all worlds, through whom
God created all other things,—and in that sense only divine.

3. The middle party, styled Semi-Arians, who confessed that the
Son was not a creature, but denied that he was in the same
sense God as the Father is. They held that the Father is the
only absolute self-existent God ; yet that from eternity he, by his
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own free will, caused to proceed from himself a divine person of cmarres
like nature and properties. They denied, therefore, that the Son '™
was of the same substance (homoousion) with the Father, but
admitted that he was of an essence truly similar, and derived

from the Father, (homoiousion, Suoovorov,—irom Guotos, “like,”

and ovoia, “substance.”)

The opinions of the first or orthodox party prevailed at that
council, and have ever since been represented by the technical
phrase, homoousian.

For the creed promulgated by that council, see Appendix A.

8. What are the several propositions essentially involved in the
doctrine of the Trinity ?

1. There is but one God, and this God is one; i.e, indivisible.

2. That the one indivisible divine essence, as a whole, exists
eternally as Father, and as Son, and as Holy Ghost; that each
person possesses the whole essence, and is constituted a distinct
person by certain incommunicable properties not common to him
with the others.

3. The distinction between these three is a personal distinc-
tion, in the sense that it occasions,—(1.) The use of the personal
pronouns I, thou, he ; (2.) A concurrence in counsel; (3.) A dis-
tinct order of operation.

4. These persons are distinguished as first, second, and third,
to express an order indicated in Scripture: (1.) Of subsistence, in-
somuch as the Father is neither begotten nor proceedeth, while
the Son is eternally begotten by the Father, and the Spirit eter-
nally proceedeth from the Father and the Son; (2.) Of operation,
insomuch that the first person sends and operates through the
second, and the first and second send and operate through the
third.

In order, thercfore, to establish this doctrine in all its parts by
the testimony of Scripture, it will be necessary for us to prove the
following propositions in their order :—

1. That God is one.

3. That Jesus of Nazareth, as to his divine nature, was truly
God, yet a distinet person from the Father.

3. That the Holy Spirit is truly God, yet a distinct person.
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4. That the Scriptures directly teach a trinity of persons in
one Godhead.

5. Tt will remain to gather what the Secriptures reveal as to the
eternal and necessary relations which these three divine persons
sustain to each other. These are distributed under the following
heads : (1.) The relation which the second person sustains to the
first, or the eternal generation of the Son ; (2.) The relation which
the third person sustains to the first and second, or the eternal
procession of the Holy Ghost; and, (3.) Their personal properties
and order of operation, ad extra.

I. GoD IS ONE, AND THERE IS BUT ONE GoD.

The proof of this proposition, from reason and Scripture, has
been fully set forth above, in chapter vii.,, on the Attributes of
God, questions 5-10.

The answer to the question, how the cobrdinate existence of
three distinet persons in the Trinity can be reconciled with this
fundamental doctrine of the divine unity, is given below, in ques-
tion 85 of this chapter.

II. Jesus oF NAZARETH, AS TO WIS DIVINE NATURE, IS TRULY
(GoD, AND YET A DISTINCT PERSON FROM THE FATHER.

9. What different views have been entertained with respect to the
person of Christ ?

The orthodox doctrine as to the person of Christ is, that he
from cternity has existed as the coéqual Son of the Father, con-
stituted of the same infinite self-existent essence with the Father
and the Holy Ghost.

The orthodox doctrine as to his person as at present consti-
tuted, since his incarnation, is set forth in chapter xx. An account
of the different heretical opinions as to his person is given below,
in questions 87-91 of this chapter.

10. How far did the Jews at the time of Christ expect the
Messiah to appear as a divine person ?
When Christ appeared, it is certain that the great mass of the
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Jewish people had ceased to entertain the scriptural expectation crarres
of a divine Saviour, and only desired a temporal prince, in a pre- -
eminent sense, a favourite of Heaven. It is said, however, that
scattered hints in some of the rabbinical writings indicate that

some of the more learned and spiritual still continued true to the
ancient faith.

11. How may the preéxistence of Jesus before his birth by the Evidence
Virgin be proved from Scripture ? ;:fgk;:ib-'s
1. Those passages which say that he is the creator of the world. ence.

—John i 3; Col. i. 15-18.

2. Those passages which directly declare that he was with the
Father before the world was; that he was rich, aud possessed
glory.—John i. 1, 15, 30, vi. 62, viii. 58, xvii. 5; 2 Cor. viii. 9.

3. Those passages which declare that he ““ came into the world,”
“came down from heaven,”—John iii. 13, 31, xiil. 3, xvi. 28;
1 Cor. xv. 47.

12, How can 1t be proved that the Jehovah who manifested him-
self as the God of the Jews under the old economy was the second
person of the Trinity, who became incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth?

As this fact is not affirmed in any single statement of Scrip-
ture, it can be established only by a eareful comparison of many
passages. The evidence, as compiled from Hill’s Lectures, book iii.,
chap. v., may be summed up as follows :—

1. All the divine appearances of the ancient economy are re-
ferred to one person.  Compare Gen, xviii. 2, 17, xxviii. 13, xxxii.
9, 30; Ex. iii. 14, 15, xiil. 21, xx. 1, 2, xxv. 22; Deut. iv. 33,
36-39; Neh. ix. 7-28. This one person is called Jehovah, the
incommunicable name of God, and at the same time angel, or one
sent.  Compare Gen. xxxi. 11, 13, xIviil. 15, 16; Hosea xii
2-5. Compare Ex. iii. 14, 15, with Acts vii. 30-35; and Ex.
xiil, 21, with Ex. xiv. 19; and Ex. xx. 1, 2, with Acts vil. 38;
Isa. Ixiii. 7-9.

2. But God the Iather has been seen by no man, John i. 18,
vi. 46 ; neither could he be an angel, or one sent by any other: yet
God the Son has been seen, 1 John L. 1, 2; and sent, John v. 36,

3. This Jehoval, who was at the same time the angel, or one
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sent, of the old economy, was also set forth by the prophets as
the Saviour of Israel, and the author of the new dispensation. In
Zech, ii. 10, 11, one Jehovah is represented as sending another.
See Micah v. 2. In Mal iii. 1, it is declared that “the Lord,”
“the messenger of the covenant,” shall come to his temple.
This is applied to Jesus, Mark i 2. Compare Ps, xcvii. 7, with
Heb. i. 6; and Isa. vi. 1-5, with John xii. 41.

4. Certain references in the New Testament to passages in the
Old appear directly to imply this fact. Compare Ps. Ixxviil
15, 16, 35, with 1 Cor. x. 9.

5. The church is one under all dispensations, and Jesus from
the beginning is the Redeemer and Head of the church. It is,
therefore, most consistent with all that has been revealed to us as
to the offices of the three divine persons in the scheme of redemp-
tion, to admit the view here presented. See also John viii. 56, 58 ;
Matt. xxiii, 37; 1 Peter i. 10, il.

13. What evidence of the divinity of the Messiak does the 2d
Psalm present ?

It declares him to be the Son of God, and, as such, to receive
universal power over the whole earth and its inhabitants. All
are exhorted to submit to him, and to trust in him, on pain of his
anger. In Acts xiii. 33, Paul declares that psalm refers to Christ.

14. What evidence is furnished by the 45th Psalm?

The ancient Jews considered this psalm addressed to the Mes-
siah, and the fact is established by Paul, Heb. i 8, 9. Here,
therefore, Jesus is called God, and his throne eternal.

15. What evidence 1s furnished by Psalm 110?

That this psalm refers to the Messiah is proved by Christ.
Matt. xxii. 43, 44 ; and by Paul, Heb. v. 6, vii. 17. He is here
called David’s Tord (Adonai), and invited to sit at the right hand
of Jehovah, until all his enemies be made his footstool.

16. What evidence 1s furnished by Isaiah ix. 61
This passage self-evidently refers to the Messiah, as is con-
firmed by Matt. iv. 14-16. It declares explicitly that the child
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born is also “The mighty God, the everlasting Father, the Prince cmarrer
of peace.” Ww
17. What is the evidence furnished by Micah v. 21
This was understood by the Jews to refer to Christ, which is
confirmed by Matt. ii. 6, and John vii. 42. The passage declares
that his goings forth have been “from ever of old;” .e., from
eternity.

18. What evidence is furnished by Malachs iii. 1, 21

This passage self-evidently refers to the Messiah, as is confirmed
by Mark i. 2.

The Hebrew term (Adonai), here translated Lord, is never
applied to any other than the supreme God. The temple, which
was sacred to the presence and worship of Jehovah, is called “his
temple;” and in verse 2, a divine work of judgment is ascribed
to him.

19. What evidence is afforded by the way in which the writers
of the New Testament apply the writings of the Old Testament to
Christ?

The apostles frequently apply the language of the Old Testa-
ment to Christ, when it is evident that the original writers in-
tended to speak of Jehovah, and not of the Messiah as such.

Psalm cii. is evidently an address to the supreme Lord, ascribing
to him eternity, creation, providential government, worship, and
the hearing and answering of prayer; but Paul, Heb. i 10-12,
affirms Christ to be the subject of the address. In Isa. xlv. 20-25,
Jehovah speaks and asserts his own supreme Lordship ; but Paul,
in Rom. xiv. 11, quotes a part of Jehovah’s declaration with
regard to himself, to prove that we must all stand before the judg-
ment-seat of Christ. Compare also Isa. vi. 3, with John xii. 41.

20. What s the general character of the evidence upon this sub-
Ject afforded by the New Testament ?

This fundamental doctrine is presented to us in every indi-
vidual writing, and in every separate paragraph of the New Tes-
tament, either by direct assertion or by necessary implication, a3
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cnarrer may be ascertained by every honest reader for himself. The

VIII.

mass of this testimony is so great, and is so intimately interwoven
with every other theme in every passage, that I have room here
to present only a general sample of the evidence, classified under
the usual heads.

91. Prove that the New Testament ascribes divine titles to
Christ.

John i 1, xx. 28; Acts xx. 28; Rom. ix. 5; 2 Thess. i. 12;
1 Tim. iii. 16; Titus ii. 13; Heb. i. 8; 1 John v. 20.

99. Prove that the New Testament ascribes divine perfections to
Christ.

Eternity.—John i 2, viil. 58, xvii. 5; Rew. i 8, 17, 18,
xxii. 13.

Immutability.—Ieb. i. 11, 12, and xiii. 8.

Omnipresence.—John iii. 13; Matt. xviil. 20, xxviil 20.

Omniscience——Matt. xi. 27 ; John ii. 23-25, xxi. 17; Rev.
ii. 23.

Omnipotence.—John v. 17 ; Heb. i. 3; Rev. i & =i 17.

93. Prove that the New Testament ascribes divine works to
Christ.

Creation.—John i. 3, 10; Col. i. 16, 17.

Preservation and providence—Heb. i. 3; Col. i 17 ; Matt.
xxviil. 18.

Miracles.—John v. 21, 36.

Judgment.—2 Cor. v. 10; Matt. xxv. 31, 32; John v. 23.

A work of grace, including election.—John xiii. 18.

Sanctification, Eph. v. 26; sending the Holy Ghost, John xvi.
7, 14; giving eternal life, John x. 28.%

94. Prove that the New Testament teaches that supreme worship
should be paid to Christ.

Matt. xxviii. 19; John v. 22, 23, xiv. 1; Aects vii 59, 60;
1 Cor. i. 2; 2 Cor. xiil. 14; Phil. ii. 9, 10; Heb. i. 6; Rev. 1.
5, 6, v. 11, 12, vii. 10.

¢ Turrettin, tom. i,, L 3, q. 28.
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95. Prove that the Son, although God, is a distinct person from
the Father.

This fact is so plainly taught in Seripture, and so universally
implied, that the Sabellian system, which denies it, has never ob-
tained any general eurrency.

Christ is sent by the Father, comes from him, returns to him,
receives his commandment, does his will, loves him, is loved by
him, addresses prayer to him, uses the pronouns thou and he
when speaking to and of him. This is necessarily implied, also,
in the relative titles, Father and Son. See the whole New
Testament.

II1. Tae HoLy GHOST 18 TRULY (GOD, YET A DISTINCT PERSON.

26. What sects have held that the Holy Ghost is a creature?

The divinity of the Holy Ghost is so clearly revealed in Seripture
that very few have dared to call it in question. The early contro-
versies of the orthodox with the Arians precedent and consequent to
the Council of Nice, A.D. 325, to such a degree absorbed the mind
of both parties with the question of the divinity of the Son, that
very little prominence was given in that age to questions concern-
ing the Holy Ghost. Arius, however, is said to have taught that
as the Son is the first and greatest ereature of the Father, so the
Holy Ghost is the first and greatest creature of the Son; a krioua
krioparos, “ a creature of the ereature.”*

Some of the disciples of Macedonius, who lived about the
middle of the fourth eentury, are said to have held that the Holy
Ghost was not supreme God. These were condemned by the
second general council, which met at Constantinople, A.p. 381.
This council defined and guarded the orthodox faith, by adding
definite clauses to the simple reference which the ancient creed
had made to the Holy Ghost. (See the Creed of the Council of
Constantinople, in Appendix A.)

27. By whom has the Lloly Spirit been regarded merely as an
enerqy of God?
Those early heretical sects, generally styled Monarehians and
* Sce Ncander's Church History, vol. i, pp. 416-120.
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cnaprer Patripassians, all, with subordinate distinctions, taught that there
VI was but one person as well as one essence in the Godhead, who,
in different relations, is called Father, Son, or Holy Ghost. In
the sixteenth century, Socinus, who taught that Jesus Christ was
a mere man, maintained that the term Holy Ghost is in Scripture
used as a designation of God’s energy, when exercised in a parti-
cular way. This is now the opinion of all modern Unitarians
and Rationalists,

28. How can 1t be proved that all the attributes of personality
are ascribed to the Holy Ghost in the Scriptures ?

The attributes of personality are such as intelligence, volition,
separate agency. Christ uses the pronouns I, thou, he, when
speaking of the relation of the Holy Spirit to himself and the
Father: “I will send him.” “He will testify of me.” “Whom
the Father will send in my name.” Thus he is sent ; he testifies;
he takes of the things of Christ and shows them to us. He
teaches and leads to all truth. He knows, because he searches
the deep things of God. He works all supernatural gifts, dividing
to every man as he wills, John xiv. 17, 26, xv. 26 ; 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11,
xii. 11.  He reproves, glorifies, helps, intercedes, John xvi. 7-14;
Rom. viii. 26.

29. How may his personality be argued from the offices which he
is said tn the Scriptures to execute?

The New Testament throughout all its teachings discovers the
plan of redemption as essentially involving the agency of the
Holy Ghost in applying the salvation which it was the work of
the Son to accomplish. He inspired the prophets and apostles;
he teaches and sanctifies the church; he selects her officers,
qualifying them by the communication of special gifts at his
will He is the advocate ; every Christian is his client. He brings
all the grace of the absent Christ to us, and gives it effect in
our persons in every moment of our lives. His personal dis-
tinction is obviously involved in the very nature of these func-
tions which he discharges, Luke xii. 12; Acts v. 32, xv. 28,
xvi. 6, xxviil. 25; Rom. xv. 16; 1 Cor. ii. 13; Heb. ii. 4, iii. 7 ;
2 Peter 1. 21.
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30. What argument for the personality of the Holy Ghost may cuarrer
be deduced from the formula of baptism ? e
Christians are baptized “in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost” It would be inconsistent with
every law of language and reason to speak of the “name” of an
energy, or to associate an energy coordinately with two distinct

persons.

31. Ilow may his personality be proved by what ¢s said of the Personal-
sin against the Holy Ghost? ;‘]’;]‘;f s
In Matt. xii. 31, 32; Mark iii. 28, 29; Luke xii. 10, this sin Ghost
is called “blasphemy against the Holy Ghost.” Now blasphemy
is a sin committed against a person, and it is here distinguished
from the same act as committed against the other persons of the

Trinity.

32. How can such expressions as “giving,” and “pouring out of
the Spiret,” be reconciled with his personality ?

These and other similar expressions are used figuratively to
set forth our participation in the gifts and influences of the
Spirit. It is one of the most natural and common of all figures
to designate the gift by the name of the giver. Thus we are said
to “put on Christ,” to be “baptized into Christ,” etc.—Rom.
xiil. 14; Gal. iii. 27.

33. Show that the names of God are applied to the Spirit. Divinity
Compare Ex. xvii. 7, and Ps. xcv. 7, with Heb. iii. 7-11.  See jay
Acts v. 3, 4. Ghost.

34. What divine attributes do the Scriptures ascribe to him ?
Omnipresence.—Ps. cxxxix. 7; 1 Cor. xii. 13.
Omniscience.—1 Cor. ii. 10, 11.

Omnipotence.—Luke i. 35; Rom. viii. 11.

35. What agency in the external world do the Scriptures ascribe
to him ?

Creation.—Gen. i. 2; Job xxvi, 13; Ps. civ. 30.

The power of working miracles.— Matt. xii. 28; | Cor. xii. 9-11.
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36. How ts his supreme divinity established by what the Scrip
tures teach of his agency in redemption ?

He is declared to be the immediate agent in regeneration,
John iii. 6, Titus iii. 5; and in the resurrection of our bodies,
Rom. viii. 11. His agency in the generation of Christ’s human
nature, in his resurrection, and in the inspiration of the Scrip-
tures, were exertions of his divine power in preparing the redemp-
tion which he now applies.

37. How can such expressions as, “ Ile shall not speak of him-
self,” be reconctled wnth his divinity ?

This and other similar expressions are to be understood as re-
ferring to the official work of the Spirit; just as the Son is said in
his official character to be sent by and to be subordinate to the
Father. The object of the Holy Ghost, in his official work in the
hearts of men, is, not to reveal the relations of his own person to
the other persons of the Godhead, but simply to reveal the media-
torial character and work of Christ.

IV. THE SCRIPTURES DIRECTLY TEACH A TRINITY OF PERSONS
IN ONE GODHEAD.

38. How s this trinity of persons dvrectly taught in the formula
of baptism ?

Baptism in the name of God implies the recognition of God’s
divine authority, his covenant engagement to give us eternal life,
and our engagement to render him divine worship and obedience.
Christians are baptized thus into covenant relation with three per-
sons distinctly named in order. The language necessarily implies
that each name represents a person. The nature of the sacra-
ment proves that each person must be divine. See Matt. xxviii. 19.

39. Ilow is this doctrine directly taught in the formula of the
apostolical benediction ?

See 2 Cor. xiii. 14. We have here distinctly named three per-
sons, and each communicating a separate blessing, according to
his own order and manner of operation ;—the benevolence of the
Father in designing, the grace of the Son in the acquisition, the
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communion of the Holy Ghost in the application of salvation.
These are three distinet personal names, three distinct modes of
personal agency, and each equally divine.

40. What evidence is afforded by the narrative of Clrist’'s bap-
tism ?

See Matt. iii. 13-17. Here also we have presented to us three
persons distinetly named, and described as severally acting, each
after his own order ;—the Father speaking from heaven ; the Spirit
deseending like a dove and lighting upon Christ; Christ acknow-
ledged as the beloved Son of God ascending from the water.

41. State the argument from John xv. 26, and the context.

In this passage again we have three persons severally named
at the same time, and their relative action affirmed. The Son is
the person speaking of the Father and the Spirit, and claiming for
himsclf the right of sending the Spirit. The Father is the person
from whom the Spirit proceeds. Of the Spirit the Son says that
“he will come,” “he will be sent,” “he proceedeth,” “he will
testify.” :

42, What is the state of the evidence with regard to the genwine-
ness of 1 John v. 71

I have not room in whieh to present a synopsis of the argu-
ment for and against the genuineness of the disputed clawse which
could be of any value.”

It will suffiee to say—

1. The disputed clause is as follows, ineluding part of the
cighth verse: “ In heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost; and these three are one. And there are three that bear
witness in earth.”

2. Learned and pious men are divided in their opinions as to the
preponderance of the evidence; the weight of opinion inclining
against the genuineness of the elause.

3. The doctrine tanght is so seriptural, and the grammatical and
logical connection of the elause with the rest of the passage is so
intimate, that for the purpose of edification, in the present state of

* See Horne's Introd., vol. v, part if., chap. iv, sect. 5.
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our knowledge, the clause ought to be retained ; although for the
purpose of establishing doctrine it ought not to be relied upon.

4. The rejection of this passage does in no degree lessen the
irresistible weight of evidence of the truth of the orthodox doc-
trine of the Trinity which the Scriptures afford.

43. What passages vn the Old Testament tmply the existence of
more than one person in the Godhead ?

Mark the use of the plural in the following passages: Gen. i.
26, iil. 22, xi. 7; Isa. vi. 8. Compare the three-fold repetition
of the name Jehovah, Num. vi. 24-26, with the apostolical bene-
diction, 2 Cor. xiii. 14. Mark also in Isa. vi. 3, the three-fold re-
petition of the ascription of holiness.

44, What passages in the Old Testament speak of the Son as a
distinct person from the Father, and yet as divine 2

In Ps. xlv. 6, 7, we have the Father addressing the Son as God,
and anointing him. See also Ps. cx. 1; Isa. xliv. 6, 7, 24.

The prophecies always set forth the Messiah as a person distinct
from the Father, and yet he is called * The mighty God,” etc.,
Isa, ix. 6; Jer. xxiil. 6.

45. What passages of the Old Testament speak of the Spirit as
a distinct person from the Father, and yet as divine?

Gen. 1. 2, vi. 3; Ps. civ. 30, exxxix. 7; Job xxvi. 13; Isa.
xlviii. 16.

V. IT REMAINS FOR US TO CONSIDER WHAT THE SCRIPTURES
TEACH CONCERNING THE ETERNAL AND NECESSARY RELATIONS
WHICH THE THREE DIVINE PERSONS SUSTAIN TO EACH OTHER.,

(I.) THE RELATION WHICH THE SECOND PERSON SUSTAINS TO
THE FIRST, OR THE ETERNAL GENERATION OF THE SON.

46. What is the idiomatic use of the Hebrew word 12 (“son”)*
It is used in the sense,—1. Of son. 2. Of descendant,—hence
in the plural “children of Israel,” for Israelites; also, when joined
to a name of place or nation, to denote inhabitants or citizens
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thereof, as “sons of Zion,” ete. 3. Of pupil, disciple, worshipper;
thus, “sons of the prophets,” 1 Kings xx. 35 ; and “sons of God ;”
applied,—(1.) Tokings, Ps.1xxxii. 6; (2.) Toangels, Gen. vi. 2 ; (3.)To
worshippers of God, his own people, Deut. xiv. 1. 4. In com-
bination with substantives expressing age or quality, ete.; thus,
“son of years,” for aged, Lev. xii. 6; “son of Belial,” for worth-
less fellow, Deut. xiii. 13; “son of death,” for one deserving to
die, 1 Sam. xx. 31; “a hill son of fatness,” for a fruitful hill.
The same idiom has been carried into the Greek of the New
Testament.™

47. In what sense are men called “sons of God” vn Seripture?

The general idea embraced in the relation of sonship includes,
—1. Similarity and derivation of nature; 2. Parental and filial
love ; and, 3. Heirship.

In this general sense all God's holy, intelligent creatures are
called his sons. The term is applied in an eminent sense to kings
and magistrates, who receive dominion from God, (Ps. lxxxii. 6;)
and to Christians, who are the subjects of spiritual regeneration
and adoption, (Gal. iii. 26;) the special objects of divine favour,
(Matt. v. 9;) and are like him, (Matt. v. 45.) When applied to
creatures, whether men or angels, (Job i 6,) this word is always
used in the plural. In the singular it is applied only to the second
person of the Trinity, with the single exception of its application
once to Adam, (Luke iii. 38,) when the reason is obviously to mark
the peculiarity of his derivation from God immediately without
the intervention of a human father.

48. What different views with reqard to the sonship of Christ
have been entertained ?

1. Some Socinians hold that he is called Son of God only as
an official title, as it is applied in the plural to ordinary kings and
magistrates.

2. Other Socinians hold that he was called Son of God only be-
cause he was brought into being by God’s supernatural agency, and
not by ordinary generation. To maintain this they appeal to Luke
1 35. For an explanation of this passage see below, question 70.

* See Gesenius' Heb Tex
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3 Arians hold that he is so called because he was created by
God more in his own likeness than any other creature, and first
in the order of time.

4. The orthodox doctrine is, that Christ is called Son of God
to indicate his eternal and necessary personal relation in the God-
head to the first person, who, to indicate his reciprocal relation, is
called the Father.

49, What is the distinction which some of the jfuthers made
between the eternal, the ante-mundane, and the mundane generation
of the Son?

1. By his eternal generation they intended to mark his essential
relation to the Father, as his consubstantial and eternal Son.

2. By his ante-mundane generation they meant to signify the
commencement of the outgoings of his energy, and the manifesta-
tion of his person beyond the bosom of the Godhead, in the sphere
of external creation, etc.—Col. 1. 16.

3. By his mundane generation they intended his supernatural
birth in the flesh.—Luke 1. 35.

50. What is the distinction which some of the fathers made
between the Aéyos évdidferos (ratio insita, «“reason”), and the Adyos
mpochopios (ratio prolata, “ reason brought forth, or expressed”) ?

The orthodox fathers used the phrase logos endiathetos to
designate the Word, whom they held to be a distinet person,
dwelling from eternity with the Father. The ground of their use
of this phrase was a fanciful analogy which they conceived existed
between the relation which the eternal logos (word, or reason),
John i 1, sustains to the Father, and the relation which the
reason of a man sustains to his own rational soul. Thus the logos
endiathetos was God’s own reflective idea hypostatized. They
were led to this vain attempt to philosophize npon an incompre-
hensible subject by the influence exerted upon them by the
Platonic philosophers of that age, who taught a sort of metaphysi-
cal Trinity ;—e.g., that in the one God there were three constitu-
ent principles ; 70 dyafdy, “ goodness;” vovs, “intelligence;” Yy,
“witality.”  Their immediate object was to illustrate the essential
unity of the Trinity, and to prove, against the Arians, the essential
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divinity of the Son, from the application to him by John of the
epithet Agyos feot.

By the phrase logos prophoricos they intended to designate him
as the reason of God revealed, when he proceeded from the Father
in the work of creation.” '

The Arians, taking advantage of the essential inadequacy of
this language, confused the controversy by acknowledging that the
phrase logos prophoricos did truly apply to Christ, since he came
forth from God as the first and highest creation and image of his
mind; but declaring, with some colour of truth, that the phrase
logos endiathetos, when applied to Christ, tanght pure Sabellianism,
since it marked no personal distinetion, and signified nothing else
than the mind of the Father itself.

51. How is the doctrine of Christ’'s sonship stated in the Nicene
and Athanasian creeds ?
See those ereeds in Appendix A.

52, What is the common statement and explanation of this
doctrine given by orthodox writers ? -

The eternal generation of the Son is commonly defined to be
an eternal personal act of the Father, wherein, by necessity of
nature, not by choice of will, he generates the person (not the
essence) of the Son, by communicating to him the whole indi-
visible substance of the Godhead, without division, alienation, or
change ; so that the Son is the express image of his Father’s per-
son, and eternally continues, not from the Father, but in the
Father, and the Father in the Son. See particularly Heb. i. 3;
John x. 38, xiv. 11, xvii. 21.  The principal seriptural support
of the doctrine of derivation is John v. 26.+

Those theologians who insist upon this definition believe that
the idea of derivation is necessarily implied in generation; that it
is indicated by both the reciprocal terins Father and Son, and by
the entire representation given in the Scriptures as to the relation
and order of the persons of the Godhead, the Father always
standing for the Godhead considered absolutely; and they hold
that this theory is necessary to the vindication of the essential

* See Hill's Lectures t Turrettin, tom. i, L 3, q. 29.
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unity of the three persons. The older theologians, therefore
styled the Father mypyy Georijros, “ fountain of Godhead,” and airia
viov, “ principle or cause of the Son;” while the Son and Holy
Ghost were both called airiarol (those depending upon another as
their principle or cause).

They at the same time guarded the essential equality of the
Son and the Holy Ghost with the Father, by saying,—1. That
the whole divine essence, without division or change, and there-
fore all the divine attributes, were communicated to them; and,
2. That this communication was made by an eternal and necessary
act of the Father, and not of his mere will.

53. What s essential to the scriptural doctrine of the eternal
generation of the Son ?

In the above rendered account of the orthodox doctrine there
is nothing inconsistent with revealed truth. The idea of deri-
vation, as involved in the generation of the Son by the Father,
appears rather to be a rational explanation of revealed facts than
a revealed fact itself. On such a subject, therefore, it should be
leld in suspense.  All that is explicitly revealed is,—1. The term
Son is applied to Christ as the second person of the Godhead.
2. This term, and the equivalent one, “Only-begotten,” reveal
some relation, within Godhead, of the person of the Son to the
person of the Father; the designation Father being reciprocal
to that of Son. 3. That this relation is such that Father and
Son are the same in substance, and are personally equal; that the
Father is first and the Son second in the order of revelation and
operation ; that the Son is the express image of the Father’s per-
son, not the Father of the Son’s; and that the Son is not from
the Father, but in the Father, and the Father in the Son.

54. How may it be shown that the common doctrine vs not sel/-
contradictory ?

There is evidently no inconsistency in the simple scriptural
statement given in the answer to the last question. Heterodox
controversialists, however, have claimed that there is a manifest
inconsistency in the orthodox theory, that the Father communi.
ates to the Son the whole divine essence without alienating it
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from himself, dividing, or otherwise changing it. This subject does
not fall within the legitimate sphere of human logic, yet it is evi-
dent that this theoryinvolves no contradietion and no mystery greater
than that involved in the whole essenee of God being at the same
time present, without division or diffusion, to every point of space.

55. If God is ens a se ipso, * self-existent,” how can the Son be
really God, if he be Qeds éx Oeot, God from the Father?

The objection presented in this question does not press against
the scriptural statement of the eternal generation of the Son pre-
sented above (question 53), but solely against the theory of deri-
vation, as involved in the ordinary definition. (See question 52.)
Those who insist upon the validity of that view rebut the objec-
tion by saying that self-existenee is an attribute of esseunce, not
of person. The Father, as a person, generates the person, not
the essence of the Son, whose person is constituted of the very
same self-existent essence with the Father’s. Thus the Son is
altibeos, t.e., “ Deus a se ipso,” as to his essence; but feos éx Beod,
“ God from God,” as to his person.

56. What argument for the eternal sonship of Christ may be
derived from the designation of the persons of the Trinity as
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ?

In the apostolical benediction and the formula of baptism the
one God is designated as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. The
term Son cannot here be applied to Christ as an official title, or
as a miraculonsly generated man, because,—1. He is so called as
one of the threc divine persons eonstituting the Godhead. 2. The
term Son is reciprocal to the term Father, and therefore designates
the relation of the second person to the first. Whatever this
relation may involve besides, it evidently must be eternal and
neeessary, and includes paternity on the part of the first person,
and filiation on the part of the second.

57. What argument in support of this doctrine may be derived
Jrom the use of the word Son in Matt. xi. 27 and Luke x. 221

In both of these passages the term Son is used to designate
the divine nature of the second person of the Trinity in his reia-
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ermartER tion to the first. The Son, as Son, knows and is known by the

VIIT.

Tather as Father. He is infinite in knowledge, and therefore
knows the Father; he is infinite in being, and therefore can be
known by none other than the Father.

58. State the argument from John i. 1-14.

Here the eternal Word, who was God, discovered himself as such
to his disciples, by the manifestation of his native divine glory,—
« the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father.” He was “the
only-begotten Son,” therefore as God, and not either as Mediator
or as man.

59. State the argument from the application in Seripture of the
terms povoyearfs (¢ only-begotten™) and s (“own”) to the son-
ship of Christ.

Although many of God’s creatures are called his sons, the phrase
“Qon of God,” in the singular, and when limited by the terms
“own” and “ only-begotten,” is applied only to Christ.

Christ is called “the only-begotten Son” of God.—John i
14, 18, iii. 16, 18; 1 John iv. 9.

Tn John v. 18, Christ calls God his own Father, (see Greek).
He is called the own Son of the Father.—Rom. viii. 32.

The use of these qualifying terms proves that Christ is called
Son of God in a sense different from that in which any other is
so called ; therefore it designates him as God, and not as man, nor
as the bearer of an office.

60. What is the argument dertved from John v. 22, and con-
text, and from John x. 33-3T1

In the first passage, the terms “ Father” and ¢ Son” are used
to designate two divine and equal persons. As Son, Christ does
whatsoever the Father doeth, and is to receive equal honour.

In the second passage Jesus assumes the title “ Son of God,”
as equivalent to assenting that he was God, the Jews charging it
upon him as blasphemy.

61. What is the evidence furnished by such passages as speak of
the manifestation, giving or sending of the Son?
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See 1 John iii. 8; Rom. viii. 3; John iil. 17, ete.
To say that the Son was sent or manifested, implies that he was
Son before he was sent or manifested as such.

62. State the argument from Rom. i. 3, 4.

The argument from this passage is two-fold: 1. The Son of
God is declared to have been made flesh, and therefore must have
preéxisted as Son. 2. By the resurrection he was powerfully
manifested td be the Son of God as to his divine nature. The
phrases, “aecording to the flesh,” and “ according to the Spirit of
holiness,” are evidently antithetical, designating severally the
Lord’s human and divine natures.

63. State the argument from Rom. viii. 3.

Here God’s own Son was sent in the likeness of sinful flesh.
Obviously lie must have preéxisted as such before he assumed the
likeness of sinful flesh, the assumption of which eertainly could
not have constituted him the own Son of God.

64. State the argument from Col. 1. 15-20.

In this passage the apostle sets forth at length the nature
and glory of him whom, in the 13th verse, he had called
“God’s dear Son.” Thus he proves that Christ as Son is
the image of the invisible God, and that by him all things
consist, ete. .

65. State the arqgument from Ileb. i. 5-8,

Paul is here setting forth the superiority of Christ as a divine
person.  As divine, he ealls him “ the Son,” “ the first-begotten.”
This Son is brought into the world, and therefore must have pre-
existed as such. As Son he is declared to be God, and to reign
upon an everlasting throne.

66. What passages are relied upon by the opponents of the ortho-
dox doctrine, for proof that the term Son, as applied to Christ,
s an official title, and how can they be explained ?

From such passages as Matt. xvi. 16, and John 1. 49, it is argued
that the epithets « Christ” or “Messiah,” and “ King of Israel,”
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onaprER are equivalent to “Son of God,” and that consequently he is called

VIIL,

Son only because he occupies these offices. From John x. 35, 36,
it is argued that Christ is called Son because the Father hath
sanctified him and sent him into the world.

We answer, that not one of these passages, nor any other, ex-
pressly declares that Christ is called Son because he bears the
office of mediator; they merely declare that he is Son of God, and
holds that office. Dut evenif it could be proved that he is called
on occasion “ Son of God” on the ground of any subordinate re-
lation which, as man or as mediator, he sustains to God, that fact
could not in the least invalidate the testimony of those passages
which we have above cited to prove that he is also called Son of
God in a higher sense, as the Word who from the beginning was
in the bosom of the Father.

67. Prove that neither the 2d Psalm nor Rom. 1. 4, teaches that
Christ was made Son of God.

Dr. Alexander says® with relation to Ps. ii. 7, that it means
simply, “ ¢ Thou art my Son, this day I am thy Father, now always
eternally thy Father” Even if ¢ this day’ be referred to the in-
ception of the filial relation, it is thrown indefinitely back by the
form of reminiscence or narration in the first clause of the verse, —
¢ Jehovah said to me,” but when? If understood to mean from
everlasting, the form of expression would be perfectly in keeping
with the other figurative forms by which the Scriptures represent
things really ineffable in human language.” With regard to Rom.
i. 4, Dr. Hodge sayst that the Greek word épwrfévros, translated
in the authorized version ¢ declared,” is always elsewhere in the
New Testament used to signify ¢ constitute, appoint.” But the
great majority of commentators, including some of the most
ancient Greek fathers, agree in interpreting it in this passage in
the sense of  declare, manifest.”

Tt is very evident that Christ called himself Son of God, and
was so recognised by his disciples, before his resurrection, and
therefore he might have been revealed or manifested to be
the Son of God, but could not have been constituted such by
that event.

* See Com. on Isaln.s t Sce Com. on Romabs.
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68. Show that Acts xiii. 32, 33, does not prove that Jesus was
made Son of God.

It is argued from this passage that Jesus was constituted Son
of God by his resurrection, as the first stage of his official exalta-
tion. This cannot be,—1. Because he was sent into the world as
Son of God. 2. Because the word dvaomjoas, “ Laving raised
up,” refers to the raising up of Christ at his birth, and not to his
resurrection (there is nothing in the Greek corresponding to the
word “again” in the English). When this word is used to desig-
nate the resurrection, it is usually qualified by the phrase “ from
the dead,” as in verse 34. Verse 32 declares the fulfilment of the
promise referred to in verse 23.%

69. IHow can those passages which speak of the Son as inferior
and subject to the Father be reconciled with this doctrine?

It is objected that sueh passages prove that Jesus, as Son, is
inferior and subject to the Father.

We answer, that in John iit. 13, the “ Son of man” is said to
have come down from heaven, and to be in heaven ; but surely
Jesus, as Son of man, was not omnipresent. In Acts xx. 28, God
is said to purchase his church with his own blood; but surely
Christ, as God, did not shed his blood. The explanation of this
is, that it is the common usage of Scripture to designate the single
person of the God-man by a title belonging to him as the pos-
sessor of one nature, while the eondition, attribute, relation, or
action predicated of him is true only of the other nature. Thus,
in the passages in question he is called “Son of God” because he
is the cternal Word ; while at the same time he is said to be in-
ferior to the Father because he is also man and mediator.

70. What s the true explanation of Luke 1. 351

That Jesus was revealed as the Son of God, and proved to be
such by his miraculous eoneeption. It is not probable that it is
meant he was called Son because of that event, sinee his human
nature was begotten by the Holy Ghost, and yet he is never called
the Son of the IIoly Ghost.

But even if it were affirmed that he was called Son of God for

* See Alexander's Com. on Acts.
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that reason, it would still remain true, as above shown, that he
is revealed as from eternity the Son of God for an infinitely higher
reason.

(IL) THE RELATION WHICH THE THIRD PERSON SUSTAINS TO
THE FIRST AND SECOND, OR THE ETERNAL PROCESSION oF THE HoLy
GHOST.

71. What s the etymology of the word Spirit, and the usage of
tts Hebrew and Greek equivalents?

The English word spirit is from the Latin spirttus, “breath,
wind, air, life, soul ;” whieh in turn is from the verb spiro, “to
breathe.” The equivalent Hebrew word, 7, has a perfeetly
analogous usage. 1. Its primary sense is wind, air in motion,
Gen. viil. 1; then, 2. Breath, the breath of life, Gen. vi. 17, Job
xvil. 1; 3. Animal soul, vital principle in men and animals,
1 Sam. xxx. 12; 4. Rational soul of man, Gen. xli. &—and
hence, metaphorically, disposition, temperament, Num. v. 14;
5. Spirit of Jehovah, Gen. i. 2, Ps. i, 11.*

The equivalent Greek word, wvetpo, has also the same usage.
It is derived from mvéw, “to breath, to blow.” Tt signifies,—
1. Breath, Rev. xi. 11; 2. Air in motion, John iii. 8; 3. The
vital prineiple, Matt. xxvii. 50; 4. The rational soul, spoken
(1.) of the disembodied spirits of men, Heb. xii. 23; (2.) of
devils, Matt. x. 1; (3.) of angels, Heb. i. 14 ; (4.) the Spirit of
God, spoken of God, a, absolutely as an attribute of his essence,
John iv. 24 ; and, 0, as the personal designation of the third
person of the Trinity, who is ealled Spirit of God, or of the Lord,
and the Holy Spirit, and the Spirit of Christ, or of Jesus, or of
the Son of God, Acts xvi. 6, 7; Rom. viii. 9; 2 Cor. iil. 17; Gal.
iv. 6; Phil. i. 19; 1 Peter i. 11.

72, Why is the third person of the Trinity called the Spirit ?

As the one indivisible divine essence whieh is eommon to each
of the divine persons alike is spiritual, this term, as the personal
designation of the third person, cannot be intended to signify the
fact that he is a spirit as to his essence, but rather to mark what

* Gesenius' Lex
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is peculiar to his person; t.e, his personal relation to the Father
and the Son, and the peculiar mode of his operation ad extra. Asthe
reciprocal epithets Father and Son are used to indicate, so far forth,
the mutual relations of the first and second persons, so the epithets,
“ Spirit,” ¢ Spirit of God,” “ Spirit of the Son,” “Spirit which pro-
ceedeth from the Father,” are applied to the third person to indicate,
so far forth, the relation of the third person to the first and second.

73. Why is he called Holy Sprrit ?

As holiness is an attribute of the divine essence, and the glory
equally of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, it cannot be applied in
any preéminent sense as a personal characteristic to the third per-
son. It indicates, therefore, the peculiar nature of his operation.
He is called the Holy Spirit because he is the author of holiness
throughout the universe. As the Son is also styled Logos, or
God the Revealer, so the Holy Spirit is God the Operator, the end
and glory of whose work in the moral world is holiness, as in the
physical world beauty.

74. Why s he called the Spirit of God ?

This phrase expresses his divinity, his relation to the Godhead
as himself God, 1 Cor. ii. 11 ; his intimate personal relation to
the Father, as his consubstantial spirit proceeding from him, John

xv. 26; and the fact that he is the divine Spirit, which, proceeding

from God, operates upon the creature, Ps. civ. 30; 1 Peter iv. 14.

5. Why is the third person called the Spirit of Christ?

Sce Gal iv. 6 ; Rom. viil. 9 ; Phil. i. 19; 1 Peter i 11. As
the form of expression is identical in the several phrases, Spirit
of God, and Spirit of the Son, and as the Scriptures, with one
exception, (John xv. 26,) uniformly predicate everything of the
relation of the Spirit to the Son that they predicate of the rela-
tion of the Spirit to the I'ather, it appears evident that he is
called Spirit of Christ for the same reason that he is called Spirit
of God.

This phrase also additionally sets forth the official relation which
the Spirit in his agency in the work of redemption sustains to the
God-man. in taking of his, and showing it to us, John xvi. 14.

CUAPTER
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76. What is meant by the theological phrase, Procession of the
Holy Ghost ?

Theologians intend by this phrase to designate the relation
which the third person sustains to the first and second ; wherein,
by an eternal and necessary, i.e., not voluntary, act of the Father
and the Son, their whole identical divine essence, without aliena-
tion, division, or change, is communicated to the Holy Ghost.

T7. What distinction do theologians make between “ procession”
and “ generation ?”

As this entire subject infinitely transcends the measure of our
faculties, we can do nothing further than classify and contrast
those predicates which inspiration has applied to the relation of
Father and Son with those which it has applied to the relation of
the Spirit to the Father and Son.

Thus Turrettin:* They differ, “1st. As ¢o source. The Son
emanates from the Father only, but the Spirit from the Father
and the Son at the same time. 2d. As fo mode. The Son
emanates in the way of generation, which affects not only per-
sonality, but similitude, on account of which the Son is called
the image of the Father, and in consequence of which lie receives
the property of communicating the same essence to another person ;
but the Spirit by the way of spiration, which affects only person-
ality, and in consequence of which the person who proceeds does
not receive the property of communicating the same essence to
another person. 3d. As to order. The Son is second person,
and the Spirit third, and though both are eternal, without begin-
ning or succession, yet, in our mode of conception, generation
precedes procession.”

“The schoolmen vainly attempted to found a distinction between
generation and spiration, upon the different operations of the divine
intellect and the divine will. They say the Son was generated per
modum entellectus, whence he is called the Word of God; the
Spirit proceeds per modum voluntatis, whence he is called Love.”

T8. What is the Scripture ground for this doctrine?
What we remarked above (question 53), concerning the common
*Vol.i,13 q.3L




ETERNAL PROCESSION OF THE SPIRIT. 159

theological definition of the eternal generation of the Son, holds
true also with reference to the common definition of the eternal
procession of the Holy Ghost, viz., that, in order to make the
method of the divine unity in trinity more apparent, theologians
have pressed the idea of derivation and subordination in the order
of personal subsistence too far. This ground is at once sacred and
mysterious. The points given by Scripture are not to be pressed
nor speeulated upon, but received and confessed nakedly.

The data of inspiration are simply as follows : 1. Father, Son,
and Holy Ghost, three divine persons, possess from eternity the
one whole identieal, indivisible, unchangeable essence. 2. The
Father, from his characteristic personal name, and the order in
which his name uniformly occurs in Seripture,—and from the fact
that the Son is ecalled his and his only-begotten, and that the
Spirit is called his, the one proceeding from him,—and from the
order of his manifestation and operation ad extra,—is evidently in
some way first in order of personal subsistence relatively to the
Son and Spirit. 3. For the same reason (see below, question 80),
the Son, in the order of personal subsistence, is before the Spirit.
4. What the real nature of these distinctions in the order of
personal subsistence may be is made known to us only so far,—
(1) That it involves no distinction as to time, since all are alike
eternal.  (2.) It does not depend upon any woluntary action, for
that would make the second person dependent upon the first, and
the third upon the first and second, while they are all “equal in
power and glory.” (3.) It is sueh a relation that the seeond
person is eternally only-begotten Son of the first, and the third is
cternally the Spirit of the first and second.

79. What was the difference between the Greek and Latin
Churches on this doctrine ?

The famous Council of Nice, A.D. 325, while so accurately
defining the doctrine of the Godhead of the Son, left the testi-
mony concerning the Holy Ghost in the vague form in which it
stood in the ancient ereed, “in the Holy Ghost.” But the heresy
of Macedonius, who denied the divinity of the Holy Ghost,
having sprung up in the meantime, the Couneil of Constantinople,
A.D. 381, completed the testimony of the Nicene Crecd thus, I
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believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord, the author of life, whao
proceedeth from the Father.”

There subsequently arose a controversy upon the question
whether the Scriptures do or do not represent the Holy Spirit as
sustaining precisely the same relation to the Son that he does to
the Father. This the Latins generally affirmed, and at the third
ecclesiastical assembly at Toledo, a.p. 589, they added the word
Lliogue (“and the Son”) to the Latin version of the Constanti-
nopolitan Creed, making the clause read, “ Credimus in Spiritum
Sanctum qui & Patre Filtogue procedit.” The Greek Church
violently opposed this, and to this day reject it. For a short
time they were satisfied with the compromise, “The Spirit pro-
ceeding from the Father through the Son,” which was finally
rejected by both parties. The Constantinopolitan Creed, as
amended: at the Council of Toledo, is the one now adopted by the
Catholic Church, and recognised by all Protestants, currently
bearing the title of “ Nicene Creed.”

80. How may it be proved that, as far as revealed, the Spirit
sustains precisely the same relation to the Son which he does to the
Father?

The epithet “ Spirit” is the characteristic personal designation
of the third person. Whatever is revealed of his eternal and
necessary personal relation to either the Father or the Son is
indicated by this word. Yet he is called the Spirit of the Son
as well as the Spirit of the Father. Ile possesses the same iden-
tical essence of the Son as of the Father. The Son sends and
operates through the Spirit as the Father does. Wherever their
Spirit is, there both Father and Son are revealed, and there they
exercise their power.—John xiv. 16, 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7.  With the
single exception of the phrase, “which proceedeth from the Father,”
(John xv. 26,) the Seriptures apply precisely the same predicates
to the relation of the Spirit to the Son that they do to Lis relation
to the Father.

81. What office does the Spirit discharge in the economy of re-
demption ?
In the economy of redemption, as universally in all the actings
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of the Godhead upon the creature, God the Son is the revealed cmarrer
God, God as known ; and God the Spirit is that divine person who Y
exerts his energy immediately upon and in the creature. For a

more detailed answer, see chapter xxi., on the Mediatorial Office of

Christ, question 9.

(TI1.) THE PERSONAL PROPERTIES PECULIAR TO EACH OF THE Personal

%
THREE PERSONS OF THE GODHEAD, AND THEIR ORDER OF OPERA- hiipa
TION AD EXTRA. Trinity.

82. What 1s the theological meaning of the word property, as ap-
plied ta the doctrine of the Trinity ?

The attrebutes of God are the perfections of the divine essence,
and therefore common to each of the three persons, who are “ the
same in substanee,” and therefore “equal in power and glory.”
These have been discussed under chapter vii. The properties of
each divine person, on the other hand, are those peculiar modes
of personal subsistence whereby each divine person is constituted
as such, and that peculiar order of operation whereby each person
is distinguished from the others.

As far as these are revealed to us, the personal properties of the
Father are as follows: He is begotten by none, and proceeds from
none. He is the Father of the Son, having begotten him from
eternity. The Spirit proceeds from him and is his Spirit. Thus
he is the first in order and in operation, sending and operating
through the Son and Spirit.

The personal properties of the Son are as follows: He is the
Son, from eternity the only-begotten of the Father. The Spirit
is the Spirit of the Son even as he is the Spirit of the Father. He
is sent by the Father, whom e reveals. He, even as the Father,
sends and operates through the Spirit.

The personal properties of the Spirit are as follows: He is the
Spirit of the Father and the Son, from eternity proceeding from
them. He is sent by the Father and the Son, they operating
through him. He operates imediately upon the creatuve.

83. What kind of subordination did the early writers attribute
to the second and third persons in relation to the first ?
11
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They held, as above shown, that the eternal generation of the
Son by the Father, and the eternal procession of the Holy Ghost
from the Father and the Son, involved in both instances the deri-
vation of essence. They illustrated their idea of this eternal and
necessary act of communication by the example of a luminous
body, which necessarily radiates light the whole period of its ex-
istence. Thus the Son is defined in the words of the Nicene
Creed, “ God of God, Light of Light” Thus as the radiance of
the sun is coéval with its existence, and of the same essence as
its source, by this illustration they designed to signify their belief
in the identity and consequent equality of the divine persons as
to essence, and the relative subordination of the second to the
first, and of the third to the first and second, as to personal sub-
gistence and consequent order of operation.

84. What is expressed by the use of the terms first, second, and
third, in reference to the persons of the Trinity ?

These terms are severally applied to the persons of the Trinity,
because,—1. The Scriptures uniformly state their names in this
order. 2. The personal designations, Father and Son, and Spirit
of the Father and of the Son, indicate this order of personal sub-
sistence. 3. Their respective modes of operation ad extra are always
in this order. The Father sends and operates througl the Son,
and the Father and Son send and operate through the Spirit.
The Scriptures never, either directly or indirectly, indicate the
reverse order.

As to the outward bearing of the Godhead upon the creature,
it would appear that the Father is revealed only as he is seen in
the Son, who is the eternal Logos, or divine Word, the express
image of the Father’s person: “ No man hath seen God at any
time ; the only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father,
he hath declared him.”-——John i 18. And the Father and Son
act emmediately upon the creature only through the Spirit.

“The Father is all the fulness of the Godhead invisible, with-
out form, whom no man hath seen, or can see.”

“The Son is all the fulness of the Godhead manifested.”

“The Spirit is all the fulness of the Godhead acting
immediately upon the creature, and thus making manifest the
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Father in the image of the Son, and through the power of the
Spirit.” *

85. How can the assumption of personal distinctions in the
Godhead be reconciled with the divine unity?

Although this tripersonal constitution of the Godhead is alto-
gether beyond the eapacity of reason, and is aseertained to us only
through a supernatural revelation, there is evidently no contradic-
tion in the two-fold proposition, that God is one, and yet Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost are that one God. They are one in one
sense, and three-fold in an entirely different sense. The eternal,
self-existent, divine essence, constituting all those divine perfec-
tions called attributes of God, is, in the same sense and degree,
eommon to all the persons. In this sense they are one. DBut this
divine essence exists eternally as Father, and as Son, and as Holy
Ghost, distinguished by personal properties. In #4¢s sense they
are three. We believe this, not because we understand it, but
because thus God has revealed himself.

86. How can the separate incarnation of the Son be reconciled
with the divine unity ?

The Son is identical with the Father and Spirit as to essence,
but distinet from them as to personal subsistence. In the inear-
nation, the divine essenee of the Son was not made man, but as a
divine person he entered into a personal relation with the human
nature of the man Christ Jesus. This did not constitute a new
person, but merely introduced a new element into his eternal per-
son. It was the personal union of the Son with a human soul
and body, and not any ehange cither in the divine essenee or in
the personal relation of the Son to the Father or the Spirit.

87. What is Arianism ?

This system was first advocated by Arius, who lived during the
first half of the fourth century. He maintained that the Godhead
consists of one eternal person, who, in the beginning, before all
worlds, created in his own image a super-angelic being, his only-
begotten Son, the beginning of the ereation of God, by whom

* lligher Christian Life, by Rev. W. E. Boardman, p. 105.
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cuarrer also he made the worlds. The first and greatest creature thus

Y1IIL,

created, through the Son of God, was the Holy Ghost. In the
fulness of time this Son became incarnate in the person of Jesus
of Nazareth.

88. What was the doctrine of the Semi-Arians?

This party was so called as occupying middle ground between
the Arians and the orthodox. They held that the absolute, self-
existent God was one person; but that the Son was a divine per-
son of a glorious essence, like to (6uotovotov), but not identical
with (6poovouov), that of the Father, and from eternity begotten
by the Father by a free exercise of will and power; and therefore
subordinate to, and dependent upon him. This party was largely
represented at the Council of Nice.

It appears that some of the Semi-Arians agreed with the
Arians in regarding the Holy Spirit as the first and most glorious
creature of the Son, but that the majority regarded the words
“ Holy Spirit” as significant of a divine energy, or as a synonym
of the word God.*

89. What is Sabellianism ?

This term represents the opinion that God is one single person
as well as one single essence. The term Father is the name
appropriated to this one person when considered in his incom-
prehensible greatness, and in his absolute sovereignty. The term
Son is the name appropriated to the same person when conceived
of as revealing himself, and as becoming incarnate and dwelling
among men. The term Holy Ghost is the name applied to him
when conceived of as operating immediately upon the creature in
his works of creation, providence, or grace. The more significant
and generic title of the sects holding this opinion is Monarchians,
or those maintaining the absolute unity of the Godhead, personal
as well as essential. They were also called Patripassians, because
they believed that the oue divine person, called Father, as well
as Son or Holy Ghost, was united to the man Christ Jesus, who
suffered on the cross. This system was taught, with special
modifications, by several heretical leaders of the early church,

* See Neander's Ch. Hist., Torrey's translation, vol. iL, pp. 419, 420.
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first by Praxeas, a confessor at Rome, at the end of the second cmarrea
century. It has, however, currently borne the name of Sabellius, ‘'
an African bishop who lived during the middle of the third cen-

tury. The Swedenborgians of the present day are Sabellians.

90. What is Tritheism ?

This opinion, the extreme opposite of Sabellianism, is said to
have been first advocated by John Ascusnage, a Syrian philoso-
pher, who flourished during the sixth century. He taught that
the Godhead is constituted of three beings, distinct in essence
as well as in person. Hence there are three Gods, united, not in
being, but only in the most intimate fellowship of counsel and
will.

91. What is Socinianism ?

This system regards God the Father as the only God, one in
person as well as essence; and Jesns Christ as a mere man, though
an inspired prophet, and called Son of God only on account of
his miraculous conception in the womb of the Virgin; and the
term Holy Spirit only as another name for the one God, the
Father. The more common and significant title of this system is
Unitarianism. It takes its designation of Socinianism from its
most successful promulgators, Lelius and Faustus Socinus, uncle
and nephew, who flourished during the latter half of the sixteenth
century. TItalians by birth, the uncle died in the bosom of the
Reformed Church of Zurich, A.p. 1562 ; but the nephew, ulti-
mately joining the Unitarians of Poland, gave the final form to
their religious system, and from his writings the Racovian Cate-
chism was principally compiled, which remains to this day the
most authoritative exposition of the Unitarian faith.*

92. By what considerations may it be shown that the doctrine of
the Trinity s a fundamental element of the gospel ?

It is not claimed that the refinements of theological specula-
tions upon this subject are essential points of faith, but simply
that it is essential to salvation to believe in the three persons in
one Godhead, as they are revealed to us in the Scriptures.

* See Moshelin's Ch. Hist., vol. iit., p. 235
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1. The only true God is that God who has revealed himself to
us in the Scriptures; and the very end of the gospel is to bring
us to the knowledge of that God precisely in the aspect in which
he has revealed himself. Every other conception of God presents
a false god to the mind and conscience. There can be no mutual
toleration without treason. Socinians, Arians, and Trinitarians
worship different Gods.

2. The Scriptures explicitly assert that the knowledge of this
true God, and of Jesus Christ whom he hath sent, is eternal life ;
and that it is necessary to honour the Son even as we honour the
Father.—John v. 23, xiv. 1, xvii. 3; 1 John ii. 23, v. 20.

3. In the initiatory rite of the Christian Church we are baptized
into the name of every several person of the Trinity.—Matt.
xxviil. 19.

4. The whole plan of redemption, in all its parts, is founded
upon it. Justification, sanctification, adoption, and all else that
makes the gospel the wisdom and power of God unto salvation,
can be understood only in the light of this fundamental truth.

5. As an historical fact, it is beyond dispute that in whatever
church the doctrine of the Trinity has been abandoned or obscured,
every other characteristic doctrine of the gospel has gone witl it.




IX.

THE DECREES OF GOD IN GENERAL.

1. What are the decrees of God? AT
See Confession of Faith, chap. iii. ; Larger Catechism, q. 12; X
and Shorter Catechism, q. 7. Decrees of

The decree of God is his eternal, unchangeable, holy, wise, and %%

sovereign purpose, comprehending at once all things that ever
were or will be, in their causes, conditions, successions, and rela-
tions, and determining their certain futurition. The several con-
tents of this one eternal purpose are, because of the limitation of
our faculties, necessarily conceived of by us in partial aspects, and
in logical relations, and are therefore styled DECREES.

2. How are the acts of God classified, and to which class do
theologians refer the decrees?

All conceivable divine actions may be classified as follows:—

1. Those actions which are tmmanent and intrinsic, belonging
essentially to the perfection of the divine nature, and which bear
no reference whatever to any existence without the Godhead.
These arc the acts of eternal and necessary generation, whereby
the Son springs from the Father; and of eternal and necessary
procession, whereby the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the
Son; and all those actions whatsoever involved in the mutual
society of the divine persons.

2. Those actions which are extrinsic and transient; i.e., those
free actions procceding from God and terminating upon the
creature, occurring successively in time, as God’s acts in creation,
providence, and grace.

3 The third class are like the first, inasmuch as they are in-
trinsic and immanent, essential to the perfection of the divine
nature and permanent states of the divine mind; but they differ,
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crarrer on the other hand, from the first class, inasmuch as they have

IX.

respect to the whole dependent creation exterior to the Godlead.
These are the eternal and immutable decrees of God respecting all
beings and events whatsoever exterior to himself.

3. How may it be proved that the decrees of God are eternal?

1. As God is infinite, he is necessarily eternal and unchangeable,
from eternity infinite in wisdom and knowledge, and absolutely
independent in thought and purpose of every creature. There
can never be any addition to his wisdom, nor surprise to his
foreknowledge, nor resistance to his power; and therefore there
never can be any occasion to reverse or modify that infinitely wise
and righteous purpose which, from the perfection of his nature,
he formed from eternity.

2. Scripture directly affirms it.—Acts xv. 18, (=’ aiévos, “ from
eternity ;) Matt. xxv. 34; Eph.i 4; 2 Thess. il. 13; 2 Tim. 1. 9;
1 Cor. ii. 7. Time is limited duration measured by succession,
and therefore commenced at the creation ; “before the world,”
therefore, means “defore time,” or from eternity. ¢ Aternitas est
una, individua, et tota simul.”

4. How may it be proved from Scripture that the decrees of God
relate to all events?

Eph. i. 10, 11; Acts xv. 18, xvii. 26; Job xiv. 5; TIsa. xlvi
10. Even the free acts of men, (Eph. ii. 10,) even their wicked
actions.—Aects ii. 23, iv. 27, 28; Ps. Ixxvi 10; Prov. xvi. 4.
Also what men call accidental events.—Prov. xvi. 33, compare with
Acts xv. 18, All things in heaven and on earth.—Dan. iv. 34, 35.

5. Prove the untversality of God's decrees from providence.

It follows, from the eternity, immutability, and infinite wisdom,
foreknowledge, and power of God, that his temporal working in
providence must in all things proceed according to his eternal
purpose.—Eph. i. 11, and Acts xv. 18. But both Scripture and
reason alike teach us that the providential government of God
comprehends all things in heaven and on earth as a whole, and
every event in detail—Prov. xvi. 33; Dan. iv. 34, 35; Matt. x.
29, 30.
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6. Prove this doctrine from prophecy.

God has in the Secriptures foretold the certain occurrence of
many events, including the free actions of men, which have after-
wards surely come to pass. Now the ground of prophecy is fore-
knowledge ; and the foundation of the foreknowledge of au event
as certainly future, is God’s decree that made it future. The
eternal immntability of the decree is the only foundation of the
infallibility either of the foreknowledge or of the prophecy. But
if God has decreed certain future events, he must also have
included in that decree all of their causes, conditions, cotrdinates,
and consequences. No event is isolated; to make one certainly
future implies the determination of the whole concatenation of
causes and effects which constitute the universe,

7. What reasons may be assigned for contemplating the decrees
of God as one all-comprehensive purpose ?

1. As above shown, the decrees of God are eternal and immut-
able. 2. No event is isolated. To decree one, implies the fore-
ordination of the whole concatenation of events which constitute
the universe. As all events constitute one system, they must
have been determined in one purpose. 3. God decrees all things
as they actually occur,—t.e., as produced by causes, and as depend-
ing upon conditions, ete.; the same decree, therefore, which deter-
mines the event, determines it as produced by its cause, and as
depending upon its conditions.

Most of the mistakes which heterodox speculators have made,
with reference to the nature of God’s decrees, arise from the
tendency of the human mind to confine attention to one fragment
of God’s eternal purpose, and to regard it as isolated from the
rest.  This decree never determined the certain occurrence of any
single event as separated from the second causes which produce
it ; but it at once, and as a whole, determines the certain occur-
rence of all things that cver come to pass, the causes as well
as their effects, the condition as well as that which is suspended
upon it, and all in the very relations in which they actually occur,

8. In what sense are the decrees of God free?
The decrees of God are free in the sense that in decreeing

CHAPTER
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cuapTER he was solely actuated by his own infinitely wise, righteous,

IX,

and benevolent good pleasure. He has always chosen as he
pleased, and he has always pleased consistently with the perfec-
tion of his nature.

9. In what sense are the decrees of God sovereign ?

They are sovereign in the sense that while they determine
absolutely whatever occurs without God, their whole reason and
motive is within the divine nature, and they are neither sug-
gested nor occasioned by, nor conditioned upon, anything whatso-
ever without him.

10. What is the distinction between absolute and conditional
decrees?

An absolute decree is one which, while it may include con-
ditions, is suspended upon no condition; z.e., it makes the event
decreed, of whatever kind, whether of mechanical necessity ot
of voluntary agency, certainly future, together with all the
causes and conditions, of whatever nature, upon which the event
depends.

A conditional decree is one which decrees that an event shall
happen upon the condition that some other event, possible but
uncertain (not decreed), shall actually occur.

The Socinians denied that the free actions of men, being in-
trinsically uncertain, are the objects of knowledge, and therefore
affirmed that they are not foreknown by God. They held that
God decreed absolutely to create the human race, and after Adam
sinned he decreed absolutely to save all repenting and believing
sinners, yet that he decreed nothing concerning the sinning nor
the salvation of individual men.

The Arminians, admitting that God certainly foreknows
the acts of free agents as well as all other events, maintain
that he absolutely decreed to create man; and foreseeing that
man would sin, he absolutely decreed to provide a salvation
for all, and actually to save all that repent and believe; but
that he conditionally decreed to save individual men, on the
condition, foreseen but not foreordained, of their faith and
obedience.
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11. What are the objections to attributing conditional decrees to
God?

Calvinists admit that the all-comprehensive decree of God deter-
mines all events according to their inherent nature, the actions
of free agents as free, and the operation of necessary causes
necessarily. It also comprehends the whole system of causes
and effects of every kind; the motives and conditions of free
actions, as well as the necessary causes of necessary events. God
decreed salvation upon the condition of faith, yet in the very
same act he decreed the faith of those persons whose salvation he
has determined. “Whom he did predestinate, them he also
called.”  Thus his decree from the beginning embraced and pro-
vided for the free agency of man, as well as for the regular procedure
of nature according to established laws. Thus also his covenants,
or conditional promises, which he makes in time, are in all their
parts the execution of his eternal purpose, which comprehended
the promise and the condition in their several places, as means to
the end. But that the decree of God can be regarded as sus-
pended upon conditions which are not themselves determined by
the decree is evidently impossible.

1. This decree has been shown above (questions 3-7) to be
eternal and all-comprehensive. A condition implies liability to
change. The whole universe forming one system, if one part is
contingent the whole must be contingent; for if one condition
failed the whole concatenation of causes and effects would be
deranged. If the Arminian should rejoin, that although Geod did
not foreordain the free acts of men, yet he infallibly foreknew
and provided for them, and therefore his plans cannot fail; then
the Calvinist replies, that if God foresaw that a given man, in
given circumstances, would act at a given juncture in a certain
way, then God, in decreeing to create that very man and place him
in those very circumstances, at that very juncture, did fore-
ordain the certain futurition of that very event, and of all its
consequences. That God’s decree is immutable, and does not
depend upon uncertain conditions, is proved, (1.) from its eter-
nity ; (2.) from the direct assertions of ‘Scripture.—Isa. xiv.
24, 27, xlvi. 10; Ps. xxxiii. 11; Prov. xix. 21; Rom. ix. 11;
Eph. iii. 11.

CHAPTER
IX.
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2. The foreknowledge of God, as Arminians admit, is eternal
and certain, and embraces all events, free as well as necessary
But, (1.) as shown in the preceding paragraph, this foreknow-
ledge involves foreordination; and (2.) certainty in the fore-
knowledge implies certainty in the event ; certainty implies
determination ; determination leaves us to choose between the
decree of an infinitely wise, rigliteous, and benevolent God, and a
blind fate.

3. A conditional decree would subvert the sovereignty of
God, and make him, as to the administration of his whole
government and the execution of all his plans, dependent upon
the uncontrollable actions of his own creatures. But the decrees
of God are sovereign.—Isa. x1. 13, 14; Dan. iv. 35; Rom. ix.
15-18.

4. His decree is declared to depend upon his own “good plea-
sure,” and the “counsel of his own will”—ZEph. i. 5, 11; Rom.
ix. 11; Matt. xi. 25, 26.

5. The decree of God includes the means and conditions.—
2 Thess. 1i. 13; 1 Peter i. 2; Eph. i. 4.

6. His decree absolutely determines the free actions of men.—
Acts iv. 27, 28 ; Eph. ii. 10.

7. God himself works in his people that faith and obedience
which are called the conditions of their salvation.—Phil. ii. 13;
Eph. ii. 8; 2 Tim. i 25.

12. How far are the decrees of God efficacious, and how far per-
massive ?

All the decrees of God are equally efficacious in the sense that
they all infallibly determine the certain futurition of the event
decreed. Theologians, however, classify the decrees of God thus:
1. As efficacious in as far as they respect those events which he
lias determined to effect through necessary causes, or by his own
immediate agency. 2. As permissive as far as they respect those
events which he has determined to allow dependent free agents
to cffect.

13. How may it be proved that that decree of God renders the event
certavn 7 .
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1. From the nature of the decree itself, as sovereign and un-
changeable. (See above.)

2. From the essential nature of God in his relation to his crea-
tion, as an infinitely wise and powerful sovereign.

3. The foreknowledge of God regards future events as certain.
The ground of this certainty must be either in God or in the
events themselves,—which last is fatalism.

4. The Scriptures ascribe a certainty of futurition to the events
decreed. There is a needs be that the event should happen “ as
it was determined.”—Luke xviii. 31-33, xxiv. 46; Acts ii. 23,
xiit. 29; 1 Cor. xi. 19; Matt. xvi. 21,

14. How does this doctrine, that God's universal decree renders
the occurrence of all future events certain, differ from the ancient
doctrine of fate?

1. The doctrine of fate supposed the certainty of events to be
determined by a law of necessary causation, effecting its end irre-
sistibly and irrespectively of the free choice of the human agents
concerned. The Christian doctrine of God’s decrees, on the other
hand, regards that decree as determining the certainty of the event
only in dependence upon, and in relation to all the causes and
conditions which precede and attend it. It determines the free
act through the free will of the free agent.

2. Fate was regarded as the concurrent action of all material
causes operating blindly and necessarily.

The decrees of Jehovah, on the other hand, are the infinitely
wise and immutable purposes of a righteous and merciful
Father.

15. What objection to this doctrine of unconditional decrees is
derived from the admitted fuct of man’s free agency?

Oljection.—Foreknowledge implies the certainty of the event.
The decree of God implies that lie has determined it to be certain.
But that he has determined it to be certain implies, upon the part
of God, an efficient agency in bringing about that event, which is
inconsistent with the free agency of man.

We answer: It is evidently only the ezecution of the decree, and
not the decree itsclf, which can interfere with the free agency of
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cuarrer man.  On the general subject of the method in which God executes
- his decrees, see below, the chapters on Providence, Effectual Call-
ing, and Regeneration.

We have here room only for the following general statement :—

1. The Scriptures attribute all that is good in man to God;
this “ he works in us both to will and to do of his good pleasure.”
All the sins which men commit the Scriptures attribute wholly to
the man himself. Yet God’s permissive decree does truly deter-
mine the certain futurition of the act; because God, knowing cer-
tainly that the man in question would in the given circumstances
so act, did place that very man in precisely those circumstances
that he should so act. But in neither case, whether in working
the good in us, or in placing us where we will certainly do the
wrong, does God in executing his purpose ever violate or restrict
the perfect freedom of the agent.

2. We have the fact distinctly revealed that God has decrced
the free acts of men, and yet that the actors were none the less
responsible, and consequently none the less free in their acts.—
Acts ii. 23, iii. 18, iv. 27, 28; Gen. 1. 20, etc. We never can un-
derstand Aow the infinite God acts upon the finite spirit of man,
but it is none the less our duty to believe.

3. According to that theory of the will which makes the free-
dom of man to consist in the liberty of indifference,—i.e., that the
will acts in every case of choice in a state of perfect equilibrium,
equally independent of all motives for or against, and just as free
to choose in opposition to all desires as in harmony with them,—
it is evident that the very essence of liberty consists in uncertainty.
If this be the true theory of the will, God could not execute his
decrees without violating the liberty of the agent, and certain fore-
knowledge would be impossible.

But, as shown below, in chapter xviii,, the true theory of the
will is, that the liberty of the agent consists in his acting in each
case as, upon the whole, Lie pleases; 7.e., according to the disposi-
tions and desires of his heart, under the immediate view which his
reason takes of the case. These dispositions and desires are deter-
mined in their turn by the character of the agent in relation to his
circumstances; which character and circumstances are surely not
beyond the control of the infinite God.
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16. What is meant by those who teach that God s the author of cuapren
sin 2 1X.

Many reasoners of a pantheistic tendency, e.g., Dr. Emmons, 3. Doesnot
maintain that as God is infinite in sovereignty, and by his decree fos 5%
determines, so by his providence he effects, everything which comes of sin.
to pass; so that he is actually the only real agent in the universe.

Still they religiously hold that God is an infinitely holy agent in
effecting that which, produced from God is righteous, but pro-
duced 2 us is sin,

17. How may it be shown that God is not the author of sin?

The admission of sin into the creation of an infinitely wise,
powerful, and holy God, is a great mystery, of which no explana-
tion can be given. But that God cannot be the author of sin is
proved,—

1. From the nature of sin, which is, as to its essence, dvoula,—
want of conformity to law, and disobedience to the Lawgiver.

2. From the nature of God, who is as to essence holy, and in
the administration of his kingdom always forbids and punishes
sin.

3. From the nature of man, who is a responsible frece agent
who originates his own acts. The Secriptures always attribute to
divine grace the good actions, and to the evil heart the sinful ac-
tions of men.

18. How may it be shown that the doctrine of unconditional
decrees does not represent God as the author of sin?

The whole difficulty lies in the awful faect that sin exists, If
God foresaw it, and yet created the agent, and placed him in the
very circumstaneces under which he did foresee the sin would be
committed, then he did predetermine it. If he did not foresee it,
or, foreseeing it, could not prevent it. then he is not infinite in
knowledge and in power, but is surprised and prevented by his
ercatures. The doctrine of unconditional deerees presents no
special difficulty. It represents God as decreeing that the sin
shall eventuate as the free act of the sinner, and not as by any

form of eoidction eausing, nor by any form of temptation indueing,
him to sin.
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19. What is the objection to this doctrine derived from the use of
means?

This is the most common form of objection in the mouths of
ignorant and irreligious people: If an immutable decree makes
all future events certain, “ ¢f what ts to be, will be,” then it follows
that no means upon our part can avoid the result, nor can any
means be necessary to secure it.

Hence, as the use of means is commanded by God, and instinc-
tively natural to man; since many events have been effected by
their use, and many more in the future evidently depend upon
them ; it follows that God has not rendered certain any of those
events which depend upon the use of means on the part of men.

20. What s the ground upon which the use of means s founded?

This use is founded upon the command of God, and upon that
fitness in the means to secure the end desired, which our instincts,
our intelligence, and our experience disclose to us. But neither
the fitness nor the efficiency of the means to secure the end reside
inherently and independently in the means themselves, but wero
originally established and are now sustained by God himself; and
in the working of all means God always presides and directs pro-
videntially. This is necessarily involved in any Christian theory
of providence, although we can never explicate the relative action
(concursus) of God on man, the infinite upon the finite.

21. How may it be shown that the doctrine of decrees does not
afford a rational ground of discouragement vn the use of means?

This difficulty (stated above, question 19) rests entirely in a
habit of isolating one part of God’s eternal decree from the whole,
(see question T7), and in confounding the Christian doctrine of
decrees with the heathen doctrine of fate, (see question 14.) But
when God decreed an event he made it certainly future, not as
isolated from other events, or as independent of all means and
agents, but as dependent upon mecans, and upon agents freely
using those means. The same decree which makes the event cer-
tain, also determines the mode by which it shall be effected, and
comprehends the means with the ends. This eternal, all-compre-
hensive act, embraces all existence, through all duration and all
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space, as one system, and at once provides for the whole in all its cwaprer

parts, and for all the parts in all their relations to one another and
to the whole.  An event, therefore, may be certain in respect to
God’s decree and foreknowledge, and at the same time truly con-
tingent in the apprehension of man, and in its relation to the
means upon which it depends.

22. What are the proper practical effects of this doctrine?

Humility, in view of the infinite greatness and sovereignty of
God, and of the dependence of man; confidence and implicit re-
liance upon the wisdom, righteousness, goodness, and immutability
of God’s purposes ; and cheerful obedience to his commandments,
always remembering that God’s precepts, as distinetly revealed,
and not his decrees, are the rle of our duty.

IX.
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PREDESTINATION.

1. What are the different senses in which the word predestina-
tron s used by theologians?

1. As equivalent to the generic word decree, as including all
God’s eternal purposes.

2. As embracing only those purposes of God which specially
respect his moral creatures.

3. As designating only the counsel of God concerning fallen
men, including the sovereign election of some and the most
righteous reprobation of the rest.

4. Tt is sometimes restricted in the range of its usage so far as
to be applied only to the eternal election of God’s people to ever-
lasting life.

The sense marked as 3, above, is the most proper usage. See
Acts iv. 27, 28,

2. In what senses are the words mpoywdoke (“to know before-
hand”), and wpéyvoos (“foreknowledge”), used in the New Tes-
tament?

Hpoywaekw is compounded of mpd, before, and ywdokw, of
which the primary sense is fo Anow, and the secondary sense fo
approve; eg., 2 Tim. il 19; Jobn x 14, 15; Rom. vii. 15,
This word occurs five times in the New Testament. Twice, eg.,
Acts xxvi. 5, and 2 Peter iiil. 17, it signifies previous knowledge,
apprehension, simply. In the remaining three instances, Rom.
viii. 29, xi. 2; 1 Peter i. 20, it is used in the secondary sense
of approve beforehand. This is made evident from the context,
for it is used to designate the ground of God’s predestination of
individuals to salvation, which elsewhere is expressly said to be
“not according to our works, but according to his own purpose




DEFINITIONS. 179

and grace,” and “to the good pleasure of his will,” 2 Tim. i. 9;
Rom. ix. 11; Eph. i. 5.

ITpoyvwors occurs but twice in the New Testament, eg., Acts
ii. 23, and 1 Peter 1. 2 ; in both of which instances it evidently
signifies approbation, or choice from beforehand. 1t is explained
by the equivalent phrase, “ detftminate counsel.”

3. What is the New Testament usage of the words éx\éyw (% to
elect”) and éxhoyij (“ election™)

"Ex\éyw occurs twenty-one times in the New Testament. It is
used to signify,—1. Christ’s choice of men to be apostles, Luke
vi. 13; John vi. 70. 2. God’s choice of the Jewish nation as
a peculiar people, Acts xiii. 17. 3. The choice of men by God,
or by the church, for some special service, Acts xv. 7, 22. 4. The
chioice. made by Mary of the better part, Luke x. 42. §. In the
great majority of instances God’s eternal election of individual
men to everlasting life, John xv. 16; 1 Cor. i. 27, 28: Eph. i. 4;
James ii. 5.

"Exhoyr) occurs seven times in the New Testament. Once it
signifies an election to the apostolic office, Acts ix. 15. Once it
signifies thosc chosen to eternal life, Rom. xi. 7. In every other
case it signifies the purpose or the act of God in choosing his
own people to salvation, Rom. ix. 11, xi. 5, 28; 1 Thess. i. 4;
2 Peter i. 10.

4. To whom 1s election referred in the Seriptures?

The eternal decree, as a whole, and in all its parts, is doubtless
the concurrent act®f all the three persons of the Trinity, in their
perfect oneness of counsel and will

But in the economy of salvation, as revealed to us, the act of
sovereign election is specially attributed to the Father, as his
personal part, even as redemption is attributed to the Son, and
sanctification to the Spirit.—John xvii. 6, 9, vi. 64, 65;
1 Thess, v. 9.

5. Are individuals, classes, or communities, the object of elec-
tion ?
The word “election” (as shown above, question 3) is applied
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cartEr to the designation by God of certain nations and classes of men

X to privileges and offices in the visible church. But that it is

also applied to the eternal election of individuals to salvation is
evident.

1. The subjects of this election are everywhere spoken of as
individuals.—Acts xiii. 48; Eph. i. 4; 2 Thess. ii. 13.

2. The elect are distinguished from the general community of
the visible church. All Israel, as a body, did not obtain that
which they sought for ; the election obtained it, and the rest were
blinded.—Rom. xi. 7.

3. The names of these are said to be “written in heaven,” and
to be “in the book of life.”—Heb. xii. 23; Phil iv. 3.

4, The blessings which this election secures are such as per-
tain to individuals alone, and not to classes or communities as
such; eg., “salvation,” “adoption of sons,” “to be conformed
to the image of God’s Son.”—2 Thess. ii. 13; Eph. i. 5; Rom.
viil. 29.

supralap- 6. What s the Supralapsarian theory of predestination ?

MRS he term Supralapsarian (supra lapsum) designates that view
of the various provisions of the divine decree in their logical rela-
tions which supposes that the ultimate end which God proposed
to himself, was his own glory in the salvation of some men and
in the damnation of others; and that, as a means to that end, he
decreed to create man, and to permit him to fall. According to
this view, man simply as creatable and fallible, and not as actually
created or fallen, is the object of election and reprobation. The
order of the decrees would then be,~—1. Of all possible men, God
first decreed the salvation of some and the damnation of others,
for the end of his own glory. 2. He decreed, as a means to that
end, to create those already elected or reprobated. 3. He decreed
to permit them to fall. 4. He decreed to provide a salvation for
the elect.

7. What are the objections to this theory?

1. Tt involves logical confusion. Man creatable is a nonentity.
ITe could not have been loved or chosen unless considered as created.

2. The whole language of Scripture upon this subject implies
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that the “elect ” are chosen as the objects of eternal love, not
from the number of creatable, but from the mass of actually sinful
men.—John xv. 19; Rom. xi. 5, 7.

3. The Scriptures declare that the elect are chosen to sanctifi-
cation and to the sprinkling of the blood of Christ. They must
therefore have been regarded when chosen as guilty and defiled
by sin.—1 Peter i. 2; Eph. i. 4-6.

4. Predestination includes reprobation. This view represents
God as reprobating the non-elect by a sovereign act, without any
respect to their sins, simply for his own glory. This appears to
be inconsistent with the divine righteousness, as well as with the
teaching of Scripture. The non-elect are “ ordained to dishonour
and wrath for their sin, to the praise of his glorious justice.” *

8. What is the true interpretation of Eph. iii. 9, 10.

This passage is claimed as a direct affirmation of the Supra-
lapsarian theory. If the {va, introducing the tenth verse, refers
to the immediately preceding clause, which closes the ninth verse,
then the passage teaches that God created all things in order that
his manifold wisdom might be displayed by the church to the
angels. It is evident, however, that fva refers to the preceding
phrase, in which Paul declares he was ordained to preach the
gospel to the Gentiles, and to enlighten all men as to the mystery
of redemption. All this he was commissioned to do, tn order that
God’s glory might be displayed, cte. t

9. What vs the Sublapsarian view of predestination ?

The Sublapsarian (sub lapsum) theory of predestination, or
the decree of predestination viewed as subsequent in purpose to
the decree permitting man to fall, represents man as created and
fallen as the object of election. The order of the decrces then
stands thus:—1. The decree to create man, 2, The decrec to
permit man to fall. 3. The decree to elect certain men, out of
the mass of the fallen and justly condemned race, to eternal life,
and to pass others by, leaving them to the just comsequences of
their sins, 4. The decree to provide salvation for the elect.

* Confession of Falth, chap. iii,, sect. 3-7; L. Cat, q. 13; S. Cat., q. 20
t Sce Hodge on Ephesians,

.
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10. What ts the Armansan theory as to the order of the decrees
relating to the human race?

1. The decree to create man. 2. Man, as a moral agent, being
fallible, and his will being essentially contingent, and his sin
therefore being impreventible, God, foreseeing that man would
certainly fall into the condemnation and pollution of sin, decreed
to provide a free salvation through Christ for all men, and to
provide sufficient means for the effectual application of that salva-
tion to the case of all. 3. He decreed absolutely that all believers
in Christ should be saved, and all unbelievers reprobated for their
sins. 4. Foreseeing that certain individuals would repent and
believe, and that certain other individuals would continue impeni-
tent to the last, God from eternity elected to eternal life those
whose faith he foresaw, on the condition of their faith, and repro-
bated those whom he foresaw would continue impenitent, on the
condition of that impenitence.

With the Arminian, the decree of redemption precedes the
decree of election, which is conditioned upon the foreseen faith of
the individual

With the Calvinist, on the other hand, the decree of election
precedes the decree of redemption, and the decree of election is
conditioned upon the simple good pleasure of God alone. (See
Appendix B.

11. What is the view of this subject entertained by the French
Protestant theologians, Cameron, Amyraut, and others?

These theological professors at Saumur, during the second
quarter of the seventeenth century, taught that God,—1. Decreed
to create man ; 2. To permit man to fall; 3. To provide, in the
mediation of Christ, salvation for all men; 4. But foreseeing
that, if men were left to themselves, none would repent and
believe, therefore he sovereignly elected some, to whom he decreed
to give the necessary graces of repentance and faith.

The new-school theology of America, as far as it relates to the
decrees of God, is only a revival of this system.

It differs from the Calvinistic view, in making the decree of
redemption precede the decree of election.

It differs from the Arminian view, in regarding the sovereign
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good pleasure of God, and not foreseen faith, the ground of elec- cuarres
tion. The objection to this view is, that it is an essential element _**

in that radically false view of the atonement called the govern-

mental theory. (See chapter xxii,, questions 6, 7.)

12. In what sense do the Lutherans teach that Christ is the Grouna of
ground of election ? cleiiony
They held that God elected his own people to eternal life for
Christ’s sake. 'They appeal to Eph. i 4, “According as he hath
chosen us in him (Christ) before the foundation of the world.”
This view may evidently be construed either with the Arminian
or the French theory of the decrees above stated; <.e., we were
chosen in Christ for his sake, either as we were foreseen to be in him
through faith, or because God, having provided through Christ salva-
tion for all men, would, by the election of certain individuals, sccure
at least in their case the successful effect of Christ’s death.
This view, of course, is rebutted by the same arguments which
we urge against the theories above mentioned. We are said to
be chosen “in him,” not for Christ's sake, but because the eternal
covenant of grace includes all the elect under the headship of
Christ. The love of God is everywhere represented as the ground
of the gift of Christ, not the work of Christ the ground of the
love of God.—John iii. 16; 1 John iv. 10.

13. What ts the Arminian doctrine as to the ground of election?
The faith and repentance of the elect themselves, as foreseen by
God.

14. What according to the Calvinistic view 1is the ground of
predestination ?

The eternal, sovereign, and infinitely wise, righteous, and loving
will of God.

15. What arguments overthrow the Arminian, and establish the
Calvinistic view?

1. 1t is derogatory to the sovereignty and infinite perfections
of God to regard any decree of his as conditional upon anything
without himself. (See above, chapter ix., question 11.)
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cnarter 2, On the contrary, the Scriptures always assign the good

X pleasure of God as the ground of election, Eph. i 5, 11; 2 Tim.

1. 9; Rom. viil. 28. TIts ground is declared to be in God, and

not in us, John xv. 16, 19 ; Matt. xi. 26; James ii. 5; and to be

of grace, and not of works, Rom. xi. 4-7. This is affirmed,
argued, and illustrated, Rom. ix. 10-13.

3. Faith and repentance are themselves declared to be ¢ the
gift of God,” Eph. ii. 8 Acts v. 31; and therefore were included
in the decree, and could not have been the indeterminate condi-
tion of it.  (See chapter ix., question 7.)

4. Tt is expressly affirmed that the elect were chosen “to be
holy,” and “to be conformed to the image of his Son,” and not
because these were foreseen. Faith and repentance, therefore, are
the consequents, not the grounds, of election, Rom. viii. 29;
Eph. i. 4, ii. 10; 2 Thess. ii. 13; 1 Peter i. 2.

5. Man, antecedently to election, could not have been foreseen
as repentant and believing, because human nature can bring forth
1o such fruits. Bubt God elects his people to grace, and through
grace to faith and to all the fruits thereof. Therefore, “whom
he did predestinate, them he also called,” Rom. viii. 30 ; 2 Thess.
ii. 13, 14,

6. The elect and the effectually called are the same, and the
calling is based upon the election, 2 Tim. i. 9, 10; Rev. xvii. 14.
(See chapter xxv.)

7. All the elect shall believe, John x. 16 and 27-29, vi. 37, 39,
xvil, 2, 9, 24; and only the elect believe, and because they are
such, John x. 26; Acts xiil, 48, ii. 47.

16. What argument may be drawn from the nature of the
objections to Paul’s doctrine, with which the apostle deals in the
9th chapter of Romans?

Paul’s doctrine is identical with tlhie Calvinistic view,—1. Be-
canse he expressly teaches it. 2. Because the objections le
notices as brought against his doctrine are the same as those
bronght against ours. The design of the whole passage is to
prove God’s sovereign right to cast off the Jews as a peculiar
people, and to call all men indiscriminately by the gospel.

Thus he argues,—1. That God’s ancient promises embraced not
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the natural descendants of Abraham as such, but the spiritual
seed. 2. That “God is perfectly sovereign in the distribution of
his favours.”

But against this doctrine of divine sovereignty two objections
are introduced and answered by Paul:—

1. It is unjust for God thus of his mere good pleasure to show
mercy to one and to reject another, ver. 14. This precise objec-
tion is made against our doctrine at the present time also: “ It
represents the most holy God as worse than the devil,—as more
false, more cruel, and more unjust.”* This Paul answers by two
arguments: (1) God claims the right: “I will have mercy on
whom I will have mercy,” ver. 15, 16. (2.) God in his providence
exercises the right, as in the case of Pharaoh, ver. 17, 18.

2. The second objection is, that this doctrine is inconsistent
with the liberty and accountability of men. The same objection
is made against our doctrine now also. Paul answers this objec-
tion by condescending to no appeal to human reason, but simply,—
(1.) By asserting God’s sovereignty as Creator, and man’s depend-
ence as creature; and (2.) By asserting the just exposure of all
men alike to wrath as sinners.t

17. How can the doctrine of gratuitous election be reconciled
with the justice of God ?

Gratuitous election, as the ultimate ground of salvation, is not
only clearly consistent with justice, but it is the only conceivable
principle which is so. Justice necessarily holds all sinners alike
as destitute of all claims upon God’s favour, and will admit of
salvation being offered at all only on the ground of sovereign
favour. The essence of salvation by the gospel is, that it is of
grace, not of debt.—Lam. iii. 22; Rom. iv. 4, 5, xi. 6; Eph. 1. 6, 7,
il. 8-10. If this be so, it is evident that while no one can be
saved upon any other ground than that of a gratuitous election,
it rests only with God himself to save all, many, few, or none.
Justice cannot demand that, because some are saved, all must be.
Those not clected are simply left to be dealt with according to
justice for their own sins. There 'is a lurking feeling among many,

* Mcthodist Doctrinal Tracts, pp. 170, 171.
t See Analysis of chap. ix. 6-24, in ilodge's Com. on Romans.
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cuarrer that somehow God owes to all men at least a full opportunity of

X.

being saved through Christ. If so, there was no grace in Christ’s
dying. “I reject,” says Wesley,” “ the assertion that God might
justly have passed by me and all men, as a bold, precarious asser-
tion, utterly unsupported by Holy Scripture.” Then, we say, of
course the gospel was of debt, not of grace.

18. How does this doctrine consist with the general benevolence of
God?

The only difficulty at this point is to reconcile the general be-
nevolence of God with the fact that he, being infinitely wise and
powerful, should have admitted a system involving the sin, final
impenitence, and consequent damnation of any. But this difficulty
presses equally upon both systems.

The facts prove that God’s general benevolence is not incon-
sistent with his allowing some to be damned for their sins. This
is all that reprobation means. Gratuitous election, or the positive
choice of some, does not rest upon God’s general benevolence, but
upon his special love to his own.—John xvii. 6, 23; Rom. ix.
11-13; 1 Thess. v. 9.

19. How does this doctrine consist with the general gospel offer?

In the general offers of the gospel God exhibits a salvation
sufficient for, and exactly adapted for all, and sincerely offered to
every one without exception; and he unfolds all the motives of
duty, hope, fear, etc., which ought to induce every one to accept
it, solemnly promising that whosoever comes shall in no wise be
cast out. Nothing but a sinful unwillingness can prevent any one
who hears the gospel from receiving and enjoying it.

The gospel is for all ; election is a special grace in addition to that
offer. The non-elect may come if they will; the elect will come.

There is just as great an apparent difficulty in reconciling God’s
certain foreknowledge of the final impenitence of the great majority
of those to whom he offers and upon whom he presses, by every
argument, his love, with the fact of that offer; especially when we
reflect that he foresees that his offers will certainly increase their
guilt and misery.

* Methodist Doctrinal Tracts, pp. 25, 26.
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20. How far is assurance of our election possible, and on what
grounds does such assurance rest?

An unwavering and certain assurance of the fact of our election
is possible in this life; for whom God predestinates, them he also
calls ; and whom he calls, he justifies ; and we know that whom he
justifies, he also sanctifies. Thus the fruits of the Spirit prove
sanctification, and sanctification proves effectual calling, and
effectual calling election. See 2 Peter i. 5-10; 1 John ii. 3.

Besides this evidence of our own gracious states and acts, we
have the Spirit of adoption, who witnesseth with our spirits and
seals us.—Rom. viii. 16, 17; Eph. iv. 30.

In confirmation of this we lave the example of the apostles
(2 Tim. i 12) and of many Christians,

21. What s reprobation ?

Reprobation is the aspect which God’s eternal decree presents
in its relation to that portion of the human race which shall be
finally condemned for their sins.

It is—1. Negative, inasmuch as it consists in passing over
these, and refusing to elect them to life; and, 2. Positive, inasmuch
as they are condemned to eternal misery.

In respect to its negative element, reprobation is simply sove-
reign, since those passed over were no worse than those elected,
and the simple reason both for the choosing and for the passing
over was the sovereign good pleasure of God.

In respect to its positive element, reprobation is not sovereign,
but simply judicial, because God inflicts misery in any case only
as the righteous punishment of sin.  “ The rest of mankind God
was pleased, according to the unsearchable counsel of his own will,
to pass by, and to ordain them to dishonour and wrath for their
sin*

22, How may this doctrine of reprobation be proved to be true?

1. It is involved in the doctrine of unconditional election, and
is therefore established by all the evidence upon which that
doctrine rests. (See above, question 15.)

2. Tt is directly taught in such passages as the following:

* Confession of Faith, chap. iii. sect. 7.
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cnapter Rom. ix. 10-24; 1 Peter il. 8; 2 Peter ii. 12; Jude 4; Rew.

23. What 1s the objection to this doctrine stated Rom. ix. 19,
and how does Paul answer it ?

“Why doth he yet find fault?” TIf he has not given gracious
ability to obey, how can he command ?#*

Tle apostle answers by showing,—1. That God is under no ob-
ligation to extend his grace to all, or to any (ver. 20, 21) ; and,
2. That the “vessels of wrath” were condemned for their own
sins, to mantfest God’s just wrath ; while the “vessels of mercy”
were chosen, not for any good in them, but to manifest his glorious
grace (ver. 22, 23).

24. Inwhat sense ts God said to harden men (see Rom. i 24-28,
and ix. 18)?

This is doubtless a judicial act, wherein God withdraws from
sinful men, whom he has uot elected to life, for the just punish-
ment of their sins, all gracious influenees, and leaves them to the
unrestrained tendencies of their own hearts, and to the uncounter-
acted influences of the world and the devil.

25. Iow can the doctrine of reprobation be reconciled with the
holiness of God ?

Reprobation leaves men in sin, and thus leads to the increase
of sin throughout eternity. How then can God, in consistency
with his holiness, form a purpose the designed effect of which is
to leave men in sin, and thus lead inevitably to the increase of sin?

But it is acknowledged by Arminians as well as Calvinists, that
God did ereate the human race in spite of his certain foreknow-
ledge that sin would be largely oceasioned thereby, and that he did
create individual men in spite of his eertain foreknowledge that
these very men would continue eternally to sin. The simple
difficulty is, the fact that God does not convert all men.

26. What is the practical bearing of this doctrine on Christian
g of
experience and conduct?

* Sce also Methodist Doctrinal Tracts, p. 171.
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It must be remembered,—1. That this truth is not inconsistent
with, but is part of the same gracious system with the equally
certain principles of the moral liberty and responsibility of man
and the free offers of the gospel to all. 2. That the sole rule of
our duty is the commands, threatenings, and promises of God,
clearly expressed in the gospel, and not this decree of election,
which he never reveals except in its consequents of effectual calling,
faith, and holy living.

When thus held, the doctrine of predestination—

1. Exalts the majesty and absolute sovereiguty of God, while it
illustrates the riches of his free grace and his just displeasure with
sin.

2. It enforces upon us the essential truth that salvation is en-
tirely of grace ;—that no one can either complain if passed over,
or boast himself if saved.

3. It brings the inquirer to absolute self-despair, and the cordial
embrace of the free offer of Christ.

4. In the case of the believer, who has the witness in himself.
this doctrine at once deepens his humility and elevates his confi-
dence to the full assurance of hope.

CHAPTER
X.
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THE CREATION OF THE WORLD.

1. What s the primary signification, and what the biblical
usage of the word ND2?

“1st, Strictly, 7o hew, cut out. 2d, To jform, make, produce,
(whether out of nothing or not) Gen. i 1,21, 27,ii. 3, 4; Isa.
xliil. 1, 7, xIv. 7, 1xv. 18; Ps. . 12; Jer. xxxi. 22; Amos iv. 13.
NrpHAL 1st, 70 be created, Gen. ii. 4, v. 2.  2d, To be born, Ps.
cii. 19 ; Ezek. xxi. 35. PiEL. 1st, 70 hew, cut down, e.g., a wood,
Joshua xvil. 15, 18.  2d, To cut down (with the sword,) to &,
Ezek. xxiii, 47. 3d, Zo form, engrave, mark out, Ezck. xxi. 24.”*

2. What different theories have been advocated in opposition to
the doctrine of creation?

Among the ancient philosophers of every school it was uni-
versally accepted as an indubitable axiom that the origination of
any new existence out of nothing is impossible ; ¢.e., “ Ex nihilo
nihil fit.”  All therefore, Theists and Atheists alike, repudiated
the idea of creation. Plato held that there are two eternal, self-
existent principles, God and matter, which exist cotrdinately in
an indivisible unsuccessive eternity; that time, and the actual
phenomenal world which exists in time, are the work of God, who
freely moulds matter into forms which image his own infinitely
perfect and eternal ideas. Aristotle also held that God and matter
are coordinately self-existent and eternal; but he differed from
Plato in regarding God as eternally self-active in organizing the
world out of matter, and consequently in regarding the universe
thus organized as eternal as well as the mere matter of which it
is formed.t These, however, recognised God as the real author

* Gesenius’ Lex.
t Ancient Phil., W. Archer Butler, Series 3, Lectures 1 and ii.
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of the universe as a harmonious system. The Atomists, of whom
Leucippus and Democritus were the first teachers, were, on the
other hand, Atheists and Materialists. They held that the only
self-existent principle of all things was an infinite number of atoms
which from eternity move together in obedience to certain necessary
forces, and in their fortuitous coneourse combined and constituted
the various forms and systems of bodies which compose the uni-
verse, as well as the intelligent and seusitive souls of men, which
are as really material as their bodies, or any of the grosser forms
of matter. This system was adopted in its essential features by
the Epicureans.®

Since the Christian era, all who have acknowledged the Holy
Scriptures to be the word of God have agreed in maintaining the
doctrine of God’s absolute creation of the universe, alike matter
and form, out of nothing, by his mere power ; although some of
the schoolmen, following Aristotle, have held that God created
the world from eternity. The Manichzeans of the third and fourth
centuries, an entirely antichristian sect, rejecting the Old Testa-
ment and corrupting the New, maintained the codrdinate, eternal
sclf-existence of two worlds, of spirit and light and of matter and
darkness, presided over by two great antagonistic beings. Our
present system is the result of the invasion of the world of light
by the prince of darkness, and the consequent entanglement of a
portion of that spiritual world with gross matter. The spirits of
men belong naturally to the one world, their bodies and material
nature generally to the other. All sin and suffering result from
the evil inherent in matter. The object of Christ's mission was
to deliver our spirits from our bodies, whieh it is the great end of
all practical religion to mortify and subdue. In modern times the
deniers of the doctrine of absolute creation ex nihilo, have been
cither Pantheists or Atheists. For a statement of the essential
elements of Pantheism, see above, chapter i, question 35. The
Atheists have differed among themselves ; some maintaining that
the present system of the universe has continued just as it now
is in unbroken succession from eternity ; some resorting to the
atomic theory of the ancients; and others holding to an endless
development of all things from their primordial elementary prin-

* Ritter's Hist. of Ancient Phil,, book vi., chap. iL.
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cusrrer ciples. This doctrine of development has received its most perfect

XL

scientific exposition in La Place’s Nebular Hypothesis, wherein he
traces the evolution of the whole solar system, by the rigid appli-
cation of known mechanieal principles, from a condition of
intensely heated vapour, rotating on its axis from west to east,
preeisely similar to that of many nebulous bodies now existing in
the universe. As an account of the suceessive stages through
whieh God has carried his work of creating the world,—in whieh
sense this theory is very generally accepted by Christian philoso-
phers,—the nebular hypothesis is a peerless monument of its
author’s philosophical genius ; but as an account of the manner
in which the world might have come into existence without the
intervention of either a divine wisdom or power,—in which sense
the author intended it,—it is an cqually eminent monument of his
wickedness and folly.

3. ITow may creation ex nihilo be proved from Scripture?

1. The Hebrew word translated “create,” in Gen. i. 1, has a
sense precisely equivalent to our word make; and it is the least
indefinite term in the whole langunage that Moses could have
selected if his purpose was to affirm the absolute creation of the
world by God out of nothing. And a more limited sense cannot
rationally be, and has never by competent interpreters been, put
upon these words, occurring as they do at the very opening of the
inspired account of the “generations of the heavens and of the
earth,” without connection with any other proposition, and abso-
lutely without limitations of any kind.

2. This doetrine is implied in several other passages of Scrip-
ture, Rom. iv. 17; 2 Cor. iv. 6 ; Heb. xi. 3.

3. This doctrine is also implied in all those innumerable pas-
sages of Scripture which declare that God’s power and sovereignty
are both infinite.

4, What other arguments may be adduced in proof of creation
properly so called ?

1. The doctrine that matter is self-existent and eternal, and
that God has simply formed the world out of preéxisting material,
is plainly ineonsistent with his absolnte independence and all-
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sufficiency. It evidently limits the Creator, and makes him in cmarrer
working dependent upon the nature of the material with which X
he works.

2. It is inconsistent with the feeling of absolute dependence of
the creature upon the Creator, which is inherent in every heart,
and which is inculcated in all the teachings of the Scriptures. It
could not be said that “he upholdeth all things by the word of
his power,” nor that “we live, and move, and have our being in
him,” unless he be absolutely the Creator as well as the Former of
all things.

3. It is manifest from the testimony of consciousness,—
(1.) That our souls are distinct individual entities, and not parts
or particles of God; (2.) That they are not eternal. It follows,
consequently, that they were created. And if the creation of the
spirits of men ex nihilo be once admitted, there remains no special
difficulty with respect to the absolute creation of matter.

4. Although the absolute origination of any new existence out
of nothing is to us confessedly inconceivable, it is not one whit
more so than the relation of the infinite foreknowledge, or fore-
ordination, or providential control of God, to the free agency of
men, nor than many other truths which we are all forced to believe.

5. After having admitted the necessary self-existence of an
infinitely wise and powerful personal Spirit, whose existence,
upon the hypothesis of his possessing the power of absolute crea-
tion, is sufficient to account for all the phenomena of the universe,
it is unphilosophical gratuitously to multiply causes by supposing
the independent, eternal self-existence of matter also.

6. When the physical philosopher has analyzed matter to its
ultimate atoms, and determined their essential primary properties,
he finds in them as strong evidence of a powerful antecedent
cause, and of a wisely designing mind, as he does in the most
complex organizations of nature ; for what are the ultimate pro-
perties of matter but the elementary constituents of the universal
laws of nature, and the ultimate conditions of all phenomena? If
design discovered in the constitution of the universe as finished
proves a divine Former, by equal right must the same design dis-
covered in the elementary constitution of matter prove a divine

Creator.
s
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7. Those among theistic thinkers who have been tempted to
regard matter as eternal and self-existent, have been influenced by
the vain hope of explaining thereby the existence of moral evil in
consistency with the holiness of God. They would refer all the
phenomena of sin to an essentially evil principle inherent in
matter, and would justify God by maintaining that he has done
all that in him lay to limit that evil. Now, besides the inconsist
ency of this theory’s attempt to vindicate the holiness of God at
the expense of his independence, it proceeds upon absurd principles,
as appears from the following considerations: (1.) Moral evil is
in its essence an attribute of spirit. To refer it to a material
origin must logically lead to the grossest materialism. (2.) The
entire Christian system of religion, and the example of Christ are
in opposition to that asceticism and “neglecting of the body”
(Col. ii. 23) which necessarily springs from the view that matter
is the ground of sin. (3.) When God created the material universe
e pronounced his works ¢ very good.” (4.) The second person
of the Holy Trinity assumed a real material body inte personal
union with himself. (5.) The material creation, now “made
subject to vanity” through man’s sin, is to be renovated and
made the temple in which the God-man shall dwell for ever.
(See below, chap. xxxvi.,, question 17.) (6.) The work of Christ
in delivering his people from their sin does not contemplate the
renunciation of the material part of our natures ; but our bodies,
which are now “the members of Christ,” and the “temples of the
Holy Ghost,” are at’the resurrection to be transformed into the
likeness of his glorified body. Yet nothing could be more absurd
than to argue that the odpo mvevpatikdy is not as literally material
as the present oopayvywor. (7.) If the cause of evil is essentially
inherent in matter, and if its past developments have occurred in
spite of God’s efforts to limit it, what certain ground of confidence
can any of us have for the future ¢

5. Prove that the work of creation is in Seripture attributed to
God absolutely ; 1i.e., to each of the three persons of the Trinity coir-
dinately, and not to either as his special personal function.

1. To the Godhead absolutely, Gen. i. 1, 26. 2. To the
Father, 1 Cor. viii. 6. 3. To the Son, John i 3; Col. i
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16, 17. 4. To the Holy Spirit, Gen. i. 2; Job xxvi. 13; Ps.
civ. 30.

6. How can it be proved that no creature can create ?

1. From the nature of the work. It appears to us that the work
of absolute creation ex nikilo is an infinite exercise of power. It
is to us inconceivable, because infinite ; and it can belong, therefore,
only to that Being who, for the same reason, is incomprehensible.
2. The Scriptures distinguish Jehovah from all creatures, and
from false gods, and establish his sovereignty and rights as the
true God by the fact that he is the Creafor, Isa. xxxvii. 16,
x1. 12, 13, liv. 5; Ps. xevi. 5; Jer. x. 11, 12, 3. If it were ad-
mitted that a creature could create, then the works of creation
would never avail to lead the creature to an infallible knowledge
that his Creator was the eternal and self-existent God.

7. What opinion do modern geologists entertain as to the anti-
yuity of our globe, and upon what does that opinion rest ?

The universal opinion of all geologists, Christians and Infidels,
Theists and Atheists, is, that the material composing our globe
has been in existence for incalculable ages; that it has passed
through many successive stages in its transition probably from a
gaseous, certainly from a molten condition, to its present constitu-
tion ; and that it has successively been inhabited by many different
orders of organized beings, each in turn adapted to the physical
conditions of the globe in its successive stages, and generally
marked in each stage by an advancing scale of organization, from
the more elementary to the more complex and more perfect forms,
until the advent of man, the last and most perfect of all, about
six thousand years ago. The facts upon which this opinion is
founded are barely indicated in the following summary, condensed
from the second chapter of President Hitchcock’s able work on
“ Religion of Geology :"—

1. The rocks are in their present form evidently the result of
the operation of second causes. * Some of them have been melted
and reconsolidated, and crowded in between others, or spread over
them. Others have been worn down into mud, sand, and gravel,
by water and other agents; and again cemented together, after
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onaprer having enveloped multitudes of animals and plants, which are now

XI.

imbedded as organic remains.” They bear upon them as indubi-
table marks of change and wear as any of the ancient works of man.
To infer that they were created in their present form would violate
every principle of analogical reasoning upon which all science
proceeds. ,

2. “Processes are now going on by which rocks are formed, on
a small scale, of the same character as those which constitute the
great mass of the earth. Hence it is fair to infer,—(1.) That all
the rocks were formed in a similar manner. (2.) That by ascer-
taining the rate at which rocks are now forming we may form
some estimate as to the time requisite to produce those constitut-
ing the crust of the earth.”

3. All the stratified rocks, especially that large proportion of
them which contains the remains of animals and plants, appear to
have been formed from fragments of other rocks, worn down by
the action of water and atmospheric agencies. Yet this process
is very slow.

4. “Yet there must have been time enough, since the creation,
to deposit at least ten miles of rocks in perpendicular thickness,”
by this process of attrition, washing, precipitation, drying, and
hardening, by means of hcat, pressure, and the admixture of iron
or lime.

5. Tt is certain that since man existed, or in the last six thou-
sand years, materials for the production of rock have not accumu-
lated to the average thickness of more than one or two hundred
feet, or about one five hundreth part of the entire thickness of the
stratified rocks that have been formed since the creation.

6. During the deposition of the stratificd rocks many changes
must have occurred in the temperature and the materials held in
solution by the water which deposited them; and in the positions
of the rocks themselves, as they have been bent and dislocated
while in a soft state.

7. “Numerous races of animals and plants must have occupied
the globe previous to those which now inhabit it, and have suc-
cessively passed away as catastrophes occurred, or as the climate
became unfit for their residence. Thirty thousand species have
already been dug from the rocks, and with few exceptions none
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of them corresponding to those now living upon the earth.” “Not
less than four or five, and probably more, entire races have passed
away, and been succeeded by recent ones; so that the globe has
actually changed all its inhabitants half a dozen times.”

8. Even since all the various strata of rocks have been in their
present state and position changes have been accomplished ; e.g.,
in the formation of deltas, and in the gradual wearing away of
solid rock in channels by rivers (often hundreds of feet deep, and
for miles in length,) which must have required many thousands
of years.

9. The primary rocks, which everywhere form the foundation
upon which the stratified rocks rest, and out of the fragments of
which, by washing and wearing, the stratified rocks have been
formed, were themselves evidently formed when the whole globe
was gradually cooling from a condition of universal fusion from
beat.

8. What are the different methods which have been suggested of
reconciling the facts developed by geology with the truth of the Mosaic
record of creation ?

1. The method adopted by Dr. Chalmers, President Hitcheock,
and the great majority of Christian geologists, is as follows: The
first verse of Genesis, disconnected from the subsequent context,
affirms the truth that in the beginning, at some remote and unre-
vealed period in the past, God created the whole universe out of
nothing ; and then after an interval, the measure of which is not
given, the subsequent verses relate the general order in which God,
in the space of six natural days, established the present order of
this world, adapting it to the residence of its present inhabitants,
and in which he created the present races of plants and animals.
This interpretation of the Mosaic account of the creation was ad-
vanced as probable by many eminent biblical scholars before the
rise of geological science, and it is now almost universally adopted
by theologians as well as by geologists. There appears to be no
objection to it upon any ground, and, as a general adjustment, it
appears to be the best possible in the present state of our know-
ledge. It is only a general adjustment, however, leaving many
questions of detail unsolved, both as te the interpretation of the

CHAPTER
XI.



198 TILE CREATION OF THE WORLD.

ciarter record of the six days’ work, and as to the reconmh'ztlou of the
XI.

facts of geology, and the present scientific interpretation thereof,
with the inspired record.

2. In order to avoid several difficulties experienced in attempt-
ing to reconcile the Mosaic account of the six days’ work with the
science, Dr. John Pye Smith proposed to supplement the above
method of reconciliation with the hypothesis that the term earth
in Genesis did not signify the whole globe, but “the part of our
globe which God was adapting for the dwelling-place of man and
animals connected with him ;” that is, “a large part of Asia, lying
between the Caucasian ridge, the Caspian Sea, and Tartary on the
north, the Persian and Indian Seas on the south, and the high
mountain ridges which ran at a considerable distance on their
eastern and western flanks.”

3. Many have argued that the days spoken of in this passage
in Genesis were not natural days of twenty-four hours, “ but periods
of great, though indefinite length, during which all the changes
exhibited by the strata of rocks took place,” and in which the
several orders of organized vegetable and animal beings were suc-
cessively created, man being brought into existence at the end of
the closing day of creation, and the Sabbath-day of God’s rest from
his creation-work continuing ever since. This view has been elo-
quently argued and illustrated, in a comparison of the Mosaic text
with the facts developed by geology, by the late Hugh Miller, in
his last work, “ The Testimony of the Rocks.”  After all, however,
theologians and geologists agree in regarding this method of recon-
ciliation as doing equal violence to the language of the record and
to the facts of science.®

9. What principles ought to be borne in mind by Christians in
view of apparent discrepancies between the interpretation of nature
by science and the interpretation of the Scriptures by theologians ?

1. All truth must be consistent. God’s works and God’s word
are alike absolute truth; whatever discrepancies appear, the
difficulty must wholly exist in man’s imperfect interpretation,
either of the works upon the one hand, or of the word upon the
other.

* President Hitchcock's Religion of Geology.
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2. Revelation was not designed to anticipate the natural pro-
aress of science, consequently the Scriptures teach us nothing con-
cerning the interpretation of the phenomenal world of nature, but
uniformly speak of phenomena as they appear, and in the common
language of the age and people among whom they were writteu,
and never of physical causes or laws as they are in fact. Thus
they speak of the sun “ rising,” “setting,” “ going back,” ¢ standing
still,” ete., ete.

3. From the commencement of modern science, apparent incon-
sistencies between nature and revelation have been constantly
emerging, which, for the time, have occasioned great offence to
zealous believers; but in every instance, without exception, the
error has been found to exist either in the too hasty generalizations
of science from imperfect knowledge of the facts, or from a pre-
judiced interpretation of the Scriptures; and, invariably, matured
science has been found not only to harmonize perfectly with the
letter of the word naturally interpreted, bnt, moreover, gloriously
to illustrate the grand moral principles and doctrines therein re-
vealed.

4. There is no difficulty experienced in the attempt to reconcile
Moses’ account of the “genesis of the heavens and earth” with
the science of geology, which is different either in kind or degree
from those experienced in every attempt to reconcile prophecy with
the facts of history. History and geological science are both tn
transitu; when they are finished the perfect harmony of both with
revelation will be apparent to all.

5. Christians should always rejoice in every advance of science,
being assured that thereby the truth of their religion and the glory
of their God must be confirmed and manifested. They should
equally avoid all premature adjustments of the interpretation of
Scripture to imperfect science in process of development, and all
injurious and impotent jealousies of scientific discoveries or specu-
lations, when apparently hostile to their traditional interpretation
of Scripture. PERFECT FAITH CASTETH OUT ALL FEAR.

€. IR\
TREAS

CHAPTEE
XI.



ANGELS.

1. What are the different senses in which the word dyyeos (* an-
gel,” or “messenger,”) is used tn Scripture ?

“Ordinary messengers, Job i. 14, Luke vii. 24, ix. 52 ; prophets,
Tsa. xlii. 19, Mal. iii. 1; priests, Mal. ii. 7; ministers of the New
Testament, Rev. i. 20 ;—also impersonal agents, as pillar of cloud,
Ex. xiv. 19; pestilence, 2 Sam. xxiv. 16, 17; winds, Ps. civ. 4;
plagues, called ‘evil angels,” Ps. Ixxviii. 49 ; Paul’s thorn in the flesh,
‘angel of Satan,’ 2 Cor. xii. 7.” Also the second person of the
Trinity, “ Angel of his presence,” Isa. Ixiii. 9; “ Angel of the cove-
nant, ” Mal. iii. 1. But the term is chiefly applied to the heavenly
intelligences, Matt. xxv. 31.*

2. What are the scriptural designaiions of angels, and how far
are those designations expressive of their nature and offices?

Good angels (for evil spirits, see question 13) are designated in
Scripture as to their nature, dignity and power; as “spirits,” Heb.
i. 14 ; “thrones, dominions, principalities, powers, mights, Eph.
1. 21, and Col. i. 16; “sons of God,” Luke xx. 36, Job i G;
“mighty angels,” and “ powerful in strength,” 2 Thess. i. 7, Ps. ciil.
20; “holy angels,” “elect angels,” Luke ix. 26,1 Tim. v. 21 ; and
as to the offices they sustain in relation to God and man, they are
designated as “angels” or “messengers,” and as “ ministering
spirits,” Heb. i. 13, 14.

3. What were the cherubim?

“They were ideal creatures, compounded of four parts, those,
namely, of a man, an ox, a lion, and an eagle.” “The predomi-
nant appearance was that of a man, but the number of faces, feet,

* See Kitto's Bib. Ency.
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and hands differed according to circumstances,” Ezek. i. 6, com-
pare with Ezek. xli. 18, 19, and Ex. xxv. 20.

To the same ideal beings is applied the designation “living
creatures,”—rendered in our version “beasts,” (Ezek. i 5-22,
x. 15-17; Rev. iv. 69, v. 6-14, vi. 1-7, vii. 11, xiv. 3, xv. 7,
xix. 4.)

“They were symbolical of the highest properties of creature
life, and of these as the outgoings and manifestation of the
divine life; but they were typical of redeemed and glorified man-
hood, or prophetical representations of it, as that in which these
properties were to be combined and exhibited.

“They were appointed, immediately after the fall, to man’s
original place in the garden, and to lis office in connection with
the tree of life,” Gen. iii. 24.

“The other and more common connection in which the cherub
appears is with the throne or peculiar dwelling-place of God, in
the holy of holies of the tabernacle, Ex. xxv. 22. He was called
the God who dwelleth between and sitteth upon the cherubim,
1 Sam. iv. 4; Ps. Ixxx. 1; Ezek. i 26, 28; whose glory is above
the cherubim. In Rev. iv. 6, we read of the living creatures who
were in the midst of the throne and round about it.”

“What does this bespeak but the wonderful fact brought out
in the history of redemption, that man’s nature is to be exalted
to the dwelling-place of the Godhead? In Christ it is taken, so
to speak, into the very bosom of the Deity; and because it is so
highly honoured in him, it shall attain to more than angelic glory
in his members,”*

4. What is the etymology of the word seraphim, and what is
taught in Scripture concerning-them?

The word signifies burning, bright, dazzling. 1t occurs in the
Bible only once, Isa. vi. 2, 6. It probably presents, under a dif-
ferent aspect, the ideal beings commonly designated cherubim
and living creatures.

5. Is there any evidence that angels are of various orders and
ranks?

* Fairbairn's Typology, part ii., chap. i., sect 3.
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That such distinctions certainly exist appears evident,—1. Fromn
the language of Scripture: Gabriel is distinguished as one that
stands in the presence of God, Luke i. 19,—evidently in somse
preéminent sense; and Michael as one of the chief princes,
Dan. x. 13. Observe also the epithets archangel, thrones,
dominions, principalities, powers, Jude 9; Eph. i. 21. 2. From
the analogy of the fallen angels, see Eph. ii. 2; Matt. ix. 34.
3. From the analogy of human society and of the universal
creation. Throughout all God’s works gradation of rank pre-
vails.

G. Do the Scriptures speak of more than one archangel, and is
he to be considered a creature?

This term occurs but twice in the New Testament, and in
both instances it is used in the singular number, and once pre-
ceded by the definite article 6, 1 Thess. iv. 16; Jude 9. Thus
the term is evidently restricted to one person, called, Jude
9, Michael; who, in Dan. x. 13, is called “one of the chief
princes;” and in Dan. xii. 1, “the great prince;” and in Rev. xii.
7, is said to have fought with his angels against the dragon
and his angels.

Many suppose that the archangel is the Son of God. Others
suppose that he is one of the highest class of creatures, since he
is called “one of the chief princes,” Dan.x. 13; and since divine
attributes are never ascribed to him. =

i

7. What do the Scriptures teach concerning the number and
power of angels?

1. Concerning their number, revelation determines only that it
is very great: “Thousand thousands, and ten thousand times ten
thousand,” Dan. vii. 10. “More than twelve legions of angels,”
Matt. xxvi. 53.  “Multitude of the heavenly host,” Luke ii. 13.
“ Myriads of angels,” Heb. xii. 22.

2. Concerning their power, the Scriptures teach that it is very
great when exercised, both in the material and in the spiritual
worlds. They are called “mighty angels,” and are said to “exce]
in strength,” 2 Thess. i. 7; Ps.ciii. 20; 2 Kings xix. 35. Their
power, however, is not creative, but, like that of man, it can be
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exercised only codrdinately with the general laws of nature, in the
absolute sense of that word.

8. What are their employment.

1. They behold the face of God in heaven, adore the divine per-
fections, stndy every revelation he makes of himself in providence
and redemption, and are perfectly blessed in his presence and
service, Matt. xviii. 10; Rev. v. 11; 1 Peter i. 12.

2. God employs them as his instruments in administering the
affairs of his providence, Gen. xxviit. 12; Dan. x. 13. (1.) The
law was “ordained by angels,” Gal. iii. 19; Acts vii. 53; Heb.
ii. 2. (2.) They are instruments of good to God’s people, Heb.
i 14; Acts xii. 7; Ps. xci. 10-12. (3.) They execute judgment
upon God’s enemies, Acts xii. 23; 2 Kings xix. 35; 1 Chron.
xxi. 16. (4.) They will officiate in the final judgment, in separ-
ating the good from the bad, in gathering the elect, and in bear-
ing them up to meet the Lord in the air, Matt. xiii. 30, 39,
xxiv. 31; 1 Thess. iv. 16.

9. How are apparitions of angels to be accounted for?

See Num. xxii. 31, etc. 'What were apparent to the senses were
doubtless miraculously constituted bodies, assumed for the occa-
sion, for the purpose of holding intercourse with man through his
bodily senses, and then laid aside.

10. What are the names by which Satan is distinguished, and
what s their tmport ?

Satan, which signifies adversary, Luke x. 18; the Devil,
(8udBolos always occurs in the singular), signifying slanderer,
Rev. xx. 2; Apollyon, which means destroyer, and Abaddon, Rev.
ix. 11; Beelzebub, the prince of devils, from the god of the
Ekronites, chief among the heathen divinities, all of which the
Jews regarded as devils, 2 Kings 1. 2; Matt. xii. 24; Angel of the
bottomless pit, Rev. ix. 11; Prince of this world, John xii 31;
Prince of darkness, Eph. vi. 12; a roaring Lion, 1 Peter v. 8; a Sinner
from the beginning, 1 John iii. 8; Accuser, Rev. xii. 10; Belial,
2 Cor. vi. 15; Deceiver, Rev. xx. 10; Dragon, Rev. xii.7; Liarand Mur-
derer, John viii. 44 ; Leviathan, Isa. xxvii. 1; Lucifer, Isa. xiv. 12;
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Serpent, Isa. xxvii. 1; Tormentor, Matt. xviii. 34; God of this
world, 2 Cor. iv. 4; he that hath the power of death, Heb.
il 14.%

11. How may it be proved that Satan is @ personal betng, and
not « mere personification of evil ?

Throughout all the various books of Secripture Satan is always
consistently spoken of as a person, and personal attributes are
predicated of him. Such passages as Matt. iv. 1-11, and John
viii, 44, are decisive,

12. What do the Scriptures teach concerning the relation of
Satan to other evil spirits and to our world ?

Other evil spirits are called “his angels,” Matt. xxv. 41; and
he is called the ¢ Prince of devils,” Matt. ix. 34; and “ Prince of
the power of the air,” Eph. ii. 2; and “ Prince of darkness,” Eph.
vi. 12.  This indicates that he is the master spirit of evil.

His relation to this world is indicated by the history of the
Fall, 2 Cor. xi. 3; Rev. xii. 9; and by such expressions as “God
of this world,” 2 Cor. iv. 4; and “Spirit that worketh in the
children of disobedience,” Eph. ii. 2: wicked men are said to be
his children, 1 John iii. 10; he blinds the minds of those that
believe not, and leads them captive at his will, 2 Tim. ii. 26; he
also pains, harasses, and tempts God’s true people, as far as is
permitted for their ultimate good, Luke xxii. 31; 2 Cor. xila7;
1 Thess. ii. 18.

13. What are the terms by which fallen spirits are desig-
nated ?

The Greek word, 6 duifBolos, ““the devil,” Rev. xx. 2, is in the ori-
ginal applied only to Beelzebnb. Other evil spirits are called 8aiuoves,
“demons,” Mark v.12 (translated, devils) ; “unclean spirits,” Mark
v.13; “angels of the devil,” Matt.xxv. 41 ; ¢ principalities, powers,
rulers of the darkness of this world,” Eph. vi. 12; “angels that
sinned,” 2 Peter ii. 4; “angels that kept not their first estate, but
left their own habitation,” Jude 6; “lying spirits,” 2 Chron.
xviii, 22.

* See Cruden’s Concordance.
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14. What power or agency over the bodies and souls of men is onmapTE
ascribed to them ? X

Satan, like all other finite beings, can only be in one place at a
time; yet all that is done by his agents being attributed to him, he
appears to be practically ubiquitous.

It is certain that at times at least they have exercised an inex-
plicable influence over the bodies of men ; yet that influence is
entirely subject to God’s control, Job ii. 7 ; Luke xiii. 16 ; Acts
x. 38, They have caused and aggravated diseases, and excited
appetites and passions,1 Cor. v. 5. Satan, in some sense, has the
power of death, Heb. ii. 14.

With respect to the souls of men, Satan and his angels are
utterly destitute of any power either to change the heart or to
coerce the will, their influence being simply moral, and exercised
in the way of deception, suggestion, and persuasion. The de-
scriptive phrases applied by the Scriptures to their working are
such as,—* the deceivableness of unrighteousness,” “power, signs,
lying wonders,” 2 Thess. ii. 9, 10. Satan “transforms himself into
an angel of light,” 2 Cor. xi. 14. If he can deceive or persuade,
he uses “ wiles,” Eph. vi 11 ; “snares,” 1 Tim. iii. 7 ; “ depths,”
Rev. ii. 24 ; he “Dblinds the mind,” 2 Cor. iv. 4 ; “leads captive
the will” 2 Tim, ii. 26; and so ‘“deceives the whole world,”
Rev. xii. 9. If he cannot persuade, he uses “ fiery darts,” Eph.
vi. 16 ; and “ buffetings,” 2 Cor. xii. 7.

-As examples of his influence in tempting men to sin, the
Scriptures cite the case of Adam, Gen. iii.; of David, 1 Chron.
xxi. 1; of Judas, Luke xxii. 3; of Ananias and Sapphira, Acts v. 3;
and the temptation of our blessed Lord, Matt. iv.

15. Where do they reside, and what is the true interpretation
of Eph. ii. 2, and vi. 121

These passages simply declare that evil spirits belong to the
unaeen, spiritual world, and not to our mundane system. Nothing
is taught us in Secripture as to the place of their residence, further
than that they originally dwelt in and fell from heaven, that they
now have access to men on earth, and that they will be finally
scaled up in the lake of fire prepared for them, Rev. xx. 10;
Matt. xxv. 41.
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casprer 16, By what terms were those possessed by evil spirits designated ?
i They are called demoniacs, translated “ possessed with devils,”
Matt. iv. 24 ; having the “ spirit of an unclean devil,” Luke iv.
33 ; “oppressed of the devil,” Acts z. 38; “lunatics,” Matt.

xvii. 15.

17. What arguments are urged by those who regard the de-
monracs mentioned in the New Testament as simply diseased or
deranged ?

That we cannot discriminate between the effects of demoniacal
possession and disease ;—that precisely the same symptoms have,
in other cases, been treated as disease and cured.

That, like witcheraft, the experience of such possessions has
been confined to the most ignorant ages of the world.

They argue further that this doctrine is inconsistent with clearly
revealed principles : 1. That the souls of dead men go imme-
diately either to heaven or hell. 2. That fallen angels are already
shut up in chains and darkness in expectation of the final judz-
ment, 2 Pet. ii. 4 ; Jude 6.

They attempt to explain away the language of Christ and his
apostles upon this subject, by affirming, that as it was no part of
their design to instruct men in the true science of nature or dis-
ease, they conformed their language on such subjects to the pre-
valent opinions of the people they addressed, calling diseases by
the popular name, without intending thereby to countenance the
theory of the nature of the discase out of which the name origi-
nated ;—just as we now call crazed people “lunatics,” without
believing in the influence of the moon upon them.*

18. How may it be proved that the demoniacs of the New Testa-
ment were really possessed of evil spirits?

The simple narratives of all the evangelists put it beyond per-
adventure that Christ and his apostles did believe, and wished
others to believe, that the demoniacs were really possessed with
devils.

They distinguish between possession and disease, Mark i. 32 :
Luke vi. 17, 18.

* Kitto's Bib. Ency.
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The “dzmons,” as distinct from the * possessed,” spoke, Mark caarres
v. 12; were addressed, commanded, and rebuked by Christ, *™
Mark i. 25, 34, ix. 25 ; Matt. viil. 32, xvii. 18, Their desires,
requests, and passions, are distinguished from those of the pos-
sessed, Matt. viii. 31 ; Mark ix. 26, etc. The number of demons
in one person is mentioned, Mark xvi. 9. They went out of the
“npossessed ” into the swine, Luke viii. 32, 33. We never speak of
the moon entering into, and sore vexing a man, or being cast out
of a lunatic, or of the moon crying aloud, etc. The argument of
those who would explain away the force of Christ’s language on

this subject, therefore, fails.
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PROVIDENCE.

1. Define the term providence.

See Confession of Faith, chap. v.; and L. Cat., q. 18 ; and
S. Cat,, g. 11. Providence, from pro and video, literally signifies
“foresight.” Turrettin defines this term as including, in its
widest sense,—1. Foreknowledge; 2. Foreordination ; 3. The
efficacious administration of the thing decreed. But in its com-
mon and technically proper sense, providence designates simply
God’s temporal preservation and governing of all things according
to his eternal purpose.

2. Whaz are the three principal theories respecting the relation
which God sustains to the universe?

All the various views respecting God’s relation to the universe
cntertained among men may be classed under one or other of the
following heads, and in general terms stated as follows :—

1. The deistical, including those views which, admitting more
or less fully that, when God created the universe, he communicated
their inherent properties to all material elements and to spirits,
and made them in their interaction subject to certain general laws,
so constituted as to bring forth in the ceaseless evolutions of
events all his preordained ends, yet deny that God continues in
immediate contact with each individual creature, or that he is
now concerned in constant supervision and control of their actions
and their destinies. His relation to the universe is thus like that
of the maker, not of the keeper of a watch. The actions of men,
therefore, must either be mechanically determined, like those of
material bodies, or entirely fortuitous and beyond the influence
of God.
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9. The pantheistic, including all those various views which
regard God as the only being in the universe, and the creature as
in reality without separate existence, property, or agency, as only
phenomenally distinct, and essentially more or less transient
modes of the one universal Divine Being. (See above, chapter i.,
question 35.)

3. The true doctrine, established by Secripture and sober philo-
sophical deduction, occupies intermediate ground between the
above extremes. The Christian theory of providence agrees with
the deistical in maintaining that at the creation God endowed
every element, material or spiritual, with inherent properties after
its kind, and made them all subjeet to general laws; thus consti-
tuting them in a real sense efficient second causes. On the other
hand, it maintains, in opposition to the deistical theory, that
God continues to support and control second causes in their
action, and so to adjust the general laws which prevail in the
several departments of nature as to direct all events, whether the
actions of free agents or of unconscious matter, to the accomplish-
ment of his own will.

As God is infinite in his relation to time and to space, it is
evident that the difference between the deistical and Christian
views of providence does not turn upon the question as to the
tvme when God makes provision for the determination of each in-
dividnal event, but upon the question as to the nature of his
relation to the creation. We maintain that the creature “lives,
moves, and has its being ¢» God;” and that God, in the full
excercise of his infinite wisdom, goodness, righteousness, and power,
so directs and controls the actions of free agents freely, and of
necessary agents necessarily, as at once not ts coerce the nature of
the agent, and yet infallibly to determine all things according to
his eternal purpose.

3. Wherein does preservation consist ?

Preservation is that continued exercise of the divine energy
whereby the Creator upholds all his creatures in being, and in the
possession of all their inherent properties and qualities with which
he endowed them at their creation, or which they have subse-
quently acquired by habit or development.

14
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4. On what ground vs ul assumed that the universe would mnot
continue to exist unless constantly upheld by God?

The old theologians held, that as the creature as such is not
self-existent, it could no more continue to be than it could com-
mence to be of itself, since the cause of its being is out of itself.
This rationalistic argument, although logically plausible, is not
certain. As by the law of inertia a body once moved ab extra
will continue to move until stopped ab extre, so it might be that
a being once created might continue to exist until annihilated ab
extra.

The doctrine, however, is eminently congruous to that sense
of dependence which is an essential element of our religious nature,
and it is clearly affirmed by Seripture.—Heb. i. 3; Neh. ix. 6;
Job x. 12; Ps. civ. 27-30; Acts xvii. 28

5. State the argument for God's providential government of the
world derived from his own perfections.

1. The stupendous fact that God is infinite in his being, in
his relation to time and space, and in his wisdom and power,
makes it evident that a universal providence is possible to him, and
that all the difficulties and apparent contradictions involved therein
to the eye of man are to be referred to our very limited capacity
of understanding.

2. God’s infinite wisdom makes it certain that he had a definite
object in view in the creation of the universe, and that he will
not fail in the use of the best means to secure that object in all
its parts.

3. His infinite goodness makes it certain that he would not leave
his sensitive and intelligent creatures to the toils of a mechanical,
soulless fate; nor his religious creatures to be divorced from him-
self, in whose communion their highest life consists.

4. His infinite righteousness makes it certain that he will con-
tinue to govern and reward and punish those creatures which he
has made subject to moral obligations.

6. State the argument from conscience.
Conscience essentially involves a sense of our direct moral
responsibility to God as a moral governor; and this, together with
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a profound sense of dependence, constitutes that religious senti- cmavrrsr
ment which is common to all men. But if God be a moral X%
governor, he can execute that function in relation to a being con-
stituted of body and soul, and conditioned as man is in this world,

in no other conceivable way than through a comprehensive provi-

dence, at once spiritual and physical, general and particular.

7. State the argument from the intelligence evinced in the opera-
tions of nature.

The great inductive argument for the being of God is based
upon the evident traces of design in the universe. Now, just as
the traces of design in the constitution of nature prove the exist-
ence of a designing mind in the relation of creator, so the traces
of design in the operations of nature prove the existence of a
designing mind in the relation of providential ruler.

The material elements, with their active properties, are all in-
capable of design, yet we find all these elements so adjusted, in all
their proportions and relations, as to work harmoniously in the
order of certain general laws; and we find these general laws so
adjusted, in all their intricate coincidences and interferences, as,
by movements simple and complex, fortuitous and regular, to work
out harmoniously everywhere the most wisely and beneficently
contrived results. The mechanical and chemical properties of
material atoms; the laws of vegetable and animal life; the move-
ments of sun, moon, and stars in the heavens; the luminous,
calorific, and chemical radiance of the sun; and the instinctive and
voluntary movement of every living thing upon the face of the
earth, are all mutually acting and reicting without concert or
possible design of their own, yet everywhere bringing forth the
most wise and beneficent results. As the designing mind cannot
be found in any of the elements, nor in the resultant of all com-
bined, it must be found in the presiding control of the Creator.

8. Iow may this doctrine be established by the evidence afforded
by the general hastory of the world?

If the constitution of human nature (soul and body), in its
elemental relations to uman society, proves a designing mind in
the relation of creator, exactly so must the wisely contrived results
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caarrer of human association, in general and in individual instances, prove
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the exercise of a designing mind in the relation of providential ruler.

Individual men and communities, it is true, differ in their
action from the elements of the external world, inasmuch as they
act,—1. Freely, self-moved ; and, 2. From design; yet so narrow is
the sphere both of the foresight and the design of every individual
agent, so great is the multiplicity of agents, and the complications
of interacting influences upon each community from within, from
every other community, and from the powers of external nature,
that the designs of either individnals or communities are never
carried beyond a short distance, when they are lost in the general
current, the result of which lies equally beyond the foreknowledge
and the control of all. But the student of history, with the key
of revelation, clearly discerns the traces of a general design run-
ning through all the grand procedures of human history, and at
points even visibly linking itself with the actions of individual
agents. God’s providence, as a whole, therefore, comprehends
and controls the little providences of men.

9. State the scriptural argument from the prophecies, promises,
and threatenings of God

In innumerable instances has God in the Scriptures prophesied
with great particularity the certain occurrence of an event abso-
lutely ; and he has promised or threatened the occurrence of other
events contingently upon certain conditions. This would be a
mockery, if God did not use the means to fulfil his word.

It is not reasonable to object that God simply foresaw the
event, and so prophesied, promised, or threatened it; because the
event is frequently promised or threatened contingently, upon a
condition which does not stand in the relation of a cause to that
event. God could not foresee one event as contingent upon an-
other which sustains no causal relation to it. The truth of the
promise or threatening in such a case cannot depend upon the
natural connection between the two events, but upon God’s deter-
mination to cause one to follow the other.

10. Prove from Scripture that the providence of God extends
over the natural world.
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Ps. civ. 14, exxxv. 5-7, cxlvii. 8-18, exlviil. 7, 8; Job ix. 5, 6, cnapres
xxi. 9-11, xxxvii. 6-13; Acts xiv. 17. -
11. Prove from Scripture that it tncludes the brute creation.

Ps. civ. 21-29, cxlvii. 9 ; Matt. vi. 26, x. 29,

12. Prove from Screpture that vt extends to the general affairs
of men.

1 Chron. xvi. 31 ; Ps. xlvii. 7, Ixvi. 7 ; Prov. xxi. 1; Job xii.
23 ; Isa. x. 12-15; Dan. ii. 21, iv. 25.

13. Show from Scripture that the circumstances of individuals
are controlled by God.

1 Sam. ii, 6; Ps. xviil. 30 ; Prov. xvi. 9; Isa. xlv. 5; Luke i.
93 ; James iv. 13-15.

14. Prove that events considered by us fortuitous are subject to
the control of God.

1. A fortuitous event is one whose proximate causes, because
either of their complexity or their subtilty, escape onr observation,
Every such event, however, as the falling of a leaf, is linked with
the general system of things, both by its antecedents and its con-
sequences,

2. Seripture affirms the fact.—Exod. xxi. 13; Ps. Ixxv. 6, 7;
Job v. 6 ; Prov. xvi. 33.

15. Prove that a general necessarily tnvolves a particular provi-
dence.

Every department of existence in the universe is so intimately
related to all the rest, that every change taking effect in one
necessarily affects the others. All events, moreover, occur in
successions of causes and effects, cach link in turn being the effect
of what precedes and the caunse of what follows. 1In the present
order of things, it would be impossible to secure certain general
ends without necessarily determining all those particular events
upon which those general ends depend ; and thus, as no event is
isolated, since even the least event springs from and contributes to
the general system, every event must be presided over to that end.
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The notion of a general providence, a particular one excludcd,
is as absurd as that of a chain without links.

16. Prove that the providential government of God extends tc
the free qcts of men.

1. The free actions of men are potent causes, influencing the
general system of things precisely as all other classes of causes in
the world, and consequently, on the principle indicated in the
answer to the preceding question, they also must be subject to
God, or every form of providence whatever would be impossible
for him.

2. It is affirmed in Scripture.—Exod. xii. 36; 1 Sam. xxiv.
9-15; Ps. xxxiii. 14, 15; Prov. xvi. 1, xix. 21, xx. 24, xxi. 1;
Jer. x. 23 ; Phil ii. 13.

17. Show from Scripture that God's providence ts exercised over
the sinful acts of men.

2 Sam. xvi. 10, xxiv. 1; DPs. Ixxvi. 10 ; Rom. xi. 32; Acts iv.
27, 28.

18. What general principles, as to the nature of God's prove-
dential government, is 1t important to bear tn mind ?

1. The fact that God does control all the actions, internal
and external, necessary and free, good and bad, of all his crea-
tures.

2. That whatever may be the mode in which God exercises this
providential control, or the nature of the influence he exerts upon
any of his creatures, it cannot be inconsistent either (1.) with
his own infinite perfections, or (2.) with that constitution and
those attributes with which he has himself endowed the creature
upon whom he acts. His influence, therefore, must always be
worthy of himself, and in each case congruous to the nature of
the creature.

3. It follows from the ascertained limits of human thought,
that we can never clearly understand the mode in which, in the
ultimate act, the infinite spirit of God acts upon the finite spirit
of man. The interaction of God’'s agency in providence and
grace with man’s dependent agency constitutes that limit of
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thought which is emerging at every step, which we may define, caaprin
but neither avoid nor transcend. e

19. What s the nature of God's agency in the material
world ?

All that we know upon this subject may be defined as fol-
lows :—

1. The properties of material elements are inherent in their
subjects, and consequently they act efficiently as second causes.

2. God has so adjusted these elements, in their proportions and
relations, that they act and interact according to certain general
laws, which he has established as an order of nature.

3. In his ordinary providence God does not change or coerce,
but rather preserves, these properties in their integrity, and this
order of nature,

4. God, however, in the original constitution of the mate-
rial elements, in the adjustment of them in their mutual rela-
tions, and in his concurrent providential control of them in action,
certainly determines all results, individual and general, regular
and exceptional.

20. What s meant by a “material cause,” and what by a “law
of nature ?

The material world consists simply of a greater or less number
of elements, each endowed with its own specific property or
capacity of acting, and of being acted upon by all other elements
respectively in a certain way. Onme of these bodies alone pro-
duces no effect, and therefore is no cause; but two or more of
them brought together act upon each other mutually, according
to their properties and to their relative circumstances. A mate-
71al cause, therefore, is to be found in the relative properties of
two or more bodies so adjusted as to act upou each other ; and
the effect is the mutual change in each which results from this
interaction ;—e.g., we have for cause the mutual chemical attraction
of the oxygen of the air and the hydrogen and carbon of the wood
at a high temperature ; and for effect we have the smoke and the
ashes, or the elements of air and wood in new combinations aftes
combustion.
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enarrer  But in order that such causes should act uniformly, thesa

XM material elements must be adjusted uniformly in their mutual
relations, This God has done with infinite wisdom with respect
to the relation of these elements, “1. As to their properties ;
9. As to their quantity ; 3. As to space; 4. As to time.”

A “law of nature” is nothing more than a general or uniform
fact ; it is only a general expression for the way in which
material elements act in their mutual relations as providentially
adjusted. Instead of producing the harmonious results in nature
which are often superficially attributed to thewn, “they are
themselves the result of nicely balanced and skilful adjust-
ments.”*

21. What do the Scriptures teach as to God's providential agency
wn the good acts of men ?

The Secriptures attribute all that is good in man to the free
grace of God, operating both providentially and spiritually, and
influencing alike the body and the soul, and the outward relations
of the individual.—Phil. ii. 13, iv. 13 ; 2 Cor. xii. 9, 10 ; Eph. ii.
10; Gal v. 22-25.

It is to be remembered, however, that while a material cause
may be analyzed into the mutual interaction of two or more
bodies, a human soul acts spontaneously ; <.e., originates action.
The soul, also, in all its voluntary acts, is determined by its own
prevailing dispositions and desires.

When all the good actions of men, therefore, are attributed to
QGod, it is not meant,—1. That he causes them, or, 2. That hLe
determines man to cause them, irrespectively of man’s free will ;
but it is meant that God so acts upon man from within spiritually,
and from without by moral influences, as to induce the free disposi-
tion. He works in us first to will, and then to do his good pleasure.

22, What ¢s taught in the Scriptures concerning his agency with
respect to the sins of men ?

There is involved in this question the insoluble mystery,—
1. Of God’s permission of moral evil; and, 2. Of the nature of
God’s action upon the dependent spirits of men.

* M Cosh, Divine Government, book ii. chap. L
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Turrettin sets forth the testimony of Scripture upon this sub- cmarrze
ject thus :— s

1. As to the beginning of the sin,—(1.) God freely permits it. But
this permission is neither moral,—i.e., while permitting it physi-
cally, he never approves it; nor merely negative,—i.e., he does not
simply concur in the result, but he positively determines that bad
men shall be permitted for wise and holy ends to act according
to their bad natures.—Acts xiv. 16; Ps. lxxxi. 12. (2 He
deserts those who sin, either by withdrawing grace abused, or by
withholding additional grace. This desertion may be either, a, par-
tial, to prove man’s heart, 2 Chron. xxxii. 31 ; or, &, for correction,
Heb. xii. 10; or, ¢, penal, Jer. vii. 29 ; Rom. i. 24-26. (3.) God so
orders providential circumstances that the inherent wickedness
»f men takes the particular course of action he has determined
to permit, Acts il 23, iii. 18. (4.) God delivers men to Satan,
a, as a tempter, 2 Thess. il 9-11; b, as a torturer, 1 Cor.
v. b

2. As to the progress of the sin, God restrains it as to its inten-
sity and its duration, and as to its influence upon others. This
he effects both by internal influences upon the heart, and by the
control of external circumstances.—Ps. Ixxvi. 10.

3. As to the end or result of the sin, God uniformly overrules it
and directs it for good.—Gen. L 20; Job i. 12, ii. 6-10; Acts iii.
13, iv. 27, 28.

23. What is the old doctrine of concursus, and the distinction
between “ previous” and “ simultaneous” concursus ?

This was an attempt to construct a philosophical explanation
of the truth upon this subject taught in Scripture, rather than a
simple statement of that truth, or a legitimate deduction from
it. It was a product of the schoolmen, held by the disciples of
Thomas Aquinas, and the orthodox party among the Romanists
generally, and by almost all the early Protestant divines.

Previous concursus is that act of God wherein, by flowing into
causes and their principles, he excites his creatures to act, and
determines them to perform one action rather than another.

Stmultaneous concursus is the influence of God upon the crea-
tures continued, and considered as carried over into their act. As
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ous?rER he determined them to perform the act, so he concurs with them
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Nature of
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dential go-
vernment.

in the production of the act.

These theologians distinguished between the action viewed
physically as an entity, and its moral quality. The action was
from God; the moral quality, if evil, was from man ;—as when a
man strikes an untuned harp, the sound is from him, the discord
is from the disorder of the instrument. Concerning this theory
we have to say, that while we fully believe that man lives and
moves and has his being in God, and that God works in man to
will and to do of his good pleasure,—that he has eternally fore-
ordained whatsoever comes to pass, and now providentially con-
trols all the actions of all his creatures so that his eternal purposes
are fulfilled,—yet this theory of concursus, 1. In the first place,
attempts to explicate the nature of this divine influence, which is
not supernaturally revealed, and which transcends our natural
faculties. 2. In vindicating the dependence of the creature, it
denies the efficiency of second causes, makes God the only real
agent in the universe, and logically leads to pantheism. 3. It
fails to make the distinction which the Scriptures do between the
relation which God sustains to the good actions of men and that
which he sustains to their evil actions.

It is enough for us to know that there is a constant, most holy,
wise, and powerful influence exerted by the infinite spirit of God upon
the dependent souls of men; we can never logically analyze it.

24. How far do the Scriptures teach anything as to the nature
of God's providential government ?

The mode in which the divine agency is exerted is left entirely
unexplained, but the fact that God does govern all his creatures
and all their actions is expressly stated and everywhere assumed,
and many of the characteristics of that government are set forth.

It is declared,—

1. To be universal.—Ps. ciii. 17-19; Dan. iv. 34, 35; Ds.
xxii, 28, 29,

2. Particular.—Matt. x. 29-31.

3. It embraces the thoughts and volitions of men, and events
apparently contingent.—Prov. xxi. 1, xvi. 9, 33, xix. 21 ; 2 Chron
xvi. 9,
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4. Tt is efficacious.

5. It is the execution of his eternal purpose, embracing all his
works from the beginning in one entire system.—Acts xv. 18;
Eph. i. 11; Ps. civ. 24 ; Isa. xxviil, 29.

6. Its chief end is his own glory; and, subordinately thereto,
the highest good of his redeemed church.—Rom. ix. 17, xi. 36,
viii, 28.

25. How can the existence of moral and physical evil be recon-
ciled with the doctrine of God’s providential government ?

The mystery of the origin and permission of moral evil we
cannot solve.

As to physical evil we answer,—

1. That it is never provided for as an end in itself, but always
as a means to an overbalancing good.

2. That in its existing relations to moral evil, as corrective and
punitive, it is justified alike by reason and conscience as perfectly
worthy of a wise, righteous, and merciful God.

26. Show that the apparently anomalous distribution of happr-
ness and masery wn this world is not tnconsistent with the doctrine
of providence ?

1. Every moral agent in this world has more of good and less
of evil than he deserves.

2. Happiness and misery are much more equally distributed in
this world than appears upon the surface.

3. As a general rule, virtue is rewarded and vice punished
even here.

4. The present dispensation is a scason of education, prepara-

tion, and trial, and not one of rewards and punishments. See
Ds. lxxiil,

Lam. ii. 17; Ps. xxxiii. 11; Job xxiii. 13. cuaerer

XIIL,



XIV.

THE ORIGINAL STATE OF MAN.

tarTER WE must preface this inquiry with an attempt to answer certain

psychological questions concerning the constitution of human
nature, which are necessary to prepare the way for the clear under-
standing of the scriptural doctrines as to the relation of man to
God’s moral government, his fall, his estate in sin, and his re-
generation and sanctification by the Holy Spirit.

1. What is the general principle which it ts always necessary
to bear in mind while treating of the various faculties of the human
soul ?

The soul of man is one single indivisible agent, not an organized
whole consisting of several parts; and, therefore, what we call its
several faculties are rather the capacity of the one agent for dis-
charging successively or concurrently the several functions involved,
and are never to be conceived of as separately existing parts or
organs, These several functions exercised by the one soul are so
various and complex, that a minute analysis is absolutely neces-
sary, in order to lay open to us a definite view of their nature.
Yet we must carefully remember that a large part of the errors
into which philosophers have fallen, in their interpretation of
man’s moral constitution, has resulted from the abuse of this very
process of analysis. This is especially true with respect to the
interpretation of the voluntary acts of the human soul. In pro-
secution of his analysis the philosopher comes to recognise separ-
ately the differences and the likenesses of these various functions
of the soul, and too frequently forgets that these functions them-
selves are, in fact, never exercised in that isolated manner, but
concurrently by the one soul, as an indivisible agent, and that
thus they always qualify one another. Thus, it is not true, in
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fact, that the understanding reasons, and the heart feels, and the crarren

conscience approves or condemns, and the will decides, as dif-
ferent members of the body work together, or as the different
persons constituting a council deliberate and decide in mutual
parts; but it is true that the one indivisible, rational, feeling,
moral, self-determining soul reasons, feels, approves or condemns,
and decides.

The self-determining power of the i/l as an abstract faculty
is absurd as a doctrine, and would be disastrous as an experience;
but the self-determining power of the human soul as a concrete,
rational, feeling agent, is a fact of universal consciousness, and
a fundamental doctrine of moral philosophy and of Christian
theology.

2. How may the leading faculties of the human soul be classi-
fied ?

1. The intellectual. This class includes all those faculties in
different ways concerned in the general function of knowing; as
the reason, the imagination, the bodily senses, and the moral
sense (when considered as a mere source of knowledge to the
understanding.)

2. The emotional. This class includes all those feelings which
attend in any manner the exercise of the other faculties.

3. The will

It will be observed that the functions of the conscience involve
faculties belonging to both the first and second classes. (See be-
low, question 5.)

It is often asked which of our faculties is the seat of our moral
nature? Now, while there is a sense in which all moral ques-
tions concern the relation of the states or acts of the will to the
law of God revealed in the conscience, and therefore in which the
will and the conscience are preéminently the foundation of man’s
moral nature, it is true, nevertheless, that every one of the
faculties of the human soul, as above classified, is exercised in
relation to all moral distinctions;—e.g., the intellectual, in the
perception and judgment; the emotional, in pleasant feeling or
the reverse; the will, in choosing or refusing, and in acting.
Every state or act of any one of the faculties of the human soul,

XIV,
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rraprer therefore, which involves the judging, choosing, refusing, desiring,

XTIV,

WilL

upon a purely moral question, or the feeling corresponding
thereto, is a moral state or act, and all the faculties, viewed in
their relations to the distinction between good and evil, are moral
faculties.

3. What is the Will?

The term “will” is often used to express the mere faculty of voli-
tion, whereby the soul chooses, or refuses, or determines to act,
and the exercise of that faculty. It is also used in a wider sense,
and in this sense I use it here, to include the faculty of volition
together with all of the spontaneous states of the soul, (designated
by Sir William Hamilton the faculties of conation, the excitive,
striving faculties, possessing as their common characteristic “a
tendency toward the realization of their end,”*) the dispositions,
affections, desires, which determine a man in the exercise of his
free power of volition. It must be remembered, however, that
these two senses of the word “will” are essentially distinct. The
will, as including all the faculties of conation (the dispositions
and desires), is to be essentially distinguished from the single
faculty of soul exercised in the resulting volition ; <.e., the choosing
or the acting according to its prevailing desire.

There is included in the doctrine of the will,—1. That in the
excrcise of the faculty of volition, or self-decision, the soul truly
originates action; <.e., acts as an original cause of its own acts,
therein differing totally from all material causes, which act only
as they are acted upon. This is the transcendental element of
the human will, generally marked by the term spontaneity, which
has rendered the whole subject so obscure. The truth must be
recognised that we have here reached one of the impassable limits
of human thought. Our minds are so constituted that we can un-
derstand only a chain of operations, each link of which is alter-
nately effect and cause. The action of an absolute cause, that is,
of one really originating action, is a mystery to our understand-
ings, though it be daily part of our personal experience. Any
attempt to analyze this ultimate fact only destroys it, and con-
fuses the testimony of consciousness. This conclusion, stated in

* Lectures on Metaphysics, lect. xi
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different language, is arrived at by different paths by Sir William
Hamilton.*

2. That this executive act of volition is always according to
the present prevailing desires or affections of the soul, in respect
to the object of action, in the view which the understanding takes
of the whole case at the time. A man always chooses as, upon
the whole, he desires to choose. The soul often decides in oppo-
sition to many of its most intense desires; yet it always decides
in conformity with that desire which is, upon the whole, the
strongest. If the question be, Whence originates the soul's action
the answer must refer to the soul’s inherent power of acting as an
original cause. If the question be, Why does the soul act thus
rather than otherwise? the answer must refer to the inherent
state of the soul itself in relation to the objeet of choice.

3. That these prevalent dispositions and desires, although they
are temporarily exeited to action by the view whieh the under-
standing transmits of external objects, nevertheless have their
only efficient cause and reason in the principles, or permanent
nature of the will itself. These affections and desires are spon-
taneous, and are determined in their character by the will which
exercises them. The understanding can give no further account
of them.

4. What is the distinction between @ TEMPORARILY PREVALENT
ATFFECTION 0r DESIRE and @ PERMANENT PRINCIPLE of the Will?

The “ affection” or “ desire” is a temporary spontaneous state
of the will with respect to a certain choice or volition, for the
time being, and in the view which the mind takes of all the cir-
cumstances and reasons of the case. The “principle” or the “dis-
position,” on the other hand, is a permanent habit, inherent in
the will, of exercising * affections” or * desires” of some parti-
cular kind.

A man chooses or refuses in every particular case according to
his prevalent desire in that case; but a man prevailingly desires,
and so chooses or refuses in all similar cases, according to his
permanent, habitual principles and disposition. These permanent,

* See Discussions, pp. 575-590; M‘Cosh. see Divine Government, pp. 273-294; and Isaac
Taylor, see World of Mind, pp. 88-93, and others.

CHAPTER
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omaprer habitual principles or dispositions, constitute the man’s permanent
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character : as a moral agent, ke is always as they are; by knowing
them we know him, and can to a good degree predict his free
action under given circumstances. These permanent principles
are of two classes with respect to origin: 1. Innate; 2. Acquired
by repeated actions of the same kind. This distinction, however,
makes no difference with respect to character or moral responsi-
bility. A man whose spontaneous dispositions are malignant is
a bad man, whether those dispositions be innate or acquired; and
in either case he is equally responsible.

5. What ts the conscience ?

Conscience as a faculty includes a moral sense, or the power of
discerning the distinction between right and wrong; which, com-
bining with the understanding, or faculty of comparing and
judging, judges of the right or wrong of our own moral disposi-
tions and yoluntary actions, and of the dispositions and voluntary
actions of other free agents. This faculty judges according to a
divine law of right and wrong, included within itself (it is a law
to itself, the original law written upon the heart, Rom. ii. 14, 15);
and it is accompanied with vivid emotions, pleasurable in view of
that which is right, and painful in view of that which is wrong,
especially when our conscience is engaged in reviewing the states
or the actions of our own wills. This faculty, in its own province,
is sovereign, and can have no other superior than the revealed
word of God.*

6. What do we mean when we say that man is a free agent?

1. That, being a spirit, he originates action. Matter acts only
as it is acted upon: a man acts from the spring of his own
active power.

2. That although a man may be forced by fear to will and to
do many things which he would neither will nor do if it were
not for the fear, yet he never can be made to will what he does
not himself desire to will, in full view of all the circumstances of
the case.

3. That he is furnished with a reason to distinguish between

* Sce M‘Cosh, Divine Government, book iii., chap. i., seet. 4.
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the true and the false, and with a conscience, the organ of an
innate moral law, to distinguish between right and wrong, in
order that his desires may be both rational and righteous. And
yet his desires are not necessarily either rational or righteous, but
are formed under the light of reason and conscience, either con-
formable or contrary to them, according to the permanent, habitual
dispositions of the man; 4., according to his own character.

7. What are the essential conditions of moral responsibility ?

To be morally responsible, a man must be a free, rational, moral
agent. (See answer to preceding question.) 1. He must be in
present possession of his reason, to distinguish truth from false-
hood. 2. He must also have in exercise a moral sense, to dis-
tinguish right from wrong. 3. His will, in its volitions or executive
acts, must be self-decided ; .., determined by its own spontaneous
affections and desires. If any of these are wanting, the man is
insane, and neither free nor responsible.

8. Is the conscience indestructible and infallible 7

The conscience, the organ of God’s law in the soul, may virtu-
ally, v.e., as to its effects and phenomena, be both rendered latent
and perverted for a time; and in this phenomenal sense, therefore,
it is neither indestructible nor infallible. But if the moral sense
be regarded simply in itself, it is infallible ; and if the total history
of even the worst man is taken into the account, conscience is truly
indestructible.

1. As to its ndestructibility. Conscience, like every other
faculty of the soul, is undeveloped in the infant, and very imper-
fectly developed in the savage; and, moreover, after a long habit
of inattention to its voice and violation of its law, the individual
sinner is often judicially given up to carnal indifference, his con-
science for a time lying latent. Yet it is certain that it is never
destroyed,—(1.) From the fact that it is often aroused to the
most fearful energy in the hearts of long-hardened reprobates in
the agonies of remorse ; (2.) From the fact that this remorse or
accusing conscience constitutes the essential torment of lost souls
and devils, This is the worm that never dieth. Otherwise their
punishment would lose its moral character.

15
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2. As to its ¢nfallibility. Conscience, in the act of judging
of moral states or actions, involves the concurrent action of the
understanding and the moral sense. This understanding is
always fallible, especially when it is prejudiced in its action by
depraved affections and desires. Thus, in fact, conscience con-
stantly delivers false decisions from a misjudgment of the facts
and relations of the case ; it may be through a selfish, or sensual,
or a malignant bias. Hence we have virtually a deceiving as
well as a latent conscience. Notwithstanding this, however, the
normal sense of the distinction between right and wrong, as an
eternal law to itself, lies indestructible even in the most depraved
breasts : as it cannot be destroyed, so it cannot be changed ; when
aroused to action, and when not deceived as to the true state of
the case, its language is eternally the same.”

9. What s the essential nature of virtue ?

“Virtue is a peculiar quality of” certain states of the will,—
t.e., either permanent dispositions or temporary affections of the
will,—and “of certain voluntary actions of a moral agent ; which
quality is perceived by the moral faculty with which every man
is endowed, and the perception of which is accompanied by an
emotion which is distinct from all other emotions, and is called
moral.” +

The essence of virtue is, that it obliges the will. If a thing
is morally right it ought to be done. The essence of moral evil
is, that it intrinsically deserves disapprobation, and the agent
punishment.

This point is of great importance, because the truth here is
often perverted by a false philosophy; and because this view of
moral good is the only one consistent with the scriptural doctrine
of sin, rewards and punishments, and, above all, of Christ’s
atonement,

The idea of virtue is a simple and ultimate intuition ; attempted
analysis destroys it. Right is right because it is. It is its
own highest reason. It has its norm in the immutable nature of
God.

* See M‘Cosh, Divine Government, book lil., chap. iL, sect. 6; and Dr. A. Alexander,
Moral Science, chapters iv. ani v.
t Dr. Alexander, Moral Science, chap. xxvi.
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10. What constitutes a virtuous, and what a vicious character ?

Virtue, as defined in the answer to the last question, attaches
only to the will of man (including all the conative faculties),—
1. To its permanent disposition ; 2. To its temporary affections ;
and, 3. To its volitions. Some of these states and actions of the
will are not moral ; .., they are neither approved nor condemned
by the conscience as virtuous or vicious. But virtue and vice
belong only to states of the will, and to voluntary acts. A virtu-
ous character, therefore, is one in which the permanent disposi-
tions, the temporary affections and desires, and the volitions of
the will, are conformable to the divine law.

A vicious character, on the other hand, is one in which these
states and acts of the will are not conformable to the divine
law.

The acts of volition are virtuous or vicious as the affections or
desires by which they are determined are the one or the other.
The affections and desires are as the permanent dispositions or
the character. This last is the nature of the will itself, and
its character is an ultimate unresolvable fact. Whether that
character be innate or acquired by habit, the fact of its moral
quality as virtuous or vicious remains the same, and the con-
sequent moral accountability of the agent for his character is
unchanged.

It must be remembered that the mere possession of a con-
science which approves the right and condemns the wrong, and
which is accompanied with more or less lively emotion, painful
or pleasurable, as it condemns or approves, does not make a
character virtuous, or else the devils and lost souls would be
eminently virtuous. But the virtuous man is he whose heart and
actions, in biblical language, or whose despositions, afections, and
volutions, in philosophical language, are conformed to the law of
God.

With this preface we come now to consider directly the

ORIGINAL STATE OF MAN.

11. How do our standards answer the question, How did God
create man £

CHAPTER
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Confession of Faith, chap. iv., sect. 2 ; L. Cat,, q. 17; S, Cai,
q. 10.

12. Do the Scriptures certainly sanction the distinction we
make between the material and spirttual elements of man’s
nature ¢

Certainly. 1. In their account of man’s creation. God formed
man out of the dust of the ground, and ¢hen breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life, and thus he became a living soul,
Gen. ii. 7. This indicated his special relation to our souls as the
Father of our spirits, Heb. xii. 9. 2. In their account of the
immediate result of the dissolution of the personal union of body
and soul in death, Eccles. xii. 7. 3. Both the words mvetpa and
Yuyg, “spirit” and “soul,”’ are constantly used in the New
Testament to signify the rational and immortal part of man,
Luke i. 47, and viii. 55; Matt. x. 28 ; Heb. vi. 19. In two
passages they are used together by Paul to embrace exhaustively,
in the popular philosophical language of the day, the whole man :
“ Your whole spirit and soul and body,” 1 Thess. v. 23 ; Heb. iv. 12.
4. In their assertion that while the body waits in the grave, the
spirit at death goes vmmediately to God, 2 Cor. v. 1-8 ; Phil. i.
23, 24.

13. In what sense was man created in the image of God ?

1. In respect to the spirituality of his nature: man, like God,
is a rational, moral, and free agent.

2. In respect to the moral integrity and holiness of his nature,
Eph. iv. 24 ; Col. iii. 10.

3. In respect to the dignity and authority delegated to his
person, as the head of this department of creation, Gen. i. 28,
ii. 19, 20 ; Ps. viil.

14. Wherein did man’s original righteousness constst ?

In the perfect conformity of all the moral dispositions and
affections of man’s will to the law of God; of which law his con-
science was the organ.

As a consequence of this, there was no schism in man’s nature.
The will, moving freely in conformity to the lights of reason and
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conscience, held in harmonious subjection all the lower principles
both of body and soul. In perfect equilibrium a perfect soul
dwelt in a perfect body.

15. I'n what sense 1s original righteousness said to be natural ?

It was the moral perfection of man’s nature as it came origi-
nally from the hands of the Creator. It is natural in the sense
that it belonged to man’s nature at the first, and that it is essen-
tial to his nature, to render it perfect as to quality ; but it is not
natural in the sense of being necessary to constitute him a real
man, or responsible as a moral agent. Man is as much responsible
since his fall as ever before.

16. Prove that man was created holy.

It belongs to the essence of man’s nature that he is a moral
responsible agent.

But,—1. As a moral creature man was created in the image of
God, Gen. 1. 27.

2. God pronounced all his works, man included, to be “very
good,” Gen. i. 31. The goodness of a mechanical provision is
essentially its fitness to attain its end. The goodness of a
moral agent can be nothing other than his conformity of will to
the moral law. Moral indifferency in a moral agent is itself of
the nature of sin.

3. This truth is asserted, Eccles. vii. 29.

4. In regeneration, man is renewed in the image of God; in
creation, man was made in the image of God; the image in both
cases must be the same, and includes holiness, Eph, iv. 24,

17. What is the Pelagian doctrine with regard to the original
state of man?

The Pelagians hold,—1. That a man can rightly be held re-
sponsible only for his unbiased volitions; and, 2, Consequently
moral character as antecedent to moral action is an absurdity,
since only that disposition is moral which has been formed as a
habit by means of preceding unbiased action of the free will,—
t.e., man must choose his own character, or he cannot be respon-
sible for it.
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They hold, therefore, that man’s will at his creation was not
only free, but, moreover, in a state of moral equilibrium, equally
disposed to virtue or vice.

18. What s the Romish doctrine as to the original state of man ¢

Romanists agree that man was created holy, yet maintain that
original righteousness did not pertain to man’s nature as such, but
was a supernatural grace added to it. They hold that the various
wayward affections and desires which war against the law of con-
science are natural to man, and in themselves not of the nature
of sin; but that they tend necessarily to become inordinate, and
therefore sinful, whenever the supernatural endowment of original
righteousness is withdrawn, for it is the office of that righteous-
ness to preside over and hold them in order.*

19. How may it be shown that a holy character may be formed
in @ creature at his creation, before he can have performed any holy
action ?

Pelagians hold,—1. That it is an essential condition of moral
responsibility, that the will must be left to act unbiased by any
preceding dispositions and desires. 2. That the only dispositions
or character which are consistent with free agency are those
gradually formed as habits in consequence of repeated moral
action. Therefore, a created moral character, holy or sinful, they
hold to be an absurdity, for if it be created or innate it cannot be
moral.

To this we answer,—

1. Tt is contradicted by what the Scriptures plainly teach us
concerning Adam as created (see question 16), concerning infants
as born children of wrath, ete. (see chapter on Original Sin), and
concerning regeneration by the Holy Ghost (see chapter on Re-
generation).

2. It is absurd, becanse the very essence of virtue is that it
obliges the will. Moral indifferency of disposition in presence of
any moral obligation is an impossibility, because it is wtself sin.

3. It is true that all character, in order to be moral, must be

* See Catechismus Romanus, part i, chap. ii, q. 18; and part ii. chap. ii, q. 32; and
part iv., chap. xii., q. 3.
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voluntary, .—t.e., it must be the character of the will itself, as a cmarrrr

good or a bad will (or, in Secripture language, a good or a bad
heart), and therefore it is free and spontaneous; but it is nof true
that such a character must be formed by a previous unbiased
choice of the will itself. Every man feels that he is morally re-
sponsible for the moral state of his own heart, no matter how that
state originated, simply because it is the state of his own heart.
If a man hates virtue and loves vice he is a bad man, no matter
how he came to possess such affections. “The essence of the
virtue and vice of dispositions of the heart and acts of the will lies
not in their cause, but their nature.” *

4. Tt is also set forth by the same great writer as the universal
judgment of men, that the goodness or badness of an act depends
upon the goodness or badness of the disposition or affection which
prompted it. It is the moral state of the will (or Zeart, see Matt.
vil. 17-20 and xii. 33) which makes the act of the will right or
wrong, and not the act which makes the state wrong. A man’s
motives may be right, and yet his choice may be wrong through
his mistake of its nature, because of ignorance or insanity: yet if
all the prevalent dispositions and desires of the heart in any given
case be right, the volition must be morally right; if wrong, the
volition must be morally wrong; if indifferent, or neither right
nor wrong, the volition must be morally indifferent also. Hence
appears the absurdity of their position. If Adam had been
created, as they feign, with a will equally disposed either to good
or evil, his first act could have had no moral character whatever.
And yet Pelagians assume that Adam’s first act, which had no
moral character itself, determined the moral character of the man
himself, and of all his acts and destinies for all future time, This,
if true, would have been unjust on God’s part, since it involves
the infliction of the most awful punishment upon an act in itself
neither good nor bad. As a theory it is absurd, since it evolves
all morality out of that which is morally indifferent.

5. This whole theory is built upon certain @ priori notions, and
is contrary to universal experience. If Adam was created without
positive moral character, and if infants are so born, then the con-
ditions of free agency in these supposed cases must be different

* President Edwards on Will, part iv., sect. 1.

XIV.
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ouarrer from the conditions of free agency in the case of every adult man o1

X1V,

woman, from whose consciousness alone we can gather the facts
from which to deduce any certain knowledge on the subject.
Every man who ever thought or wrote upon this subject, was con-
scious of freedom only under the conditions of an already formed
moral character. Even if the Pelagian view were true, we never
could be assured of it, since we never have consciously experienced
such a condition of indifferency. It is nothing more than an
hypothesis, contrived to solve a difficulty,—a difficulty resulting
from the limits of our finite powers of thought. *

* See Sir William Hamilton's Discussions, p. 587, ete.




XV.

THE COVENANT OF WORKS.

L. In what different senses ts the term covenant wused tn Scrip-
ture?

1. For a natural ordinance, Jer. xxxiii. 20.

2. For an unconditional promise, Gen. ix. 11, 12.

3. For a conditional promise, Isa. i. 19, 20.

4. A dispensation or mode of administration, Heb. viii. 6-9.

For the usage with respect to the Greek term &wabijxy, usually
translated in our version “ testament” and “ covenant,” see chapter
xix., on the Covenant of Grace, question 1.

In the theological phrases “ covenant of works,” and “ covenant
of grace,” this term is used in the third sense, of a promise sus-
pended on conditions.

2. What are the several elements essential to a covenant?

1. Contracting parties. 2. Conditions. These conditions in a
covenant between equals are mutually imposed and mutually bind-
ing; but in a sovereign constitution, imposed by the Creator upon
the ereature, these conditions are better expressed as (1.) promises
on the part of the Creator, suspended upon (2) conditions to be
fulfilled by the creature; and (3.) an alternative penalty to be in-
flicted in ease the condition fails.

3. Show that the constitution under which Adam was placed by
God at has creation may be rightly called a covenant.

The inspired record of God’s transactions with Adam presents
definitely all the essential elements of a covenant as coexisting in
that constitution.

1. The “contracting parties,”—(1.) God, the moral governor,
by necessity of nature and relation demanding perfect conformity
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cusprer to moral law; (2.) Adam, the free moral agent, by necessity of

Xv,

nature and relation under the inalienable obligation of moral
law.

2. The “promises,”—life and favour, Matt. xix. 16, 17; Gal.
i 12.

3. The “ conditions” upon which the promises were suspended,
—perfect obedience; in this instance subjected to a special test,
that of abstaining from the fruit of the “ tree of knowledge.”

4. The “alternative penalty,”—In the day that thou catest
thereof thou shalt surely die,” Gen. ii. 16, 17.

This constitution is called a covenant, Hosea vi. 7.

4. How is vt defined in our standards ?
Confession of Faith, chap. iv. sect. 2; chap. vii. sect. 1 and 2 -
chap. xix. sect. 1; L. Cat., q. 20; S. Cat,, q. 12.

5. Why s it called the covenant of works?

From the nature of its “condition,” perfect obedience ; and to
distinguish it from the covenant of grace, which secures the sal-
vation of God’s people independently of their works. It is also,
though less frequently, called the covenant of life, because of its
design, and of the promise which was attached to it.

6. Who were the parties to this covenant, and how may it be
proved that Adam therein represented all his natural descend-
ants?

The “ parties” were God and Adam, and in him representatively
all his natural posterity. That he did thus represent his descend-
ants is evident,—1. From the parallel which is drawn in Scrip-
ture between Adam in his relation to his descendants and Christ
in his relation to his elect, Rom. v. 12-19; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 47.

2. From the matter of fact that the very penalty denounced
upon Adam in case of his disobedience has taken effect in each
individual descendant, Gen. ii. 17, iii. 17-19.

3. From the biblical declaration, that sin, death, and all penal
evil, came into the world through Adam, Rom. v. 12; 1 Cor.
xv. 22, (See below, chapter xvi, questions 14-23, on Imputa-
tion of Adam’s Sin.)
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7. What s the meaning of the term probation?

A probation is a trial.  The word is sometimes used to express
the time, and sometimes the state, and at others the act of trial.
The probation of the human race took place once for all in the
trial of Adam in the garden of Eden. That trial resulted in loss;
and since then, the conditions of the covenant being impossible,
and its penalty having been incurred, any probation is of course
impossible. “Men are by nature children of wrath.”

Considering the advantages of Adam’s character and circum-
stances in Paradise, our probation in him appears immeasutrably
more favourable than it would be if each individual of us could
have a separate probation in the dawn of moral agency in infancy.

8. How jfar does the covenant appear to rest upon natural and
untversal principles of justice, and how far upon the special and
sovereign ordination of God?

It appears to be founded on a basis of natural and universal
justice in respect to the following elements: 1. The promise of
divine favour, conditioned upon perfect obedience. 2. The threat-
ened penalty of death, conditioned upon disobedience. 3. The
appointment of a probationary period, during which man’s loyalty
was tested ; upon which test his future character and destiny were
made to depend.

It appears, on the other hand, to rest upon the special and
sovereign, though most wise, righteous, and merciful, ordination
of God, in respect,—1. To the representative element involved,
whereby Adam stood for all his descendants; 2. To the appoint-
ing of abstinence from the fruit of the tree of knowledge as the
special test of obedience.

9. What was the condition of that covenant?

Perfect conformity of heart, and perfect obedience in act, to the
whole will of God, as far as revealed. The command to abstain
from eating the forbidden fruit was only made a special and deci-
sive test of that general obedience. As the matter forbidden was
morally indifferent in itself, the command was admirably adapted

to be a clear and naked test of submission to God’s absolute will
as such.

CHAPTER
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10. Was there any virtue in the obedience required which could
of tself have merited the promised reward ?

It is infinitely absurd to conceive of the creature as ever merit-
ing anything from the Creator. ~Creation itself, and every oppor-
tunity for either obedience or enjoyment, are a free gift, and a
ground of thanksgiving, 1 Cor. iv. 7,

The covenant of works, therefore, was a further gracious con-
stitution, wherein additional benefits were promised to the creature
on the condition of the performance of duties already due. The
only right the creature would have acquired in case of obedience
would have sprung from the free promise of God in the covenant
itself.

11. What was the promise of the covenant?

The promise was not expressly stated, yet that it was life, or
confirmation in a holy character, and in the blessedness of God’s
favour, is evidently implied in the very language of the threat-
ened penalty, as appears clearly from Matt. xix. 16, 17; Gal
il 12.

12. What was the nature of the death threatened in case of dis-
obedicnce?

This word, in this connection, evidently includes all the penal
consequences of sin. These are,—1. Death natural, Eccles. xii. 7.
2. Death moral and spiritual, Matt. viii. 22; Eph. ii. 1; 1 Tim.
v. 6; Rev. iii. 1. 3. Death eternal, Rev. xx. 6-14.

The instant the law was violated its penalty began to operate,
although, on account of the intervention of the dispensation of
grace, the full effect of the sentence is suspended during the pres-
ent life. The Spirit of God was withdrawn the instant man fell,
and he at once became spiritually dead, physically mortal, and
under sentence of death eternal.

18, What is meant by the seal of @ covenant, and what was the
seal of the covenant of works?

A seal of a covenant is an outward visible sign, appointed by
God as a pledge of his faithfulness, and as an earnest of the bless-
ings promised in the covenant.
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Thus the rainbow is the scal of the covenant made with Noah,
Gen. ix. 12, 13. Circumcision was the original seal of the cove-
nant made with Abraham, Gen. xvii. 9-11; Rom. iv. 11: in the
place of which baptism is now instituted, Col ii. 11, 12; Gal. iii.
26, 27. The tree of life was the seal of the covenant of works,
because it was the outward sign and seal of that life which was
promised in the covenant, and from which man was excluded on
account of sin, and to which he is restored through the second
Adam in the Paradise regained. Compare Gen. ii. 9, iii. 22, 24,
with Rev. ii. 7, xxii. 2, 14.
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THE NATURE OF SIN:

THE SIN OF ADAM, AND THE CONSEQUENCES THEREOF TO HIS
POSTERITY.

1. How us sin defined in our standards?

Confession of Faith, chap. vi. sect. 6; L. Cat., q. 24; S. Cat,
q. 14.

Sin is any want of conformity either of the moral state of the
sonl or of the actions of a man to the law of God. Vetringa’s
definition is, “ Forma peccati est disconvenientia, actus, habitus,
aut status hominis cum divina lege.”—1 John iii. 4.

2. What is the primary signification of the Hebrew and Greek
words used to express the tdea of sin wn the ortginal Scriptures ?

The radical meaning of both the Hebrew and Greek words for
sin is, “ to miss, to fail, not to hit the mark;” then “to err from a
rule or law:” N7, duaprdve, hence duapria and dvopla, “ want of
conformity to the standard of the law.”

Thus sin is not represented as a new, positive quality, diffused
in the soul, but as originating in a disordered action of the natural
principles of the soul, leading thus to positive desires and affec-
tions contrary to the law of conscience, since that defect which
consists in the absence of right desires leads immediately to the
presence of sinful ones.

3. What are the three senses in which the term sin is used tn
Scripture ?

1. As the moral state of the sinner’s heart, a power which con-
trols and a corruption which defiles him.—Ps. hi. 2-5; Rom. vii. 8.

2. As an act transgressing or failing to fulfil the law of God.—
James 1. 15.
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3. As guilt or just liability to punishment.—Ps. xxxii. 1;
2 Cor. v. 21; Heb. x. 2.

4, What is meant when it is said that all sin is voluntary ?

It is meant that all sin has its root in the perverted disposi-
tions, desires, and affections, whieh constitute the depraved state
of the will. This darkens the mind and controls the actions. If
the will, as to moral states, is eonformed to the law of God, then
the man will be without sin. Disease, physical derangement in
the essence of soul or body, eannot be of the nature of sin.

Pelagians hold that sin eonsists solely in actions, and is voluntary
1n the sense that only volitions transgressing known law are sin.

5. How can it be proved that the depraved moral condition of
the heart (or will) is as truly sin as the actions which flow from it?

1. It is the universal judgment of men,—(1.) That the dispo-
sition which determines an act is that which gives the act its
moral character ; (2.) That the heart of a man who habitually
performs sinful actions is itself corrupt. This is what is under-
stood by character ; and it is this charaeter, and not the mere act,
whieh men regard as the prineipal objeet of moral approbation or
disapprobation.

2. This principle is distinetly asserted by our Saviour.—Luke
vi. 43-45.

3. That state of the heart which gives rise to sinful actions is
expressly called sin.—Rom. vil. 7-17; John viii. 34.

6. What are the conditions necessary to constitute any act a sin?

Only a moral agent, or one endowed with intelligence, con-
scienee, and free will, can sin. Any act of such an agent whieh
is not conformed to the law of God, as far as that law has been
revealed to that agent, is a sin,

Deliberate intention to sin is an aggravating element, the
common quality of what the Seriptures call “presumptuous sins.”
But it is not essential to constitute any act a sin; for it is evi-
dent that those spontaneous, undeliberate movements of lust, called

“secret sins,” whieh spring from the corruptions of the heart, are
sinful also. - Ps. xix. 12, 13,
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Clear knowledge of the sinfulness of an act is also an aggra-
vating element in any sin, but not essential to constitute an act
a sin, except in case of involuntary ignorance of some positive
command of God ; because moral blindness, leading to ignorance
of the essential principles of natural conscience, is itself a condition
of aggravated depravity.

It is not necessary that the conscious motive to the act should
be positively sinful, it may be only morally indifferent ; because
the absence of right affections and omissions of duty are sins.

Ability to fulfil the requirements of the law is not necessary to
constitute the non-fulfilment sin. (See chapter xviii., question 21.)

7. What appears from the history of the Fall to have been the
precise nature of the first sin of Adam?

It appears from the record, Gen. iii. 1-6, that the initial
motives influencing our first parents in their first transgression
were, in themselves considered, morally indifferent. These were,—
1. Natural appetite for the attractive fruit. 2. Natural desire
for knowledge. 3. The persuasive power of Satan upon Eve,
including the known influence of a superior mind and will
4. The persuasive power of both Satan and Eve upon Adam.
Their dreadful sin appears to have been essentially,—1. Unbelief,
—they virtually made God a liar. 2. Deliberate disobedience,—
they set up their will as a law in place of his.

8. How far was God concerned in the occurrence of that sin ?

The inexplicable mystery of the origin of moral evil is two-fold.

1. How could sin, the essence of which is want of conformity
to God’s will, find place in the creation and under the providential
administration of an infinitely wise, holy, and powerful God?
This we cannot answer,

2. How could the first sin originate in the will of a creature
created with a holy disposition. (See next question.)

This mystery, however, in both its parts, concerns first and
chiefly the apostasy of the Devil and his angels, which was the
true origin of sin in the universe, and concerning the facts con-
ditioning which we are not informed. The apostasy of Adam
evidently is dependent upon the other.
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Concerning the relation sustained by God to the sin of Adam,
all we know is,—1. God created Adam holy, with all natural
powers necessary for accountable agency. 2. He rightfully with-
held from him, during his probation, any higher supernatural
influence necessary to render him infallible. 3. He neither
caused nor approved Adam’s sin. 4. He sovereignly decreed to
permit him to sin, thus determining that he should sin as
he did.

9. How is it concetvable that sin should originate in the will of
a creature created with a positively holy disposition ?

The difficulty is to reconcile understandingly the fact that sin
did so originate,—

1. With the known constitution of the human will. If the
volitions are as the prevalent affections and desires, and if the
affections and desires excited by outward occasions are good or
evil according to the permanent moral state of the will, how could
a sinful volition originate in a holy will }

2. With universal experience. As it is impossible that a
sinful desire or volition should originate in the holy will of God,
or in the holy will of saints and angels, or that a truly holy affec-
tion or volition should originate in the depraved wills of fallen
men without supernatural regeneration (Luke vi. 43-43), how
could a sinful volition originate in the holy will of Adam ?

That Adam was created with a holy yet fallible will, and that
he did fall, are facts established by divine testimony. We must
believe them, although we cannot rationally explain them. This
is for us impossible,—1. Because there remains an inscrutable
element in the human will, adopt whichever theory of it we may.

2. Because all our reasoning must be based upon consciousness,
and no other man ever had in his consciousness the experience of
Adam. The origin of our sinful volitions is plain enough, but
we lack some of the data necessary to explain his case.

In the way of approximation, however, we may observe,—
1. It is unsound to reason from the independent will of the infinite
God to the dependent will of the creature.

2. The infallibility of saints and angels is not inherent, but
is a superinduced confirming grace of God. They are not in a

16

CHAPTER
XVI.




CHAPTER
XVI.

242 BIN.

state of probation. Adam was ;—his will was free, but not con-
Sfirmed.

- 3. The depraved will of man cannot originate holy affections
and volitions, because the presence of a positively holy principle
is necessary to constitute them holy. But, on the other hand,
there were already in the holy will of Adam many principles
morally indifferent, in themselves neither good nor bad, and
becoming sinful only when, in default of the control of reason and
conscience, they prompt to their indulgence in ways forbidden by
God; e.g., admiration and appetite for the fruit, and desire for
knowledge. The sin commenced the moment that, under the
powerful persuasion of Satan, these two motives were dwelt upon
in spite of the prohibition, and thus allowed to become so preva-
lent in the soul as temporarily to neutralize reverence for God’s
authority and fear of his threatening.

4. Adam, although endowed with a holy disposition, was inex-
perienced in the assaults of temptation.

5. He was assailed through the morally indifferent principles
of his nature by a vastly superior intelligence and character, to
whom, in the highest sense, the origin of all sin must be
referred.

10. What was the efiect of Adam’s stn upon himself ?

1. In the natural relation which Adam sustained to God, as
the subject of his moral government, his sin must have instantly
had the effect of—(1.) Displeasing and alienating God, and
(2.) Depraving his own soul.

2. In the covenant relation which Adam sustained to God the
penalty of the covenant of works was incurred; i.e., death,
including,—(1.) Mortality of body; (2.) Corruption of soul;
(3.) Sentence of eternal death.

11. In what sense did he become totally depraved, and how
could total depravity result from one sin ?

By the affirmation that total depravity was the immediate
result of Adam’s first sin, it is not meant that he became as bad
as he could be, or even as corrupt as the best of his unregenerate
descendants ; but it is meant,—1. His apostasy from God was
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complete. God demands perfect obedience. Adam was now a
rebel in arms.

9. That the favour and communion of God, the sole condition
of his spiritual life, were withdrawn.

3. A schism was introduced into the soul itself. The pain-
ful reproaches of conscience were excited, and could never be
allayed without an atonement. This led to fear of God, distrust,
prevarication, and, by necessary consequence, to innumerable other
sins,

4. Thus the whole nature became depraved. The will being at
war with the conscience, the understanding became darkened ;
the conscience, in consequence of constant outrage and neglect,
became seared ; the appetites of the body inordinate, and its
members instruments of unrighteousness.

5. There remained in man’s nature no recuperative principle;
he must go on from worse to worse, unless God interpose.

Thus, the soul of man being essentially active, althongh one
sin did not establish a confirmed habit, it did alienate God and work
confusion in the soul, and thus lead to an endless course of sin.

12. What is the Pelagian doctrine as to the effect of Adam’s sin
upon his posterity ?

Pelagians hold,—1. With regard to sin, that it is an act of
voluntary transgression of known law, and nothing else; 2. With
regard to free will, “ that it is of its essence that a man should have
it in his power as much to cease from sinning as to deviate from
the path of rectitude : therefore, a man’s natural state is not
changed (rendered corrupt) by sinning, but he only becomes
guilty,—i.e., liable to punishment.”

They consequently deny,—1. That Adam’s sin could corrupt
by natural generation the nature of his descendants. 2. That
the guilt (legal responsibility) of his sin is imputed to them.
3. That death and the physical evils of this life, common to
infants and adults, good and bad men alike, are penal. They hold
these evils to be incident naturally to man’s present life; and that
infants, being born as innoecent and perfect, though as fallible, as
Adam, fall into sin through the force of example.*

* Princeton Theo. Essays, pp. 102, 103.
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13. What is the Arminian view on this point ?

The Arminian system denies,—1. That the guilt of Adam’s sin
is judicially imputed to his descendants. 2. That the corruption
of nature which they inherit from him by ordinary generation, and
as natural heirs, is properly of the nature of sin, and deserving of
the wrath of God, since it is involuntary. It maintains, however,
that all men inherit from Adam a natural infirmity, characterized
as a destitution of original righteousness, making it certain that
every individual uniformly sins as soon as he commences voluntary
agency.*

Death and the physical evils of this life are not properly the
penal, but merely the natural consequences of Adam’s sin.

14. What is the orthodox doctrine on this subject ?

As Adam was the federal representative, as well as the natural
head and root, of all his descendants, the guilt, 7.e., legal responsi-
bility, of his public sin, which closed his probation and theirs, is
righteously imputed to them ; and its penal consequences, the
wrath of God, divorcement from. his Spirit, spiritual, natural, and
eternal death, are inflicted upon them, in the line, and in part
through the agency, of natural generation.t

15. What is the usage of the Hebrew and Greek words translated
“ to impute,”—2IU7T, Noyilopar ¥

The radical sense of these words in both languages is, “to think,
to reason;” then “to judge or conclude;” then “to esteem or
regard ;” then “ to impute or attribute,”—in which last sense they
occur in Ps. xxxii. 2; 2 Sam. xix. 19 ; Rom. iv. 6-24; 2 Cor.
v. 19 ; Gal iii. 6 ; James ii. 23.

The English word “impute” means,—1. To ascribe to persons
or things qualities which inhere in them ; 2. To ascribe to persons
responsibilities or rights which attach to them according to some
recognised rule of right.

16. In what sense was Adam’s sin imputed to all his posterity ¢
Sin is used in the sense of,—1. The wrong moral condition or

* Apol. Conf. Remonstr., p. 84; Limborch Theol. Christ, lii. 4, 4.
t Confession of Faith, chap. vi., sect. 3; L. Cat,, . 25; S. Cat., q. 18,
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character of the will or heart ; 2. An act transgressing moral law; caarrea
3. Guilt, or legal responsibility for that which has transgressed X*'"
law. In the first and second senses sin can be imputed only to

the sinful agent himself. In the third sense, of legal responsi-
bility, the guilt of the sinful act of one man may be imputed to
another, when that other is justly responsible for his conduct in

the case. God never regard’s Adam’s sinful disposition or
character as ours, nor his act of eating the forbidden fruit as

our act, as a matter of fact; but the legal responsibility of his

act God does righteously impute to us, since, Adam being our legal
representative, we are legally responsible for his action in that
character.

There is included, therefore, in the seriptural doetrine of the
imputation of Adam’s sin,—1. The recognition of our legal oneness
with Adam, on the ground of that sovereign though righteous
element of the covenant of works which makes us legally respon-
sible for his public action.

2. The charging or imputation of the guilt of his public sin
upon us.

3. The most righteous treatment of us according to the demerits
of that sin.

17. What is the nature of the union of Adam and his posterity
which is the ground of the imputation of his sin to them ?

This union with them is two-fold : 1. Natural, as the root of
the whole human family. 2. Federal, as, by that divine constitu-
tion called the covenant of works, he represented and acted in
behalf of all his descendants. It is the second, or federal union,
which is the legal ground of the imputation of his sin to them.

On the other hand, the ground in reason and right for the con-
stitution of that federal union appears,—1. In the sovereign right
of God to order the probation of his creatures as he pleases ; which
right he evidently in this instance exercised most mercifully, in
appointing the probation of the human family under the most
favourable ecircumstances, 2. Adam’s natural relation to his
children made him the proper person to represent them. 3. The
headship of the first Adam is part of that unsearchable plan which
culminates in the headship of the second Adam.
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18. What evidence on this subject may be dervved from the history
of the fall ?

In the third chapter of Genesis Adam is presented as a public
person, the human race, as a whole, being involved in the trans-
action. This appears,—1. Because Adam’s name is generic as
well as personal. It signifies,—(1.) Red earth ; (2.) Man.

2. All his posterity are equally involved in the judicial sentence
which was immediately pronounced ; e.g., the pain of child-bear-
ing, the curse of the ground, the sentence to live by painful
labour, and physical death.

3. All his posterity have equal interest with him in the pro-
mise of the woman’s seed, which was then graciously made.

19. How may the truth of this doctrine be established from Rom.
v. 12-21, and 1 Cor. xv. 21, 221

In Rom. v. 12-21, the apostle is engaged in illustrating the
method of justification through Christ by the parallel fact of the
condemnation of men on account of the sin of Adam. The latter
fact he proves thus: “The infliction of a penalty proves the
transgression of a law, since sin is not imputed when there is no
law, ver. 13. All mankind are subject to death or penal evils,
therefore all men are regarded as transgressors of a law, ver. 12.
This is not the law of Moses, because multitudes died before that
law was given, ver. 14 ; nor is it the law of nature written upon
the heart, since multitudes (infants) die who never violated even
that law, ver. 14 : therefore, as neither of these laws embraces all
the subjects of the penalty, we must conclude that men were made
subject to death on account of Adam ; i.e., it is for the offence of
one that many die (ver. 12, 15), and Adam is a type of Christ.””

1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, asserts the same truth. All die in Adam,
not only efficiently, but meritoriously, because our relation to
Adam, as legally one with him, is analogous to the relation of the
elect to Christ.

20. What other scriptural proof of this doctrine may be ad-
duced ?
This doctrine is expressly asserted only in the passages above

* Hodge's Com. on. Rom.
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cited. The principle involved, however, is affirmed in many onarTER
Yo

places ; e.g., second commandment, Ex. xx. 5. Case of Achan,
Josh. vii. ; of Saul’s sons, 2 Sam. xxi. ; and of Jeroboam, 1 Kings
xiv, 9-16, etc., ete.

21. How may the tmputation of Adam’s sin be argqued from the
Jact that we are born in sin?

The being born alienated from God, from which the corruption
of our nature results, is itself not a sin, but a dreadful punishment.
But punishment argues guilt, universal punishment universal guilt,
and the punishment of all men ean be referred to na other cause
than to the universal guilt of all in Adam.

292. How is this doctrine of imputation involved in the doctrine
of justification?

The doetrine of the substitution of Christ in the place of his
elect, of the imputation of their sins to him, and of his righteous-
ness to them, is the central doctrine of the gospel, iunvolving all
that is taught us concerning satisfaction to divine justice, justifi-
cation, justifying faith, ete. (See Chapters xxii. and xxvii., where
many clear and copious arguments from the Scriptures are pre-
sented to establish this principle of imputation, especially under
the head of Atonement, its nature.) But in Rom. v. 12-19, and
1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, the relation of men to the guilt of Adam’s
sin is declared to be identical, as to principle, with that relation
which the justified sustain to the righteousness of Christ. The
two stand or fall together.

23. What dificulties flow from denying the imputation of Adam’s
sin to his posterity ?

1. The perversion of the clear testimony of God’s word, as above
shown.

2. The perversion of the great doctrine of the atonement.

3. If we had no probation in Adam, it would follow that
every individual member of the human family has been intro-
duced into an estate of sin and misery without any probation
at all.

4. All Christians hold that our present condition is in con-.
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crarrer sequence of Adam’s sin.  But if the legal responsibility of Adam’s
XY sin is not imputed, it would follow that all these consequences
have been arbitrarily inflicted, without any legal ground whatso-
ever. Yet Paul calls these consequences a “condemnation.”—

Rom. v. 16, 18.

24. IHow can this doctrine be reconciled with the justice of
God?

The unquestionable fact is, that Adam’s sin involved the race
in ruin. Whatever difficulty exists in the matter lies there. The
doctrine of imputation vindicates the justice of God by maintain-
ing that all men had a probation under favourable conditions, and
that their present suffering has been inflicted according to law.

25. Are men bound to repent of Adam’s sin ?

The imputation of Adam’s sin to us did not make his sin our
act, nor did it convey his moral character, nor the shame and pol-
lution of his sin to us, but simply the legal responsibility of it.
We can no more repent of Adam’s sin, in any other sense than of
being sorry for it, than we can feel self-complacent on account of
the righteousness of Christ graciously imputed to us.

26. How can this doctrine be reconciled with such passages as
jzek. xviii, 201

The prophet cannot mean that no man ever shall bear the
iniquity of another, because other texts teach the contrary. (See
above, question 20.) His design is to direct the consciences of
the people to their own sins; and he asserts merely the general
purpose of God with regard to his treatment of the personal sins
of individuals in the ordinary relations of life.

27. What is the doctrine of mediate imputation ?

The doctrine we have above presented has been taught in the
Confessions of all the Reformed and Lutheran Churches, by all the
reformers, and by all theologians of the Augustinian school in the
Church of Rome. But Joshua Placaus, a professor of theology in
the school at Saumur, in France, in order to defend himself from
the adverse judgment of the Synod of France, o.D. 1645, invented
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the distinction between mediate or consequent, and immediate or cmarrex

antecedent, imputation. JImmediate or antecedent imputation is
the orthodox doctrine above taught, viz., that the legal respon-
sibility of Adam’s sin is imputed to his descendants immediately,
and that their inheritance from him of their corrupt natures is in
consequence of that imputation. Mediate or consequent imputa-
tion designates the theory of Placzeus, who held that God charges
the guilt of Adam’s sin upon his posterity only in consequence of
that inherent depravity which they inherit by natural generation;
t.e., we are associated with Adam in his punishment, because we
are, like him, sinners,

This theory is evidently a virtual though indirect denial of
any imputation of Adam’s sin to his posterity whatsoever. If the
same penalty which was adjudged to him is adjudged to us only
because we are personally depraved, it is plain that the legal re-
sponsibility of his sin is not imputed to us, but only our own
mherent depravity. Besides, this theory, moreover, makes the
imputation of Adam’s sin an effect of its own consequence. The
truth is, we are abandoned by God, and so become inherently
depraved, as a part of the penalty of Adam’s transgression ; other-
wise where were the justice of involving usin such a fate? And,
worse than all, this theory of imputation leads, by logieal neces-
sity, to the perversion of the doctrine of justification. The analogy
is affirmed by God. If Adam’s sin is imputed in consequence of
our inherent depravity, we must attain an interest in Christ’s
righteousness in consequence of our sanetification.

28. What is the theory which assumes that the sin of Adam was
literally and strictly the sin of the whole race, and what are the
principal objections to it ?

This is identical with the realistic theory, so prominent in
scholastie theology and mediaval philosophy, which assumes that
universals, as genera, species, efc., are objective realities. Accord-
ing to this view, human nature is a substanee, or essence, created
and concentrated in the first instance in the person of Adam, and
from him transmitted to all his descendants. The same numeri-
cal substance which now subsists in individual men, it is asserted,
sinned in Adam. His sin, therefore, was as much and as truly

XVI.
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OHAPTER ours as it was his. It is imputed to us becanse it is ours, as it

XVI,

—

was imputed to him because it was his,

The principal objections to this theory are,—1. It is an un-
supported hypothesis. There can be no evidence of any such
generic human nature, if all known phenomena can be otherwise
accounted for. But all the facts as to the permanence of species
and the propagation of peculiarities of nature can be explained as
well without as with this hypothesis. And if not capable of proof
by observation it cannot be proved from Scripture, because it is
not the design of the Bible to teach metaphysics. 2. It is ration-
alistic to make a philosophical assumption of this kind the con-
trolling principle in interpreting the whole doctrine of the fall
and redemption of man. 3. The theory that community in a pro-
pagated nature constitutes the identity of all those to whom that
nature is communicated, and involves them all in the relations,
moral and legal, of their common progenitor, leads to manifold
absurdities and contradictions. There is no reason why the appli-
cation of this principle should be restricted to the single case of
Adam. The Hebrews were in Abraham, so far as community of
nature was concerned, as much as mankind were in Adam. The
common consciousness of mankind testifies that we are not involved
in the moral character and conduct of each one of our progenitors
in consequence of our derivation of existence from them. The
distinction between acts of nature and personal acts, by which
this conclusion is sought to be avoided, means nothing. It besides
contradicts the consciousness of men, to say that we should suffer
remorse and self-condemnation for Adam’s sin.  Unless the under-
standing is confused, the conscience can deliver no such verdict.
4. The principle that God cannot, on the ground of representation,
or legal and federal union, regard and treat those not personally
guilty as guilty, and those not personally righteous as righteous,
which lies at the foundation of this whole theory, is contrary tc
the repeated and express declarations of Scripture, and to the facts
of providence. The Bible distinctly asserts that the sin of Adam,
as something out of ourselves, is the ground of our condemnation;
and that the righteousness of Christ, as something not subjectively
ours, is the ground of our justification. But if the principle above
stated be true, it would necessarily follow,—(1.) If God cannot
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regard and treat men otherwise than according to their personal
character, or subjective state, then Christ did not bear our sins,
nor are we treated as righteous on the ground of his righteous-
ness,—4.c., there can be no true atonement; or, (2.) Christ, in
virtue of his community of nature with us, was personally ecri-
minal, in the moral sense of the word, and for all the sins com-
mitted in that nature ; and we, in virtue of our union with him, are
personally and subjectively righteous. Our participation of Christ’s
righteousness is declared in Scripture to be analogous to our
participation of Adam’s sin. If, therefore, we sinned Adam’s
sin, we wrought Christ’s righteousness. If we are condemned
for Adam’s sin, because that sin determined and constituted our
moral character; then we are justified for Christ’s righteousness,
because it constituted our moral character. The believer, hence,
bas no ground of confidence beyond his own personal holiness.*

* Dr. Hodge, Bib. Rep., April 1860.
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ORIGINAL SIN.

1. How s original sin to be defined?

See Confession of Faith, chap. vi.; L. Cat., q. 25, 26; S. Cat.,
q. 18.

The phrase original sin is used sometimes to include the judi-
cial imputation of the guilt of Adam’s sin, as well as the heredi-
tary moral corruption common to all his descendants, which is
one of the consequences of that imputation. More strictly, how-
ever, the phrase original sin designates only the hereditary moral
corruption common to all men from birth.

In the definition of this doctrine WE DENY,—

1. That this corruption is in any sense physical, that it inheres
in the essence of the soul, or in any of its natural faculties as such.

2. That it consists primarily in the mere supremacy of the
sensual part of our nature. It is a depraved habit or bias of will.

3. That it consists solely in the absence of holy dispositions;
because, from the inherent activity of the soul, sin exhibits itself
from the beginning in the way of a positive proneness to evil,

On the other hand WE AFFIRM,—

1. That original sin is purely moral, being the innate proneness
of the will to evil.

2. That having its seat in the will averse to the holy law of
God, it biases the understanding, and thus deceives the conscience,
leads to erroneous moral judgments, to blindness of mind, to de-
ficient and perverted sensibility in relation to moral objects, to the
inordinate action of the sensuous nature, and thus to corruption
of the entire soul.

3. Thus it presents two aspects: (1.) The loss of the original
righteous habit of will. (2.) The presence of a positively un-
righteous habit.
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4. Yet from the fact that this innate depravity does embrace a
positive disposition to evil, it does not follow that a positive evil
quality has been infused into the soul. Because, from the essen-
tially active nature of the soul, and from the essential nature of
virtue, as that which obliges the will, it evidently follows that
moral indifference is impossible; and so that depravity, which
President Edwards says “comes from a defective or privitive
cause,” instantly assumes a positive form. Not to love God, is to
rebel against him; not to obey virtue, is to trample it under foot.
Self-love soon brings us to fear, then to hate, the vindicator of
righteousness.*

2. Why is this sin called original?

Not because it belongs to the original constitution of our nature
as it came forth from the hand of God, but because,—1. It is de-
rived by ordinary generation from Adam, the original root of the
human race; and, 2. It is the inward root or origin of all the
actual sins that defile our lives.

3. How may it be proved that the doctrine of original sin does
not tnvolve the corruption of the substance of the soul?

It is the universal judgment of men that there are in the soul,
besides its essence and its natural faculties, certain habits, innate
or acquired, which qualify the action of those faculties, and con-
stitute the character of the man. Those habits or inherent dis-
positions which determine the affections and desires of the will,
govern a man’s actions; and when good, are the subjects of moral
approbation, and when evil, the subjects of moral disapprobation,
on the part of all men. An innate moral habit of soul, e.g., ori-
ginal sin, is no more a physical corruption than any acquired
habit, intellectual or moral, is a physical change.

Besides this, the Scriptures distinguish between the sin and
the agent in a way which proves that the sinful habit is not some-
thing consubstantial with the sinner: “Siu that dwelleth in me,”

lom. vii. 17; Heb. xii 1, etec.

4. How can it be shown that original sin does not consist in

* Edwards on Original Sin, part iv., sect. 2.
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disease, or merely in the supremacy of the sensucus part of our
nature?

‘While it is true that many sins have their occasions in the
inordinate appetites of the body, yet it is evident the original or
root of sin cannot be in them,—

1. From the very nature of sin: it must have its seat in the moral
state of the voluntary principle. Disease, or any form of physical
disorder, is not voluntary, and therefore not an element of moral
responsibility. It is, moreover, the obligation of the will to regu-
late the lower, sensuous nature, and sin must originate in the
failure of those moral affections which would have been supreme
if they had still continued to reign in the will.

2. From the fact that the most heinous sins are destitute
of any sensuous element; e.g., pride, anger, malice, and AVERSION
FroM Gob.

5. Iow can it be proved that this innate disposition or habit of
soul, which leads to sinful action, s itself sin?

1. This innate habit of soul is a state of the will, and it is an
ultimate principle that all the states as well as acts of the will
related to the law of conscience are moral; t.e., either virtuous or
vicious. (See above, chapter xiv., questions 9 and 10.)

2. These permanent habits or states of the will constitute the
moral character of the agent, which all men regard as the proper
subject of praise or blame,

3. This inherent disposition to sinful action is called “sin” in
Scripture, Rom. vi. 12, 14, 17, vii. 5-17. It is called “flesh,” as
opposed to “spirit,” Gal. v. 17,24 ; also “lust,” James i. 14, 15;
and “old Adam,” and “body of sin,” Rom. vi. 6; also “ignorance,”
“blindness of heart,” ¢ alienation from the life of God,” and a
condition of “being past feeling,” Eph. iv. 18, 19.

6. How can it be shown that original sin does not consist simply
. the want of orvginal righteousness?

1. It follows from the inherent activity of the human soul, and
from the inher. Jy obliging power of moral right, that the absence
of right dispositions immediately leads to the formation of posi-
tively sinful dispositions. Not to love God, is to hate him; not to
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obey him, is to disobey. Disobedience leads to fear, to falsehood,
and to every form of sin. (See above, question 1.)

2. As a matter of fact, innate depravity exhibits its positive
character by giving birth to sins involving positive viciousness in
the earliest stages of accountable agency, as pride, malice, etc.

3. The Scriptures assign it a positive character, when they ap-
ply to it such terms as, “flesh,” “concupiscence,” “old man,”
“law in the members,” ¢ body of sin,” “body of death,”—*sin
taking occasion,” ¢ deceived me,” and “wrought all manner of
concupiscence.”—Rom. vii.

7. How may tt be shown that it affects the entire man?

Original sin has its seat in the will, and primarily consists in
that proneness to unlawful dispositions and affections which is
the innate habit of the human soul. But the several faculties of
the human soul are not separate agents. The one soul acts in
each function as an indivisible agent, its several faculties or powers
after their kind mutually qualifying one another. When the soul
is engaged in understanding an object, or an aspect of any object,
(e.g., mathematics,) with which its affections are not concerned, then
its action has no moral element. But when it is engaged in un-
derstanding an object with respect to which its depraved affections
are perversely interested, its action must be biased. The conse-
quences, therefore, of the sinful bias of the will, in its controlling
influence over the exercises of the soul in all its functions, will be,—

1. The understanding, biased by the perverted affections act-
ing concurrently with the moral sense in forming moral judgments,
will lead to erroneous judgments, to a deceiving conscience, and
to general “ blindness of mind” as to moral subjects.

2. The emotions and sensibilities which accompany the judg-
ments of conscience in approving the good and in condemning the
wrong, by repeated outrage and neglect, will be rendered less
lively, and thus lead to a seared conscience and general moral
insensibility.

3. In a continued course of sinful action the memory will be-
come defiled with its stores of corrupt experiences, from which
the imagination also must draw its materials,

4. The body in its turn will be corrupted. (1.) Its natural
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appetites will become inordinate in the absence of proper control.
(2.) Its active powers will be used as “instruments of unright-
eousness unto sin.”

5. The Seriptures teach,—(1.) That the understanding of the
“natural man” is depraved as well as his affections, 1 Cor. ii. 14;
2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. iv. 18; Col. i. 21. (2.) That regeneration in-
volves illumination as well as renewal of the heart, Acts xxvi. 18;
Eph.i 18, v. 8; 1 Pet. il. 9. (3.) That truth addressed to the
understanding is the great instrument of the Spirit in regenera-
tion and sanctification, John xvii. 17 ; James i. 18.

8. What is meant by the afirmation that man by nature is
totally depraved ?

By this orthodox phrase IT 1s ¥oT To BE UNDERsTOOD,—1. That
the depraved man has not a conscience. The virtuousness of an
agent does not consist in his having a conscience, but in the con-
formity of the dispositions and affections of his will to the law of
which conscience is the organ. Even the devils and lost souls
retain their sense of right and wrong, and those vindicatory emo-
tions with which conscience is armed.

Or, 2. That unregenerate men, possessing a natural conscience,
do not often admire virtuous character and actions in others.

Or, 3. That they are incapable of disinterested affections and
aetions in their various relations with their fellow-men.

Or, 4. That any man is as thoroughly depraved as it is possible
for him to become, or that each man has a disposition inclined to
every form of sin.

But 1T 18 MEANT,—1. That virtue consisting in the conformity
of the dispositions of the will with the law of God, and the very
soul of virtue consisting in the allegiance of the soul to God, every
man by nature is totally alienated in his governing disposition
from God; and consequently, his every act, whether morally in-
different or conformed to subordinate principles of right, is
vitiated by the condition of the agent as a rebel.

2. That this state of the will leads to a schism in the soul, and
to the moral perversion of all the faculties of soul and body. (See
preeeding question.)

3. The tendency of this condition is to further corruption in
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endless progression in every department of our nature; and this
deterioration would, in every case, be incalculably more rapid than
it is, if it were not for the supernatural restraints of the Holy
Ghost.

4. There remains no recuperative element in the soul. Man
can only and for ever become worse, without a miraculous re-crea-
tion.

9. What proof. of the doctrine of original sin may be derived
Jfrom the history of the Fall?

God ¢reated man in his own image, and pronounced him as a
moral agent to be “very good.” He threatened him with death in
the very day that he should eat the forbidden fruit, and only in
the sense of spiritnal death was that threat literally fulfilled. The
spiritual life of man depends upon communion with God; but
God drove him at once forth in anger from his presence. Con-
sequently, the present spiritual state of man is declared to be
“ death,” the very penalty threatened, Eph. ii. 1; 1 John iii. 14.

10. What is the account which the Scriptures give of human
nature, and how can the existence of an tinnate hereditary depra-
vity be thence inferred ?

The Seriptures represent all men as totally alienated from God,
and morally depraved, in their understandings, hearts, wills, con-
sciences, bodies, and actions, Rom. iii. 10-23, viil 7; Job xiv. 4,
xv. 14; Gen. vi. 5, viii. 21; Matt. xv. 19; Jer. xvii. 9; Isa.
i. 5, 6. This depravity of man is declared to be,—1. Of the act ;
2. Of the heart; 3. From birth and by nature; 4. Of all men
withount exception, Ps. li. 5; John iii. 6; Eph. ii. 3; Ps. lviii. 3.

11. State the evidence for the truth of this doctrine afforded by
Rom. v. 12-21.

Paul here proves that the guilt, e, legal obligation to suffer the
penalty, of Adam’s sin is imputed to us, by the unquestionable
fact that the penalty of the law which Adam broke has been
inflicted upon all. But that penalty was all penal evil,—dcath
physical, spiritual, eternal. Original sin, therefore, together with
natural deatly, is in this passage assumed as an undeniable fact,

17
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cmaprr upon which the apostle constructs his argument for the imputa-

XVII,

tion of Adam’s sin.

12. How s the truth of this doctrine established by the fact of
the general prevalence of sin ?

All men, under all circumstances, in every age of the world, and
under whatever educational influences they may be brought up,
begin to sin uniformly as soon as they enter upon moral agency.
A universal effect must have a universal cause. -Just as we judge
that man is by nature an intelligence, because the actions of all
men involve an element of intelligence; so we as certainly judge
that man is by nature depraved, because all men act sinfully.

13. If Adam sinned though free from any corruption of nature,
how does the fact that his posterity sin prove that their nature is
corrupt?

The fact that Adam sinned proves that a moral agent may be
at once sinless and fallible, and that such a being, left to himself,
may sin; but with respect to his posterity the question is, What
is the universal and uniform cause that every individual always
certainly begins to sin as soon as he begins to act as a moral
agent? The guestion in the one case is, Low could such an one
sin? but in the other, Why do all certainly sin from the beginning ?

14. By what other objections do Pelagians and others attempt
to avoid the force of the argument from the untversality of sin?

1. Those who maintain that the liberty of indifference is essen-
tial to responsible agency, and that volitions are not determined by
the preceding moral state of the mind, attribute all sinful actions
to the fact that the will of man is unconditioned, and insist that
his acting as he acts is an ultimate fact.

In answer, we acknowledge that a man always wills as he
pleases, but the question is, Why does ke always certainly please
to will wrong? An indifferent cause cannot account for a uniform
fact. The doctrine of original sin merely assigns the depraved
character of the will itself as the uniform cause of the uniform fact.

2. Others attempt to explain the fact by the universal influ-
ence of sinful exaniple.
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We answer: (1.) Children uniformly manifest depraved dis-
positions at too early a period to admit of that sin being rationally
attributed to the influence of example. (2.) Children manifest
depraved dispositions who have been brought up from birth in con-
tact with such influences only as would incline them to holiness.

3. Others, again, attempt to explain the fact by referring to
the natural order in the development of our faculties; e.g., first
the animal, then the intellectual, then the moral: thus the lower,
by anticipating, subverts the higher.

For answer, see above, question 4. Besides, while this is an
imperfect explanation, it is yet a virtual admission of the fact of
innate, hereditary depravity. Such an order of development,

leading to such uniform consequences, is itself a total corruption of
nature.

15. What argument for the doctrine of original sin may be
dertve