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THE SOUTHERN

PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW.

~ VOL. XIL—No. 1.

APRIL, MDCCCLIX.

ARTIOLE I.
THE DEACONSHIP *

The life of the Church, like every other kind of life, is
perpetuated and invigorated by its own activities. The mode
in which these activities are exercised constitutes its organiza-
tion. This, of course, takes its form from the nature of its
life, just as the peculiar form of each species of plant and
animal is fixed by the nature and functions of its life ; and the
perfection of that form consists in its giving the fullest and
freest exercise to those functions. For though the form springs
from the life, that life may not be healthy; or its early
activities may be prevented by some external obstructions
from working out their appropriate effects, in which case the
form that results must necessarily be defective. So a tree or
an animal may, in its growth, be so obstructed in its develop-
ment as to produce serious deformity, whith may afterwards
greatly interfere with the vigorous working of its life. While,

®This article was transmitted to us by vote of the Synod of Virginia, and is
published at their request. It was read before that body by the author, Rev,
James B. Ramsay of Lynchburg.—Eds. 8. P. R.
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2 The Deaconship.

therefore, the church’s life does not depend upon her form—
does not result from it—but her form is the outgrowth of her
life ; yet that form has a vast influence upon her life, in
proportion as it is an exact and unobstructed expression of it,
and as it affords a more or less free and untrammelled exercise
to all her proper functions. Now, the mode in which these
activities were exercised when her life was fresh and vigorous,
under the copious effusions of the Spirit in her primitive state,
and under the inspired guidance of the Apostles, may certainly
be believed to be the best adapted to give to that life increasing
vigor, and to secure the fullest measure of success. Hence
arise these three leading inquiries: What are the great perpetual
functions of the Church of Christ? What was their apostolic
mode of exercise? And how may the principles involved in
these be applied to all the various exigencies of the church in
the varying conditions of human society? The answer to
these decides all the great questions of church polity; and
that, too, without implying that everything in her primitive
organization is binding always and everywhere, and because
it was then adopted as an iron frame work of specific and
unyielding shape and dimensions. This view rather establishes.
those two great principles in regard to church order—definite-
ness of general form and official station, as necessary to secure
to all her officers the authority of a Divine appointment ; and
yet flexibility of application, as necessary to her universal
adaptation in the diversified forms of human society and stages
of mental and moral development.

The great leading functions of the church may be regarded
as four : the aggressive, the teaching, the governing and the
charitable. The first requires the evangelist or missionary ;
the second, the teacher or pastor; the third, the session or
bench of presbyteps; these three being but different classes
of the one comprehensive office of presbyter or elder; and
the fourth finds its appropriate organ in the deacon. In regard
to the three former, the principles and the practice of the
Presbyterian Church are settled and consistent; not so in
regard to the last, which is very generally viewed as unimpor-
tant. The discussion of this, therefore, cannot be regarded as
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uncalled for; let us attempt it under the guidance of the
principles just stated.

The warrant, the nature, and the importance of this office,
and the qualifications for it, will successively claim our attention,
though they cannot be kept entirely distinct, our leading
design being to establish its great importance.

L. Its warranr. This we find in Acts 6: 1-7, compared with
Phil. 1: 1, and 1 Tim. 3: 8, &c. The passage in Acts has
always been regarded by most as stating the origin of this
office. The officers spoken of are not indeed called deagons
here, but their functions are such as to identify them with the
deacons of after times; and the word used in the original,
(dtaxoviw) to express their duties, bears the same relation to
the word ¢ deacon” (diaxovog), as the word “fo serve” bears
to “servant;” and though both these and other cognate forms
are used to express every kind of service and servant, as in
this passage we have ¢ the ministry of the word” diaxovig To¥
Abyov and “the daily ministration” (diaxovig T xabyuepivi), they
are yet in their literal and original application expressive of
that service which one renders to another by waiting on him,
and supplying his wants. The terms in which the office is
here described, “daily ministration,” or literally, deacon work,
and “to serve tables,” or preserving the original form, “?o
deacon tables,” point out the word deacon as its proper desig-
nation.

That this word, though often applied in its generic sense to
all the officers of the church, and even to Christ himself, was
also used in a specific, technical sense as the designation of
a particular officer in the primitive church, is universally
granted. Paul addresses his Epistle to the Philippians o all
the saints, with the bishops and deacons;” and in his first
Epistle to Timothy, he states at length the qualifications of &
deacon—a fact clearly showing that this office, whatever it was,
was designed to be general. Since, therefore, there was in the
churches established by the Apostles an officer called a deacon ;
since the same word in its verbal form is here used to express
the specific duties of the officers here chosen; since there is no
other office to which this narrative can possibly apply ; and
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since, too, if we have not here the origin of this office, we have
it nowhere, we are safe in following the almost universal
belief of the church, that we have here the institution of the
permanent office of deacon. If this be granted, the.nature
and duties of the office can hardly admit of controversy.

It has, however, been said that the office of these Seven
arose from a special exigency, which lasted no longer than that
peculiar condition of things that characterized the primitive
Church of Jerusalem ; and hence the office itself passed away
witlt the necessity that gave rise to it; and that the deacons
mentioned in the Epistles were an entirely different class of
officers, since their duties included, at least, the preaching of
the Word. In proof of this last assertion, appeal is confidently
made to the qualification required in a deacon by Paul, in
1Tim. 3: 9, “ holding the mystery of the faith in a pure
conscience ;” and to the further declaration that good deacons
“purchase to themselves & good degree, and great boldness in
the faith which is in Christ Jesus.” But these expressions, so
far from proving that these deacons were to preach, are really
not so strong as the brief language used by the Apostles, to
describe the necessary qualifications of the seven: “men full
of the Holy Ghost and of wisdom.” If this were necessary
to fit these men to be almoners of the church, the qualification
required by Paul, © Aolding the mystery of the faith in a pure
conscience,”—i. e., holding the Gospel truth in sincerity, is
equally necessary for the same purpose, and no more implies
preaching than the former. And the other expression, that
“they purchase to themselves great boldness in the faith” by a
faithful discharge of their duties—a result that must always
follow the faithful performance of all official duty—surely
affords the least possible presumption that their duty was to
preach the Word. These passages, then, give no ground to the
opinion that the deacon of the Epistles differs from the office
here instituted, but rather by the similarity of qualifications,
tends to confirm the view that they are the same.

We feel warranted, therefore, in considering these Seven as
holding essentially the same office as the deacons mentioned
in the Epistles; and hence derive an argument at the very
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outset for the perpetuity of the office here instituted. For it
is evident that it was not the unique character and circum-
stances of the Church of Jerusalem that demanded the labor
of such officers, but some -exigencies in other churches also,
the Church of Philippi certainly, and all those churches whose
order Timothy was directed to arrange; and hence the con-
clusion is not very violent in nearly all churches and all ages.
This conclusion as to the warrant for the office will be further
established by considering its nature.

IL. The warture of this office is manifest from the exigency
which gave rise to it. That exigency was two-fold. That the
charities of the church might be impartially dispensed to all
her needy members, and that this important and laborious
duty might not interfere with the higher and more spiritual
ministry of the Apostles in supplying the wants of the soul.

So strong were the ties by which the members of the primi-
tive church felt themselves bound together, that they regarded
themselves as one family ; and seeing the necessities of the
poorer brethren, many even “ sold their possessions and goods,”
“and broughi the prioes of the things that were sold, and laid
them down at the Apostles’ feet; and distribution was made
unlo every man according as he had need.” This distribution
was at first made under the direction of the Apostles them-
selves ; but, as the community increased, and the details could
not be brought under their personal inspection, some who had
claims upon the church’s care seem to have been neglected.
To correct this by such personal attention of the Apostles
themselves a8 would have been required, would have absorbed
a large portion of their time and energies, the whole of which
were required for more important services. The election and
appointment of these deacons, then, was intended to secure the
proper and equitable ministration of these funds of the church,
and at the same time to relieve the Apostles of all these
secular cares, that they might devote themselves entirely to
prayer and the ministry of the Word. This office, then, was
that of almoners of the church’s bounty. No language could
more effectually exclude preaching the Word, as part of its
duties, than that here used.  Choose you out seven men whom
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we may appoint over this business—this ministry of tables—
these secular matters, and 1we will give ourselves to the ministry
of the Word. Could two things be more fully distinguished
than this distinguishes the office of deacon and the ministry of
the Word ¢ It is but trifling to say, in opposition to this express
designation of the design of the office, that Philip and Stephen
both preached, and that, therefore, preaching was a part of
their duties as deacons. As regards Stephen, he did not
officially preach—he boldly defended the truth in argument
with Pharisaic gainsayers; and when personally attacked he
eloquently and powerfully defended himself, and the Gospel
attacked in him, just what every private Christian of like
abilities and zeal will always do. Philip indeed afterwards
preached ; but Philip held another office, being expressly
called in another place “the Evangelist,” the distinctive duty
of which was preaching.

It is equally clear that deacons have nothing to do in the
government of the church. In this narrative of their appoint-
ment, nothing of government is committed to them ; and
wherever mentioned, they are always distinguished from the
bishops, elders or presbyters, which are but other names for
the rulers. They were, therefore, the organs neither of the
teaching nor ruling, but simply and only of the charitable
functions of the church.

Because, however, it was the neglect of certain poor widows
that produced the complaint that led to their appointment, it
does not follow that they had nothing to do but to supply the
wants of the widows, and others in similar suffering and
depressed condition. The phrase here used to express their
duties, “serving tables,”—however men may differ as to the
mode of its explanation, as to whether “tables” means “money
tables,” or “dining tables,”—is evidently used as a familiar and
almost proverbial expression for attending to and supplying
mere temporal wants. No one supposes that these Seven were
actually to wait on tables, or to purchase provisions for the
poor, but to see that provision was made for their temporal
wants from the common fund. It was, in the language of the
inspired writer, “to make distribution” from that common



. 1

The Deaconship. ¥ 7

fund provided by the love and liberality of the church, “?o
every man as ke had need.” Now, there were others dependent
on this common fund besides these helpless widows and their
families ; there were those engaged wholly in the service of
the church, attending to her spiritual interests and govern-
ment, the Apostles themselves, and doubtless many of the
elders; for in such times, and in a community of nearly 10,000,
to which the young church had already grown, others must
have been associated with the Apostles in this work, and must
have been gupported from this same fund. They had no other
support. The businéss, then, of serving tables, implies that they
were the treasurers of the church’s funds for all the purposes
for which she needed funds. If these funds were contributed
that the temporal wants of every member might be supplied
as he had need; and if the poor widow, in this distribution
might not be neglected, surely the poor Apostle and Teacher,
whose services to the church precluded them from other means
of support, came equally within the provision of the church’s
bounty.

8till further. The reason given for the appointment of this
elass of officers, that there might be an entire separation of
these secular duties, from the duty of spiritual ministrations,
implies not only that there was an incompatibility between
these two things, such as rendered their separation expedient,
but seems also to involve this further principle, that if there
were any other pecuniary matters or temporal affairs requiring
attention in order to the prosperity of the church, these would
be the natural and proper officers to whom these things should
be entrusted. Since these officers were appointed to attend to
certain duties, because they were of a secular nature, it seems.
to follow that whatever other secular matters required atten-
tion, wounld with propriety be committed to them—the distinc-
tive character of their office being to attend to such matters,
that others might be left without distraction to attend to the
spiritual interests of the body, and that so, no interest might
be neglected, no want unsupplied.

Such was the nature of this office, as deduced from this
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record of its institution; and such precisely is the nature of
this office, as taught in the constitution of the Presbyterian
Church. The Seriptures clearly point out deacons as distinct
officers in the church, whose business it is to take care of the
poor, and to distribute among them the collections which may
be raised for their use. To them also may be properly com-
mitted the management of the temporal affairs of the church.
(Form of Government, ch. VL)

But though these are styled in our constitution (Form of
Gov., ch. III), “ ordinary and perpetnal officers in the church,”
equally with ministers and ruling elders, yet, in point of fact,
they are considered as extraordinary, the necessity for them
being regarded as only occasional, or in comparatively few
churches where there are a great many poor. Now, we will
not say that every church, in all circumstances, is bound to
have deacons, for we do not believe it. No church is bound to
elect men to an office, however important it may be, unless
her Lord has given her men of suitable qualifications, and this
is the case in very many of our smaller churches. A sufficient
number of individuals cannot be obtained to fill the separate
offices of elder and deacon; and in such cases it becomes neces-
sary to have the duties of both offices discharged by the same
individuals. Still, we think the language both of Scripture
and our constitution implies a degree of importance belonging
to this office, such as, in the general practice of our church,
has not been attached to it. All the previous considera-
tions in regard to the warrant and nature of the office have
been designed to bear more or less directly upon this further
point, its IMPORTANCE AND NECESSITY.

. I This may be briefly expressed in the following propo-
sition : That the vigorous exercise of the charitable functions
.of the church is necessary to the fullest development of her
spiritual life and power, and that deacons are the divinely
appointed organs of these functions. The term “ charitable”
we use here not exactly in its popular, restricted sense, ag
merely implying duties to the poor, but as including her duty
to all who have claims upon her for temporal care, whether
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the poor, or ministers, or her benevolent enterprises; the funds
for all which are supplied by the free will offerings of the
church, given from love to Christ and His cause.

1. Among these funetions, the care of the poor stands
prominent. From the very first the Church of Christ seems
to have accepted it as an indispensable obligation resting on
her, to take care of her poor. It is an obligation which her
Lord has laid upon her. “The poor ye have always with
you,” is not the statement of a mere fact, but of a permanent
obligation. It is an obligation inseparable from that love
which is the very essence of her life. It is enforced by the
Saviour’s example. Even from that common bag, from
whence were supplied all the wants of the Apostolic company,
scantily as it was supplied, a portion was dispensed to the
poor. Christ came to preach the Gospel to the poor; and
while he thus poured the brightness of heavenly hope over
the dark hearts of these children of want, and opened to
them the treasures of the unsearchable riches of His grace,
He, by the exertion of His miraculous power, taught that
their temporal wants are to be supplied. Still more solemn
and striking is the fact, that the discharge of this duty
will be made the test of character in the judgment. “1I was
an hungered, and ye gave me meat; I was thirsty, and ye
gave me drink ; I was a stranger, and ye took me in ; naked,
and ye clothed me; I was sick and ye visited me; I was in
prison, and ye came unto me,” is the evidence that shall prove
the adoption of his people before an assembled world. And
the neglect of these duties toward the meanest and weakest of
his suffering disciples for His sake, will be evidence enough to
justify the fearful sentence, ¢ Depart, ye cursed !”

This obligation rests not merely on the general duty of com-
passion to the suffering, and of relieving such, wherever
possible, in consistency with the higher demands of justice;
but on the far stronger ground of the union of all believers with
Christ, and with each other. We are all  one body in Christ,
and every one members one of another.” ¢ And whether one
member suffer, all the members suffer with it; or one member
be honored, all the members rejoice with it.” The child of

2
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God can no more look upon another suffering child of His
without, as far as possible, relieving him, than a man can feel
a pain in one of his limbs, and not seek to relieve it ; no more
than he could look upon his adorable Saviour in the same suffer-
ing, and not hasten to His relief. The care of the poor, relieving
their wants and soothing their sorrows, and encouraging their
crushed spirits, is, therefore, a duty entwined in the very nature
of the Christian life—springing naturally and necessarily out
of the believer’s union with Christ. A man cannot be a
Christian without seeking to assist, comfort and elevate, all
that are Christ’s, to the extent of their wants and his ability.
Accordingly we find that Paul gave remarkable prominence
in his Epistles, and his visits to the churches of his planting, to
this matter of collections for the poor saints. He dwells upon
it with a depth and fervency of feeling that shows how large a
space it held in his large heart; and he insists upon it, as the
proof of the sincerity of their love to Christ, and holds up
the degree of their benevolence as the measure of the blessings
they should receive. ¢ He which soweth sparingly, shall reap
also sparingly; and he which soweth bountifully shall reap
also bountifully.”

Accordingly we see that in that brief but bright period when
the church wasin the freshness of her first love; when her
consecration was most complete, and her unity most marked ;
when the throbbings of the life of her Divine Head seemed so
thoroughly to pervade her body, that the most obscure mem-
ber was made to feel a vital and effective connection with it
then his regard for the poor seemed to burst forth with a vigor
that at once bore down all the barriers of human selfishness,
and manifested itself as a natural and necessary, and sponta-
neous out-growth of the spiritual life, leading to sacrifices such
as the world never before witnessed, and which must stand
forever as the most triumphant vindication of the power of
Christian love, when suffered fully to develop its effects.

Never, perhaps, in the history of the church might the care
of the poor have been more safely left to individual exertion.
When every heart was overflowing with love to all around;
when every one felt that all he had was Christ’s, and to be
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used for the good of his suffering members, surely no one
would have been permitted to suffer, no tear would have been
unwiped, no sorrow unsoothed, no want unsupplied, that
human skill or love could have found & remedy for. But even
then this matter was not left to take its chances among indi-
vidual sympathies. From the very first it was recognised as a
church duty, a matter of public arrangement by the whole body.
Just as their abundant and spontaneous offerings for such as
were in need were the natural expression of the feeling that
they were all members one of another, so this official attention
toit by the church, in her organized capacity, was a necessary
result of the principle then so deeply and vividly felt, of her
unity in Christ. That she was not composed of isolated indi-
vidnals, each left to struggle for himself as best he could, and
to gain such help and sympathy from others as circum-
stances might happen to afford him; but, that she was one
body, all her members so blended in a sweet and loving union,
that the care of each devolved upon the whole, and the wants
of each were to be supplied by the whole, and thus the bond
that bound them drawn still closer.

Here, then, is a function of the church distinct from
both government and teaching—a function well described
in the language of Paul, “ by whick the abundance of some
may be a supply for the wants of others, that there may be
equality ;” a function that embodies into action the very
life of the church, that gives distinct and palpable expression
to that oneness of body, of affection and of interest,—that
fusion of Christian hearts into one loving mass,—which is
the distinctive characteristic of the church. ¢ By this shall
all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye have love one to
another.” The full, earnest, hearty performance of this
fanction is necessary, if not to the church’s existence, at least
to its accomplishing the great end of its existence,—the growth
in grace of each of its members, and the conversion of the
world to God. Just in proportion as she exercises this, does
she manifest her sympathy with her Divine Head, and grow
into His likeness; and so compel an unwilling world to
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acknowledge and to feel her power, and to do homage to her
King.

Now, for the proper performance of this important function,
we find a distinct set of officers set apart in the Apostolic
Church, not only in Jerusalem, but certainly at Philippi and
Ephesus, and other churches; and if, as is certain, this is
a permanent and universal duty of the church—a duty
which she ought to attend to in her organized capacity, then
does it not follow that the office ought to be perpetual and
universal?# If the function be so, surely the organ of it
should be.

But it is just here we are met with the most weighty
objection to the universal employment of this office. ¢ Inas-
much,” it is said, ‘“as the Apostles attended to this business at
first, and until it became so burdensome as to interfere with
other duties, does it not follow that whenever it can be
attended to by the session, without interfering with other
duties, it is perfectly right to do so, and to dispense with this
office until the same exigency arise as in the primitive church?$
And can this office, then, be considered necessary, except
where a similar pressure of such duties exists as first called it
forth.” This view seems to possess some force ; it must do so,
or it would not have led the great mass of the Presbyterian
Churches, both in Scotland and Ireland, as well as in this
country, to leave the duties of this office to be performed by
the ruling elder. Still, we think there are some conside-
rations that greatly lessen, if they do not wholly destroy, its
force.

a. The thoughts just presented in regard to the great im-
portance of these duties as a distinct function of the church,
go far to show the importance of a distinct officer.

b. A closer view of the facts of its first institution shows
the same. It is very certain, indeed, that previous to the
appointment of deacons, this function was in its fullest, freest
exercise ; this natural expression of the young and vigorous
life of the church could not be suppressed; the Apostles, as
the divinely appointed founders of the church’s order, com-
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prehending in theinselves all offices, became, of course, the
organs of this, as of every other function. They received and
disbursed her charities. And they did this just as they did
everything else necessary to the extension, government and
teaching of the church, until a necessity arose for appointing
others to do it. Inleaving their work to others, they did not
confer all their different fanctions on one set of officers, but on
several—giving the work of teaching to one set of pres-
byters, the work of ruling to another in connection with
them, and this ministry of the charities of the church to
a third distinct officer. And, in devolving this last class
of their duties on the deacons, they did it in such a way
as to show the propriety of its entire separation from the
more spiritual duties to which they gave themselves wholly,
and which, as it became necessary, they devolved upon
the presbyters of the church. There were, doubtless, at this
time, presbyters assisting both in ruling and teaching. There
snust have been in a community of ten thousand persons,—we
know there were many of them, soon after. Yet this work
was not committed to any of them, as it might have been, if
both duties might as well have been discharged by the
same person. It would have been very easy to have in-
creased the number of elders, if necessary, and have given
the work to them. But, on the other hand, the whole
passage shows that, necessary as it was to the church’s
welfare, still it was of such a nature that it was better
to be entirely separated from all other duties, and com-
mitted to a distinct body of officers—distinet not only from
the Apostles themselves, but also from those to whom they
bad committed the government and teaching. Now, when
an office is created for a specific purpose, to set it aside
and give the work to other officers who were appointed
for entirely different objects, is altogether a different thing
from an organizing officer with full powers performing these
duties for a time previous to any appointment of others,
—which is precisely the case of the Apostles. Since then
they gave up this class of their duties to a distinct set of
officers, which officers we find in other churches many years
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afterwards, and their qualifications laid down at length
as if equally needed in all churches, the inference seems
legitimate, that they were designed to be perpetual and
ordinary, and are necessary to the full and symmetrical
working of the church’s life. '

c. Still further. In answer to this objection, and to show
the importance of this office to the proper discharge of this
function, it may be remarked that it would not be very
difficult to show that a similar exigency to that which led
to this office in the primitive church, exists in almost every
church—that is, the charitable functions of the church will
be neglected or improperly performed without them. It is
certainly true that, even in our smaller churches, the pastor
and elders find as much as they can do in attending to
their appropriate spiritual duties. Even where all the elders
are most faithful, they feel themselves unable to approxi-
mate all that is desirable; and so it must ever be while
most of them are necessarily engaged in various business
pursuits requiring their constant attention, and receiving
no compensation for the time spent in the service of the
church. Some of them make large sacrifices already to
promote the spiritual interests of the church over which
God has made them overseers. Is it right, or is it likely to sub-
serve the interests of the church, and to give to this charitable
function the importance properly belonging to it, that we
ghould append to their office this additional duty ¢

The fact is, that where there are no deacons, and their
duties are left to the session, they are, in almost all cases,
scarcely performed at all. This whole function of the church
lies paralyzed. Here and there, indeed, some poor starving
family may be relieved from the pressure of utter destitution,
very much as an alms is bestowed by the State; but this
is rather a caricaturing of the duties of the deaconship than
anything else. The prominent idea embodied in this office
of the affectionate care of the suffering and needy, and
the duty of not only relieving absolute want, but by kind
and timely assistance, and affectionate and wise counsels,
laboring to elevate them and their families, and increase their
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usefulness, is utterly lost sight of. The selfishness of the
church grows apace, and instead of that beautiful portrait of
the primitive church, drawn by the inspired writer—its cordial
sympathy, unity and love—we have too often sad divisions and
mutual jealousies between the rich and the poor.

But, it may be asked, of what use are deacons to take care
of the poor in churches where there are no poor, or but two
or three ¢t That, indeed, 18 a sadly defective state of the church
where there are no poor ; there must be something very de-
ficient in its zeal and aggressiveness, if amidst the multitudes
of poor around us, and mingling with us, there are none in
the church itself. When we remember that Christ in his
message, sent to John the Baptist, declares it to be a proof of
his Divine mission, worthy to stand at the close of the brief
summary of his most striking miracles, as of equal or even
greater convincing power ; and that the adaptedness of the
Gospel to come down to the most despised and degraded of
our wretched race—to seize and elevate the vast masses of
humanity from their down-trodden condition—is one of its most
distinguishing characteristics, and one of the most striking
proofs of its Divine origin—Is it not evident that any church
that fails to gather in the poor, fails in accomplishing one
great design of the Gospel, and in presenting to the world
one of the most convincing proofs of the truth and power of
Christianity ?

But, even supposing that within the bounds of some particu-
lar congregation there are no poor that need the church’s aid ;
still, are there not multitudes of God’s poor elsewhere that
need aid? And is not such a favored church especially bound
to extend her help to the less favored ? And, outside of the
church—among the ignorant multitudes in our own land, and
the impoverished nations of our world, has God no chosen
ones to be looked after, sought out, and gathered in? And
are not such churches specially called upon to go forth on
errands of mercy to these—errands like that of Jesus himself
to our poor world—personally to those within their reach,

and by their messengers to others; and with looks, and tones,
and acts, such as will make even their hard and earthly souls
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to feel the power of Christian love, seek to bring these out-
casts home to Him that died for their redemption #

It is, however, a mistake to suppose that it is only those on
the point of starvation and nakedness that demand the good
offices of a deacon. There are multitudes of pious poor who,
though able by hard labor and incessant struggling to live,
would have many an anxious care removed, and be stimulated
to higher effort, and more persevering exertion, to elevate their
eondition, and so increase their usefulness, by an occasional
token, in some substantial form, of the sympathy of their more
favored brethren. There is also many a family, whose children
are growing up almost without an education; children on
whose brow the sacred seal of membership has been placed,
and whose education to a certain extent, at least, the church
is bound to provide for. There is, in these families, many a
bright youth who might become a benefactor of his race, if
early sought out and furnished with the means of mental
cultivation. There is no telling the amount of good, too, that
might be done, by furnishing poor families with a religious
paper, whose elevating influence, felt every week, coming too
as a token of the regard of their abler brethren, would soon
vastly increase their moral power in the community. The
evils which press upon them, and which eo often aggravate
faults of character and habits of thriftlessness, are to be
removed not so much by any large amount bestowed upon
them as by the frequency and tenderness with which they are
noticed, the assurance they thus receive of the regard of the
church, and the encouragement given to effort and thrift by
assisting them, when possible, to positions more favorable to
the proper development of Christian character and habits.
Christian charity, thus administered by the church through
properly qualified deacons, while it relieves want and removes
or prevents much suffering, at the same time excites to indus-
try, tends to promote habits of self-respect and self-reliance—
and, by awakening the grateful love of its objects, elevates
them at once to higher happiness and moral worth. It is
thus liable to none of the objections that lie against all legal
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provisions for the poor, which only tend to aggravate the
evils they pretend to remedy.

There is, then, even where there are very few poor in a
church, and none perhape entirely dependent on its pecuniary
bounty, a great and blessed work to be done for them,—a work
included in the general idea of serving tables, of temporal
sid—a work demanding the greatest prudence and tenderness,
and which, if earnestly and perseveringly prosecuted, would
bind her members together in a closer and more loving union,
and add greatly to her power;—a work therefore requiring, by
its interest and importance, officers specially appropriated to it.
Even, therefore, confining our views to this first class of the
church’s charitable functions—the care of thé poor—there is
a work to be done of importance by every church, of impor-
tance to the preservation of her own unity, and her influence
on the world around. Now, when there is & work to be done—
a work in which the interests of the church are deeply in-
volved; and when Christ, in the multitude of his gifts to the
church for her edification, has bestowed on any the necessary
qualifications for the work; since he has shown in his word
an official position in which these gifts may be employed in
doing this very work, it is clearly the church’s duty to search
out these gifts, and employ them as indicated by the combined
intimations of his Word and Providence.

These considerations seem to show that for the proper
performance of her duties to the poor, the office of deacon is
generally necessary, and ought not to be combined with the
eldership. But the church has other duties binding on her,
properly classed under her charitable functions, besides the
care of the poor in each congregation. A consideration of
these will show still farther the importance of this office, and
indeed its necessity.

2. Each congregation is not the church. While each
eongregation of believers ought to exhibit a pattern of this
brotherly love and mutual assistance, relieving each other’s
wants and soothing each other’s sorrows, this same principle of
Christian love and unity will also make each congregation
ready to assist, as far as possible, other congregations, and the

8
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ehurches of one State or country those of another, as in
Apostolic times. On some churches and some regions, God has
bestowed his temporal gifts in rich abundance, while others
are in such straitened circumstances as to be unable to build a
suitable house for his worship, or to support the Gospel among
themselves. There is, too, among God’s poor, many a youth
.whose heart he hath touched with a strong desire to proclaim
the gospel of salvation to perishing souls, who is without the
.means of obtaining an education, and whose church is unable
to assist him. Now, what are our Boards of Missions and
Education, and Chureh Extension, but great central deacon-
ships or charitable ministrations, by which in these things the
burdens of the church may be equalized ; the richer provided
with the means of helping the poorer, and the unity and union
of the church at once manifested and strengthened? And it
is but a slight variation of the same principle that is developed
in the work of Foreign Missions, in which the church uynites
in supporting her sons and daughters whom she has sent forth
to the perishing nations, and in sustaining and enlarging the
feeble churches established amid the wide wastes of heathenism.
This is just & union of the churches to supply the temporal
wants of the church’s servants abroad, and to sustain her feeble
outposts, without which the church can never be enlarged nor
the world converted. If thelove and sympathy that pervaded
the primitive church led to such great sacrifices of property
for the support of the widow and other private members of the
chupeh, ag well as of her officers, much more would it lead to
and secure the supply of the temporal wante of those efficially
snd wholly employed in doing the Lerd’s work, and thus
precluded from the possibility of providing for their own
neceasities, Now, the vigorous prosecution of these great
schemes of the church, and others, as the Bible cause, and
colportage, the success of which is just the final triumph of
the church over human wickedness and woe, and the world’s
salvation, depends upon each church efficiently doing ite part,
whieh it never will, and never can do, unless in each church
there be some regular official action in regard to it, and some
orgsn throngh which its efforts in this direction msy be put
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forth. And it is but an extension of the very same principles

that led to the first necessity of deacons, that wonld make them
the treasurers of the church for all her general schemes of
benevolence. They would thus stand forth in esch church as the
continual representatives, not only of her own poor, but of the
poor and suffering portions of the church in other places, and
of all her members and officers engaged in doing her work at
home and abroad. The very existence of such & body of
officers in any church, whose duty included the superintendence
and fostering of all these charitable functions, would be &
eounstant memento to the people of the importance attached to
this duty of giving, by the Head of the Church, and would,
of itself, go far toward developing a higher standard of
benevolence. In this view, then, of the office, its importamce
in every church can hardly be at present overrated.

8. The eother duties which we would class under that
general function, of which deacons are the proper organ, are
the support of the ministry and the care of the church’s
property dedicated to the service of God. We have seen how
from one common fund, formed by the free will offerings of
the people, the result of their love to one another and to
Christ, not only the necessities of the poor, but the officers of
the primitive church, must have been supplied, and hence the
propriety of classing all these as different manifestations of
the same function, and this a charitable function ; not because
the claims of the poor, and of ministers, rest on the same
ground entirely, but becanse ministers and all the servants of
the church, in all her benevolent enterprises, are dependent for
their supplies on the working of the same principle of love to
man for Christ’s sake, of Heavenly,Scriptural charity, in its free
axd untrammelled exercise. And itis worthy of considepation
at least, whether the introdnction of a system, more strictly
commercial, into these financial operations of the church, and
%0 putting- the support of her officers on really a lower ground,
may net have had something to do with the difficulty with:
which they are. supported. However this be, it seems certain

that the support of her ministers, and the general care of her
feoparty needed for the service of God, is' & necessary and
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perpetual part of her functions, her business or secular functions,
if any hesitate to class them under the general head of
“charitable ;” and it seems equally clear, that the principles
involved in the first institution of a deaconship, point out this
office as the proper organ of the church in the discharge of
these duties. It certainly appears very evident, that the
management of funds and property dedicated to God, should be
in the hands of God’s people. Hence every church needs this
office for this purpose,—to manage the ¢ outward business of
the House of God ;” a duty, the control of which ought not to
~ be left to those who know nothing of the high and holy motives
which lead to such consecration of property to God and His
service.

‘Whatever view, then, we take of the financial concerns of the
church, whether as charitable or business transactions ; whether
we regard the objects she is bound to provide for,—the poor,
the great causes of benevolence that embrace the whole church
and the world, and the ministry at home and abroad,—or
whether we consider the principles that underlie all these
duties, the union of all believers with one another in Christ,
and the unity of the church in Him, we are led to the same
conclusion—the importance and necessity, in order to the
vigorous working of the church’s life, of this office of deacon
as the proper organ of these important functions.

The deacons are therefore the Divinely appointed receivers
and disbursers of the church’s funds. They are a channel
through which the sympathies of the members find expression.
They are the impersonation of the church’s tender care for the
widow and orphan, and destitute, of every age and condition.
They are the channel through which those who are taught in
the Word, communicate of their good things unto those who
teach. In them, as in no other officer, does the church
seem to say to all: We are one, one in Christ, and one by our
union with each other, so that none shall be in want while
others are blessed with plenty. By these officers we are
helped to bear one another’s burdens, and so to fulfil the law
of Christ, to love one another.

IV. QuarwrioaTions. These, especially as they regard Spiritaal
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things, are very high, both as stated in Acts, and in 1st
Timothy. The reason of this is evident. Their duties being
so much of a secular nature, their personal holiness must be
so deep and pervading as to infuse into all their discharge of
official duties a holy character; otherwise their own religious
character might be secularized. They must be such men as
will not be secularized by their duties, but such as will infuse
into these very business operations and moneyed transactions
of the church, a spiritual and holy character. These qualifi-
cations summarily stated, are :

1. Holiness, such as to pervade the whole character and life,
and exclude all selfish indulgence. “ Full of the Holy Ghost.”

2. Wisdom or prudence. “Full of wisdom.” This is
manifestly indispensable in such an office.

3. Gravity and sincerity, (1 Tim. 8 : 8,) that their words and
acts may have due weight.

4. Liberality and publicspirit, (1 Tim. 3 : 8,) that they may
be examples of the function they exercise.

5. Holding the truth in sincerity and consistency of life,
(v.9,) that so their whole official character might not be
employed to sustain any error in doctrine or practice.

6. ¢ Ruling their children and their own households well,”
(v. 12,) that their example might illustrate and enforce their
counsels to the poor and ignorant.

7. Having wives who are grave, not slanderers, sober, (i. e.
circumspect,) faithful (v. 11) ; because in their duties to the
poor, and other relations to the church, such would be great
helps, and those of opposite character great hindrances.

8. They must first be proved, (v. 10,) tried men, not novices,
and hence of honest report, that so the church might not suffer
serious injury from their incompetency—a mistake here being
almost irremediable.

These are, indeed, high qualifications, but it is her sin and
her shame, and ought to be a cause of deep humiliation to the
church, if they are not found in many of her members, since
they are really only what every intelligent Christian ought to
have. Eph. 5: 18. Phil. 1: 9-11. Good sense, Scriptural
knowledge, vital godliness, manifesting itself in all the duties
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and relations of life, so as to secure, even from the world, the
respect which true godliness always does, comprise the whole.

In closing this discussion, we offer two remarks:

1. The reason why this office has gone into such genera.l
disuse in the Presbyterian Church, whose standards teach its
permanency, is just because of the waut of that spirit which
so strikingly characterized the primitive church, the spirit of
liberality and of brotherly love. We have not the same
vigorous, active, loving life, and hence we have not the same
developments of the church’s life. This spirit led them to
view their property as belonging, not to themselves, but to
their Saviour, and to hold it for the use of His church in what-
ever way it might be needed. It led them to see in His
suffering poor, the Saviour himself, and thus laid deep in their
inmost hearts the feeling of obligation to help all His people,
as they needed it, just becanse they were His.» That such ought
to be the feeling of Christ’s Church always ; that they ought to
be of one heart and of one soul ; that they ought to esteem none
of the things whick they possess as their own ; that in their use
of property all other considerations ought to be swallowed up
in a paramount regard to the interests and advancement of
Christ’s kingdom, admits not of a doubt. When and where
this is the case, the need of this office will be felt, just as it
was in Apostolic times, in order that none may be neglected
who have claims upon the church for her temporal care ; and
when its need is felt, then it will be employed efficiently ; and
until then, even if deacons were appointed, they would
" accomplish little more than can be done without them. It is
of very little use to appoint officers for the performance ef any
function, if there is not vitality enongh to perform it; to be
constructing deep and broad channels for our benevolence to
flow in, unless there is a stream to flow; to appoint deaconsto
a wonk that we do not mach care to have done ; officers to take
eare: of and distribute our property consecrated. to the servics
of God in the support of poor members; churches, candidates,
ministers and missionaries, while: we, unlike the primitive
church, do not feel disposed to consacrate our property to this
object, unless it be the mere crumbs.left. after we are full..
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Would that we could all find in ourselves and our churches
more of such a lively realization of our oneness with Christ,
of our vital connection with His living body, as would make
the hearts of all throb in deeper, livelier sympathy with each
other; such as would make us, notwithstanding the faults and
infirmities, and inconsistencies of our fellow Christians, yet, as
we see in them the members of Christ, to feel our hearts glow
with a tender affection, such as loving brothers always feel.
Then would this office again assume its original importance,
and become, by its activities meeting us at every turn, a
testimony to the vigorous life of the church.

2. Finally, let us remember that, unless both the churches
and these officers are endowed with the Holy Ghost, the
deaconship, so far as regards the real Spiritual advancement of
the chureh, and her inflaence on the world, will be worthless,
and in the end worse than worthless. A deaconship, such as
described, impliés a higher degree of spiritual life and active
benevolence in the church—higher, even, than is implied in the
eldership. The eldership is implied in the very existence of
the church; she cannot exist without a government. A
deaeonship implies that that church is doing her work of love
and mercy. This Spiritual vigor and active benevolence
cannot be created by the office. The office sheuld spring out
of them as in the primitive church. If these do not exist, it
becomes a mere secular office, and there is danger of its
secularizing the church, instead of imcreasing its spirit of
consecration, which is its legitimate effect. If it is instituted
and entered upon as a mere business transaction, to lessen
labor, and make it easier to raise a pastor’s salary, it were as
well that it had never been created at all. Elders may
labor, and visit, and pray, and admonish, though the
church be sadly deficient in zeal and benevolence; but
in the very nature of the case, if these be very deficient,
the deacons, being but the organs through which, in
part, these are exercised, are nearly useless. If, however,
these be correct views of the nature of this office, it is .
doubtless true that the election and setting apart of such
officers, even though the deficiency be very great in the spirit
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of active benevolence, may tend to awaken a deeper sense of
this deficiency, and so stir up to greater diligence and zeal,
and more importunate prayer, for a plentiful effusion of the
spirit. This is what we especially need, our first and greatest
want in this, as in every other aspect of the church’s work.

To this point, then, let the longing eyes of the church be
directed. For this let us all lift up our united earnest prayers.
Let us not rest in our wrestling with God till He grant us a
new baptism of the Spirit. An organization, however perfect,
if it have not life, is worthless ; or if that life be feeble, it can
accomplish little. You may have the machinery all perfect,
every wheel and lever in its proper place, and nicely adjusted,
but if the motive power be wanting, it is a worthless bauble.
Al the skill and labor spent on its elaborate works is thrown
away. That power in the church is the Holy Ghost. It is
when that Divine agent, dwelling in the hearts of His people,
kindles the feelings and desires that lead them to constitute
these organizations of His appointment, and when He then
infuses into them His own living vigor, that the Church of
Christ appears in her beauty and her power as His living body ;
and then will the world feel the full weight of her influence,
and acknowledge that God is in her of a truth ; and then, too,
as in primitive times, shall her converts be counted by
thousands. And when deaconships are ¢Aus instituted in our
churches, not merely as a form, to conform to the orders of
Presbyteries, or Synods, or even to & primitive model, but as
an earnest expression of the church’s desire to discharge, with
new zeal and self-denial, her much neglected charitable func-
tions, we may expect the same results as followed in Apostolic
times, when “the Word of God increased, and the number of
the disciples multiplied greatly, and a great company of the
Dreests were obedient to the truth.”
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ARTICLE II.
NATIONAL RIGHTEOUSNESS.

Christianity prescribes for citizenship, as well as for domestic
or industrial life, and its ethics should be taught in the
former department as freely as in either of the latter. To
convert the pulpit into an instrument of political agitation is
most certainly to invade its sacredness ; and they who do so,
seldom fail to reap in dxsappomtment the frults of their
indiscretion. But to make it the means of i mstructmg Christians
in the Christianity of their political relations, is simply to
accomplish one of the ends for which it was intended. The
same may be said of the religious press. The connection
between true religion and sound politics is very intimate.
The well-being of the oné is the well-being of the other ; the
corruption of the one is the corruption of the other; the decay
or the revival of the one is the decay or the revival of the
other; and it is therefore proper that the public mind, in its
political aspirations, should be brought under the influence of
those principles which alone can rectify political opinion.

The word politics suggests the idea of a civil community;
and a civil community suggests the idea of a civil government,
without which, in one form or another, no civil community
can poesibly subsist. Let us then inquire, first, what is the
design of civil government? It is very obvious that govern-
ment, a8 it now exists among men, was never intended for
innocent beings; for, if innocence, with the virtues which
necessarily spring from it, were still unimpaired, what would
be the use of prison-houses, with their bolts and bars, and all
that array of coercive force, without which the governments
of the earth are absolutely things of nought? Nay, what
the use of locks and keys, and all the other apparatus of
defence, by which we try to secure our dwellings from external
violence?! In a state of innocence, these things would be
worse than superfluous. There can be no doubt, that even
innocent men, living togetherin this world, would have required
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organization ; but their organization would have been suited
to their innocence, and altogether a different thing from that
which we now behold. These things must be taken into
account if we are to form a just conception of civil govern-
ment as we have it; and they go farther to modify our views
of it than at first sight we are apt to suppose. They tell us
that such a government is not essential to our social existence,
but superinduced upon it to meet a contingency ; that it was
made, not for the orderly, but for the disorderly; not for the
innocent, but for the guilty; not for the sinless, but for
the depraved. And hence its symbol is the sword—the
instrument of death—an instrument to be wielded, as the
defence of the peaceable from the violence of the unruly may,
in righteousness, require.

If this be the nafure of civil government, it will aid us
not 4 little in perceiving its design. That design is obviously
to mitigate the social miseries of man; to lay restraints upon
social outrage ; to secure to the industrious and well disposed,
the quiet possession of their life and property, and to afford,
at least, some degree of peaceful opportunity for the diffusion
of that restorative, by which alone the apostate children of
men can be brought back to the God that made them. This is
the Scriptural account of the matter; it is expressly written,
“the powers that be are ordained of God.” The civil ruler
““ig the minister of God to thee for good ;” and  whosoever
resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God.”

Now, although these passages do not teach that God has set
‘his seal to any one form of government; yet they do teach,
_ that civil government (whether in heathen or Christian lands,
and whether they be good or bad, perfect or imperfect men
by whom it is administered), is not a mere invention of man,
but a Divine institution; and that, being so, it ought to be
administered on the one hand, and obeyed on the other, in
accordance with those laws of eternal righteousness which
God has given to regulate our individual and social deportment.

These hints on the design of civil government may, in
some measure, prepare us for looking at the question, what
is required for the accomplishment of this design ¢
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And here, prior to the question, what kind of government
is in itself the best, there is another question, namely—what
kind of government is best suited to this or that community #
For the government which would prove a blessing to one
community might prove no blessing to another; and this, not
because it is bad in itself, but because by them it cannot be
appreciated. Hence the reason why God has neither pre-
scribed any one form of goverment, nor any one measure of
stringency, or relaxation, to be uniformly adhered to. These
are things which the purest patriotism is compelled to modify
according to circumstances; and were it to refuse to be
schooled by circumstances, it would soon find itself to be utterly
helpless. Hence the manifest folly of setting up a claim of
natural right to this or that form of government, or to
this or that amount of influence and control over the measures
of an existing government. That communities of men have
rights in relation to these things is beyond all question, and
rights, too, which are very sacred; but it is absurd to call
them natural. For civil government itself, which, as we have
seen, is just the government of the sword, that is, of law,
sustained by inviolable penalties, has not its seat in the consti-
tution of our nature. It belongs not to man as a Awman
being, but is made for man as a fallen being, whose depravity
is so aggressive, that he cannot live in groups or communities,
except under a system of positive and penal authority. Man,
in his original constitution, is essentially a moral agent. The
moral principle lies deeply imbedded in his nature. You are
sure, therefore, to find some form of this moral nature
wherever human beings are to be found. It is moral
obliquity, and not physical disability, therefore, that entails
upon man his manifold social and political miseries. ~And
hence without the moral sedative of a regenerated nature,
man can never have rest, whether personal, domestic, civic
or national, whatever may be the form of government under
which he exists; while with this he may enjoy quietness,
contentment and peace, under any form of government. As
depravity is the bane of human happiness, the antidote, and the
only antidote, is the power of true religion, working in the
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hearts of individuals, and so leavening the population as to
dispose them to recognize, first, the claims of the great Creator,
and then the claims of their fellow creatures. There is no
room for debating here, even among political men, who have
patience to examine the interior of our nature. No, it is &
settled point—a point established by all experience—that
where there is no piety to God, there can be no abiding
principle of justice or kindness to man. For although
ndividuals may be found who, in the conventional sense,
do justice and practice kindness, without being devout, yet
nations of men have always been found to be just and kind
only in so far as they were actuated by the fear of the Lord.
Baut, in order to serve its purpose in politics, the disposition to
social equity which piety generates and sustains, must be in
the high as well as in the low, and in the low as well as in the
high ; for, where there is not a moral harmony between rulers
and citizens, political harmony is out of the question. ‘“He
that ruleth over men must be just, ruling in the fear of the
Lord ;” but he that is 7uled among men must also be just,
obeying in the fear of the Lord. And the most plausible of
all the pretexts a ruler can have for short-coming in his duty
to those over whom he rules, is just the fact, when fact it is,
that they are coming short in their duty to the laws as admin-
istered by him.

8o much, then, for the pre-requisite ; and let us now inquire
where this pre-requisite is to be found ¢ It is not to be found
in fallen humanity, although human nature, as the creature
of God, ought to be its native home. Nor is it to be found in
the self-directed researches of moralists; for although they
have generally hit upon sound principles, and wrought these
principles into salutary precepts, yet their precepts are but
form without substance, or body without soul. Nor is it to
be found in the contrivances of statesmen, for their contriv-
ances, with few exceptions, are but the produce of a shifting
expediency; or, it may be, of nefarious design. In short, it is
nowhere to be found but in the religion of the Bible—in the
religion of Christ—in the Gospel, and in the religion of the
Bible taken up, as God has been pleased to lay it down—not
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merely a8 & system of dogmas, or of dry and rigid institutes,
compacted into national statute, and thus turned into a tool of
State-craft; but as an instrument of tuition, of sovereign
tuition, of internal tuition, of efficacious tuition, coming from
heaven, and wrounght by heaven into the hearts and lives of
men. This is the thing wanted, and the only thing wanted to
give health to the political constitution, by first giving health
to the moral constitution. This is the grand rectifier of man ;
first of man as an individual, and then of man in all the
relations which bind him to his fellow-man ; in his domestic
relations, in his relation of neighborhood, in his business
relations, in his civic relations, and in his relation to the
country, large or small, to which, in providence, he happens to
belong. Just let & man be a Christian, a genuine Christian, a
man imbued with the spirit of Jesus Christ, and if he be a
statesman, he will be a righteous statesman ; if he be a judge,
he will be a righteous judge; and if he be no more than a
private citizen, he will fill his place as a righteous citizen.

But let it never be forgotten that if Christianity is the
grand requisite in civil government,—its salt, its leaven, its
cement, its police in the heart, and its best defence,—it must
be pure, and it must be free.

1. It must be pure. The religion of Jesus Christ flows
directly from heaven. It is a well of living water, which God
has opened for dying men. And if it is to prove medicinal to
men in their hearts, or in their families, in their cities, or in
their nations, it must be drawn from its own fountain, and it
must be drunk as it is drawn. This is a very obvious rule. .It
is a thing self-evident. If we wish a medicine to cure our
bodies, we must take it as it is. And if we wish Christianity
to cure our minds, individual or collective, we must take it as
itie. There is, however, a fact which meets us here, and
which in the view of certain thinkers goes far to negative the
Christian remedy, although, in reality, it leaves the specific
and incomparable efficacy of this remedy altogether unaffected.
What is that fact? It is that, with few exceptions, civil
government has wrought as ill, or nearly as ill, under

Christianity as under heathenism. To some extent this is not
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to be denied. History declares it. And how ig this fact to be
accounted for! On a very plain principle. The medicine is
marred by poisonous admixture, or it is, to a very partial
extent, administered at all. Its name remains, but its specific
virtue has been extracted. The Christianity of European and
other nominally Christian countries has been corrupted;
corrupted in its doctrines, in its precepts, in its spirit, in its
institutes and administrations; and in this way has it been
made the palladium of the very evils, social and political, it
was sent from heaven to mitigate or purge away. The way in
which this has been brought about is easily described. The
corrupting process, although varied in its workings, yet steadily
converged towards one result—the interjecting, namely, of a
human authority between the conscience and its only Lord;
and this point being once secured, political bondage or politi-
cal corruption followed by a smooth and easy course.

These are points which are well understood by the abettors
of the great Oriental and Romish corruptions of Christianity,
and the kings who are in league with them. They have cor-
rupted “the glorious Gospel of the blessed God,” and they
nurse its corruptions, because they know full well that it is
not the thing itself, but these same corruptions hallowed by
its name, which can at all be made to favor their designs, or to
sustain their despotic tyranny. With them it is no secret that
the religion of Jesus Christ, taken just as it lies in its own
record, and infused into the hearts of the high and the low, is
just as unmistakably and forever the foe of oppression on the
one hand, as it is of anarchy and atheistic agrarianism on the
other. The spirit of that religion is opposed alike to the licen-
tiousness of rule and the licentiousness of liberty ; and so we
find that, in those countries where, in matters of religion, the
Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible, js most in
the ascendant, the machinery of civil government is always
found to work the most smoothly, the most equably, and the
most effectively for the commonweal.

2. But this is not all: Christianity must be free as well as
uncorrupted, in order to be the rectifier of national rnle and the
pillar and greund of civil and religious liberty ;. and by free, we
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mean delivered from the pay and patronage of governments. It
is to this pay and patronage chiefly, although not exclusively,
that the corruption already referred to is to be traced, and &
glance at its origin may help us to see this. At first men in
power attempted to drive Christianity from the earth, because
they saw that its progress would put an end to their misrule.
Baut soon finding that the sword could not slay it, they altered
their tactics, and took it into favor, luring its ministers into
their counsels, and spreading for them the banquet of royal
munificence. And why did they resort to so new an expe-
dient? Not that they might modify their politics to suit the
purity of the adopted faith; but that they might modify
the adopted faith to suit the impurity of their politics. That
such was the aim is but too evident, and.that it was the
result is absolutely certain. In this way Christians were
tanght to believe their religion has no intrinsic power either
to sustain or diffuse itself, and that it must either submit to be

* the pensioner of princes, or sink into decay. But if their pen-
sioner, then their servant—and a trusty servant the corrupted
form of Christianity has been—winking at their vices, palliat-
ing their crimes, helping them over many a difficulty, and
never failing to aid their devisings, whether in Popish or in
partially Protestant countries, as wicked occasion happened
to require. .

But this servitude is not the place for the religion of the
New Testament ; and till it is entirely set free, you need never
expect’ it to operate either as a liberator,: an enlightener, or as
a purifier of civil government. No! Christianity cannot be
a servant or a vassal. Christianity is,and must be, a sovereign
potentate, as far above the mandate of a prince as. above the
cavil of his meanest subject, who blasphemously takes its
name into polluted lips. It is descended from heaven, and
wherever you find it, the majesty of heaven is there. If it
comes in heaven’s own name, teaching the humble artizan to
“Jead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty,”
it comes speaking in the same tone, and propounding the same

law to the Ruler who rules over him. This is its commission
—its high commission. And that it may execute this commis-
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sion without restraint or qualification—that the voice which it
lifts up may be as equal as it is commanding, it must be left to
traverse the earth without the leading-strings of secular law,
power or patronage.

But, let these two things be found together—its purity and
its freedom—and you have it as a moral certainty that, in pro-
portion as Christianity makes its way—internal and hearty
way, through any nation under heaven—there is an end to
misrule, and there is the full development of civil and religious
liberty. It must be so, because it is impossible for men to
embrace Christianity, or to make it their own, in its spirit and
in its power, and yet continue to trample upon one another in
any of the relations of social life—whether those relations be
the various, domestic and private relations which God has
established in his providence amongst men, of husband
and wife, parent and child, master and servant—or whether
they be those public relations which God in his providence
has likewise established amongst men, of magistrates and
citizens, or of kings and subjects. Every one who has paid
the slightest attention to the New Testament, must know that
Christianity is, by the whole life and teachings of its Divine
author, a religion of brotherly love, and that it not only
enjoins this virtue, but selects it and sets it on high as the
grand test of character among its disciples. “Thou shalt’
love thy neighbor as thyselt.” “Do ye unto others as ye wounld
that they should do unto you.” “ We know that we have passed
from death unto life, because we love the brethren: he that
loveth not his brother abideth in death.” ¢ If a man shall say
I love God, and loveth not his brother, he is a liar: for he that
loveth not his brother whom he hath seen, how can he love
God whom he hath not seen #”

And what is brotherly lovet It is, in redundance, the very
thing needed for the life and the liberty of any community. It
is enough, and more than enough, to secure the rectitude of all
political administration. It is social beneficence built upon
social equity. And be it observed, that the Christian system
not only gives the precept of brotherly love, but it gives the
heart which embraces the precept. It is not a system of tuition
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merely, but a system of infusion, giving vitality to its precepts,
and working them out to their practical results in all who are
ander its power. Men may pervert the meaning of names—
and no name was ever perverted so much as the name Chris-
tian—but they cannot change the nature of things; and it is
in the nature of the wondrous thing, whose specific name is
Christianity, that if you diffuse it through the earth, then
“judgment shall dwell in the wilderness, and righteousness
remain in the fruitful field, and the work of righteousness shall
be peace, and the effect of righteousness, quietness and assur-
ance for ever.”

It was amidst the influences of a pure and free Christianity,
were bern and cradled our Colonial Independence, and the insti-
tutions to which it led. Our patriot forefathers were inspired
by high and lofty principles, such as a pure and free Christianity
always nurtures. When the Declaration of Independence was
adopted, there was such a depth of principle required among
those who signed it, as inade them ready to seal their attachment
to it with their blood. John Hauncock supposed that his con-
epicuous name might make him distinguished among those who
should perish on the scaffold ; and, in full view of such a possible
result, he and they pledged to each other their “lives, their
fortunes, and their sacred honor.” The sentiments of all those
men are well known, and the language eloquently attributed
to one of them, John Adams, will express their feelings of
patriotism founded on principle. “I see, I see clearly through
this day’s business. You and I, indeed, may rue it. We may
not live to the time when. this Declaration shall be made good.
We may die; die, colonists; die, slaves; die it may be igno-
miniously on the scaffold. Be it so—be it so. If it be the
pleasure of Heaven that my country shall require the poor
offerings of my life, the victim shall be ready at the appointed
hour of sacrifice, come when that hour may. But, whatever
may be our fate, be assured, be assured, that this Declaration
will stand. It may cost treasure, and it may cost blood, but it
will stand, and it will richly compensate us for both. Through
the thick gloom of the present, I see the brightness of the
fature, as the sun in heaven. My judgment approves of this

5
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measure, and my whole heart is in it. All that I have, and all
that I hope in this life, and all that I am, I am ready here to
stake on it; and, live or die, survive or perish, I am for the
Declaration.”

But, as it was in the spirit of a pure and free Christianity our
free institutions were born and cradled, so is it by this, and this
alone, they can be preserved and perpetuated. Eternal vigi-
lance in defence of all civil and constitutional rights, is the only
price with which liberty ean be bought; and that vigilance
itself can only be generated and sustained by Christian prin-
ciple generating Christian character, and sustaining Christian
fortitude and devotion to the public good.

The Gospel has already wrought a great change in the condi-
tion of the world; and when its influence shall be universal, all
nations will be made virtuous and blessed. The power of the
Christian religion, it is well known, has changed many of the
evil customs of the world. It has abolished many cruel super-
stitions, and banished many enormous crimes; it has cast down
the idols from their pedestals, and purified the temple of wor-
ship; it has mitigated the ferocity of war; it has made provi-
sion for the poor, and established hospitals for the sick ; it has
promoted civilization, refinement, learning, charity, and every
thing that tends to enlarge the mind and ennoble the character.

Nor is there any other hope for the world. God is wiser than
man. Infinite benevolence and wisdom have devised and dis-
closed the way of human improvement. The rational offspring
of God must be assimilated to their Creator. Intelligent and
moral agents must be enlightened by the truth, and persuaded
to choose the right and to practice holiness. The perfect laws
of the universe must be obeyed, or happiness will take its flight
from the earth. Other hopes will fail. The fine-woven theo-
ries of perfectibility, not associated with religion, will prove but
webs of gossamer. Even in our own country, the boasted
intelligence of the people, if unallied to goodness, will be found
inadequate to the security of the public welfare. If we stand
before God as his enemies, with the stain of national crimes
unavenged and tolerated, he will punish us. We shall have,
like other nations, our retribution upon the earth. Nor are
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the instruments of punishment difficult to be found. The angel
of the pestilence may breathe upon us. The tempests may
spread desolation. Our fields may be reddened with blood,
Should we be ripe for ruin, God cannot fail to find instruments
for our destruction.

Noj; it is not by the wisdom of statesmen and legislators ; it
is not by civil institutions, by the checks and balances of the
powers of government, by laws and courts, by armies and
navies, that the peace, and order, and happiness of mankind
can be secured, and crime and suffering banished from the
world. By these the flame may be smothered for a while, but
it will again burst out. These expedients have been tried, and
what has been the result? The history of mankind iz but the
history of crime and misery. It is the history of cruel super-
stitions and debasing idolatries. It is the history of pride,envy,
malignity, and ferocious ambition. It is the history of per-
petunal wars, by which fields have been ravaged, cities plundered
and burnt, and countless millions of infuriated men swept from
the earth. It is the history of crimes and iniquities of every
hue; of inhuman oppressions and fiend-like tortures; of secret
assassinations, and of more open and what are called honorable
murders; of frauds, thefts and robberies; of secret slanders,
bitter revilings, and savage contests; of headlong gaming, be-
sotting intemperance, profligate indulgence, and heaven-daring
blasphemy. Make a true survey of the past history and the
present condition of mankind, including our own favored
country, and then say, whether there is any remedy for the
miseries of the world but in the pure gospel of the Son of God?¢

It may be inferred from these considerations, that we are
bound by every principle of patriotism, as well as of piety, to
assist, to the utmost of our power and ability, to spread a pure
Gospel through the length and breadth of our land.

Secure this and we secure every thing. And failing to
secure this, all other reliances are vain. This is the true and
only panacea for all social and moral ills—the only palladium
of all social and political blessings—and the only guarantee for
honesty, industry and prosperity. So thought that eminent

statesnan and patriot, Patrick Henry, who left in his will the
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following passage:—*I have now disposed of all my property
to my family ; there is one thing more I wish I could give
them, and that is the Christian religion. If they had that, and
I had not given them one shilling, they would be rich; and if
they have not that, and I had given them all the world, they
would be poor.”

ARTICLE III.

A DISCUSSION OF SOME OF THE CHANGES PROPOSED
BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN
THEIR REVISED BOOK OF DISCIPLINE.*

The General Assembly of 1857 appointed Drs. Thornwell,
James Hoge, R. J. Breckinridge, E. P. Swift, A. T. McGill
and Charles Hodge, with Judges Sharswood, Allen and
Leavitt, a Committee to revise the Book of Discipline. This
Committee met in Philadelphia in August, 1858, Messrs.
Leavitt and Allen being absent, and performed their task,
devoting to it four or five days’ labor. The result has for
some months been published to the churches in the newspa-
pers; and the time is fast approaching when the Presbyteries
will appoint the Commissioners to that Assembly which must
pass upon the proposed changes. Meantime they have evoked
little discussion, and that of a fragmentary character; with the
the cxception of an article defending the most of the pro-
fessed amendments, in the October number of the Princeton
Review. This essay seems purposely to reveal its author as

* Notwithstanding the relations of this Review to the Chairman of the Assem-
bly’s Committee, and also Draughtsman of their Report; and notwithstanding our
entire concurtence in the amendments they have proposed, with perhape a single
exception, we have, with his hearty and cordial consent, cheerfully given place
to this article: being moved thereto, both by our respect for the author, by our
love for free discussion, and by our sense of the great importance of the subject
discussed.—Ebs. 8. P. Revizw.
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the respected editor of that Quarterly, Dr. Hodge, to whom
we therefore take the liberty of referring. While our rules of .
discipline are not of as fundamental importance as our Confes-
sion, or even as our Book of Government, they greatly con-
cern the comfort and rights of Presbyterians, and the peace
of the Church. More than this—principles will be seen to
be involved in this discussion which touch the fundamentals of
our theory of the church. By thoughtlessly adopting legisla-
tive details, which are out of harmony with our theory, we
greatly endanger the theory itself; we shall gradually under-
mine it. This must be our justification for feeling, as humble
members of that Church, anxious that the thorough examina-
tion of the Revised Book shall be made, so as not to allow the
subject “to go by default” in the approaching Assembly.
After waiting for more experienced hands to undertake this
discussion, until it will soon be too late, we now venture to
occupy the attention of our brethren, with much diffidence
and respect. As Presbyterians, we consider that no apology
can, in any case, be necessary for the exercise of that right of
free but courteous discussion which belongs to the humblest,
as well as the first among us, touching every subject of
ecclesiastical concernment propounded to our suffrages. We-
doubt not that all the members of the Assembly’s Com-
mittee would themselves be the last to wish this right of
opposing their own report curtailed. We wish also to ex-
press, once for all, our high respect not only for the persons and
characters of those distinguished brethren, but also for their
opinions. When, indeed, we. conceive of the reader as run-
ning his eye over the list of venerated and precious names
which we have just recited, we cannot but feel that he may
naturally conclude from that glance alone, that the objections
urged against their work must be ungrounded, and inquire:
“Who is this that arrays himself against such odds?’ We
are, indeed, in the account of literature and of fame, in com-
parison, as nobodies; and it has caused a genuine diffidence
to find ourselves differing from such guides. But we remem-
berthat we write for Presbyterians—a people least of all addict:
tn verba wllius magistri jurare—and that views maturely
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considered, and honestly offered from love to the church and
a sense of duty, are entitled to a fair hearing. For our remarks
we agk no more. If any, or all of them, are ungrounded, let
them remain without influence.

We shall take up those amendments upon which we wish
to remark, in the natural order in which they occur, as we
proceed from chapter to chapter. We have only to request of
those who may take the trouble to read these lines, that each
case may be weighed upon its own merits; and that, if ob-
jections advanced agairst some of the proposed changes
should seem to them insufficient, or even feeble, this may
not prejudice the conclusion concerning other points. On a
subject so extensive, great brevity cannot be promised; but
it is promised that brevity shall be studied as far as is con-
sistent with thoroughness.

Let the general objection, then, be considered, which lies
against the changing of statute law wherever the change is not
unavoidable. Language is naturally an imperfect vehicle
of meaning; its ambiguities usually pass wndiscovered, be-
cause no keen and contending interests test its possible or
probable meanings. One may frame sentences which seem
to him perfectly perspicuous; but no human wisdom can
foresee the varying, yet plausible constructions which the
language may be made to bear. The fact that ambiguities
cannot now be pointed out in the new phrases of the Revised
Discipline, is nothing. No human skill in writing can avoid
them, or foresee what they will be. Nothing but the touch-
stones of particular cases, as they arise, can reveal them.
Hence the old statutes are better, because their language
has already been tested by the adjudication of a multitude of
varying cases under them, and fixed by established precedents.
So that the old might be'intrinsically worse than the new, and
yet it might be most impolitic to exchange it. By altering
our Book, we at once lose all the advantages resulting from
all the litigation upon the articles amended, from the founda-
tion of our government. We have just begun to enjoy the
advantages of a good digest of the Assembly’s precedents,
fixing the meaning and extent of law, in the work of Mr.
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Baird. How large a part of this will now be superseded and
useless? It is not that we begrudge the loss of the mere labor
expended in compiling and printing this useful work; this,
relatively to the church at large, is a trifle. But we lose the
knowledge and usage, the costly result of seventy years’
history and contest. Does any one dreamn that all these uncer-
tainties will not have to be gone over again, before the
intent of the new statutes is “ ascertained” (to use the legal
phrase), by a long series of adjudications? How much uncer-
tainty, how many judicial contests, how much confusion of
right, and how much distress, must be witnessed, before the
Revised Book shall have reached that comfortable degree
of established certainty which was acquired by the old ¢
The ambiguities of the old have indeed been asserted as
a reason for revision ; and it has been said that it is in some
parts so faulty as to make church courts forever liable to un-
certainties of construction. But this uncertainty, which is
usually witnessed in the General Assembly, is due rather to
the constitution of the court, to its unwieldy size and popular
character, to the inexperience of its members in judicial
processes, and to inattention, than to any peculiar vice in the
language of our statutes. If our brethren think to eradicate
these vexatious and ludicrous confusions from that large body,
by making new statutes, we forewarn them that “ Leviathan
is not so tamed.” Take the oft mooted point, as to who are
“the original parties” in an appeal ; which is most frequently
cited in evidence of the imperfection of our present Discipline ;
it would seem that ‘the original parties” can be no others
than the parties to the case at its origin. The fact that so
simple a matter has made so much trouble, reveals plainly
- enough the hopelessness of evading the annoyance, by making
statutes new, and for that very reason, of less ascertained
meaning. No sooner will these new laws be inaugurated, than
the rise of litigated points will reveal in them ambiguities to
which we were all blind before, including their very authors;
bat which, when once raised, will appear as obvious to us all,
as was the way of making an egg stand upright on its little end
to the Spanish Sevans, after Columbus had shown them how to
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flatten the shell. Seeing, then, that our present Discipline
causes to no one any grievous wrong, it would be better for
us, on this general ground, to ¢ let well enough alone.”

It has been said that the Presbyterian is a conservative
Church. Mankind often give very inconsistent manifesta-
tions of their professed principles. The past year, we have
seen the conservatism of this great church thrown into quite
a hubbub, by the proposal to correct a ridiculous typographi-
cal blunder on one page of its Hymn Book! But now it
seems as though it were ready to commit itself, almost without
inquiry, to a sweeping change of an important branch of its
constitution. Is not this somewhat akin to straining out
the gnat, that we may swallow the camel ¢’

Chap. I. § 3. 4. The first departure of moment from the
language of the old Book, is in the definition of what consti-
tutes a disciplinable offence. The reader is requested to com-
pare the new with the old. The tenor of the old makes the
Bible the statute book of our courts, in judging the morals of
all our people. See chap.I. §3. 4. In the Revised Disci-
pline, it is proposed to speak as follows :

§ 2. “ An offence, the proper object of discipline, is any-
thing in the faith or practice of a professed believer which
is contrary to the word of God; the Confession of Faith, and
the Larger and Shorter Catechlsms of the Westminster Assem-
bly, being accepted by the Presbyterian Church in the United
States of America as standard expositions of the teachings of
Scripture in relation both to faith and practice.”

“ Nothing, therefore, ought to be considered by any judi-
catory ag an offence, or admitted as matter of accusation, which
cannot be proved to be such from Scripture, or from the
regulations and practice of the church formed on Scripture,
and which does not involve those evils which discipline is
intended to prevent.”

The latter paragraph is copied by the Committee, without
change, from the old Book. The two changes here proposed
are to teach that nobody can commit a disciplinable offence
except  professed believers,” instead of including all
¢ church members;” and to introduce the Westminster Stan-
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dards as the rule and measure by which discipline shall be
administered. Of the former change, more anon. To the
latter we object, in the first place, that here is one of the
cases of mischievous ambiguity which were predicted as likely
to attach to any new phraseology. Let this chapter become
the law of the church, and we fear that we shall be ever
debating whether it means that any act may be a disciplin-
able offence which is reprobated by either the Scriptures
or the Westminster Standards; or that the prohibition of both
these must concur to make an offence. The latter meaning
would, of course, confine the possible range of disciplinable
offences within the things prohibited in our Standards. And
this is clearly the meaning attached to the whole chapter by
the Princeton Review. Surely if anybody should know what
the Committee mean, this author, himself a most able, diligent
and influential member, should! He says, pp. 695-696:—
“ Among us, a8 Presbyterians, nothing can be regarded as an
offence which is not contrary to the Westminster Confession of
Faith or Catechisms.” * * * * <« 'We have agreed to abide
by our own Standards in the administration of discipline.
Outside of that rule, so far as our church standing is concerned,
we may think and act as we please.” But when the church
court comes to interpret this Revised Discipline in the light of
its own language alone, it will probably remain in great doubt
whether § 2 means what the Princeton Review says it does;
or whether it only means that the manner in which our
Standards interpret and apply the prohibitory precepts of
Scripture, is to be the model and exemplar by which the judi-
catory ought to interpret similar parts of Scripture. And the
paragraph then appended, standing, as it does in the very
words of the old book, which is allowed to teach the opposite
sense to that of the Princeton Review, will greatly aggravate
this doubt. According to that paragraph, an offence to be
disciplinable must, in the first place, involve those evils which
discipline is intended to prevent; and then it must also
contravene Scripture, or the regulations and practice of the
church founded thereon. (The conjunction is disjunctive.)
May not the Revised Discipline be understood to mean, with
6
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the old one, that an offence which contravenes either Seripture
or the Standards may be disciplinable ?

But let us suppose the Princeton Review is right, and that
the Revised Discipline means to teach, that nothing shall
be a disciplinable offence except what can be proved to be
such out of the Westminster Standards. Then we object,
secondly, that those Standards do not profess to be exhaustive
in their enumeration of disciplinable offences. The circum-
stances of mankind vary so infinitely, that if a statute book
were to enumerate, specifically, all the offences which will arise
in all time, * the world would not hold the books which should
be written.” A complete moral code-must therefore speak on
this other plan; it must, within moderate compass, fix such
general principles, and so illustrate and define them in con-
crete cases, that all possible forms of duty or sin may be
defined therefrom, ¢ by good and necessary consequence.” This
is what the Bible has done. But this requires infinite wisdom, -
which the Westminster Divines never claimed. Shall we
accept the following consequence : that if perchance these fal-
lible men forgot to enumerate (and they themselves not profess-
ing to make a complete enumeration, they were incapable of
such an absurdity), some wicked act, which yet God’s Word,
the acknowledged rule of life to Protestants, clearly describes
as such an offence as may be disciplined—therefore, forsooth, the
ginner may commit this act as often as he pleases, and retain
his church standing, unwhipt of justice! For instance: the
Larger Catechism (the most comprehensive) does not condemn
spirit rapping, nor lotteries, nor duelling—three prevalent
abominations condemned by God in principle, and most obvi-
ously disciplinable. Is it answered that these may be con-
demned out of the Westminster Standards by inference? We
rejoin, the expounder of the Revised Discipline in the Prince-
ton Review has no right to resort to inferential interpretations
of the Standards. He has objected to just such applications of
the Word of God; and we think all will agree with us, that if
our church franchises are to be suspended on the inferences and
interpretations of a judicatory, we would at least as willingly
have the blessed Scriptures for the text as the imperfect writ-
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ings of fallible men. When the glorious assembly of 1845
saved the Church, and probably the Union, by refusing to
make slaveholding a bar to communion, did it ground its de-
cision on the pettifogging plea that slaveholding was not men-
tioned as a specific “offence” in the Standards? Indeed, no!
How would its decree have been shorn of its moral strength
and glory, if it had done so? It recurred at once to the solid
rock, by saying: Z%e Worp or Gop does not make slaveholding
“an gffence ;” therefore cannot we. May God forbid that any
thing shall ever be the Statute Book of Presbyterian Church
Courts, as to Christian morals, except the Holy Bible.

This leads to the third remark, that there is obvious ground
of distinction between adopting a human composition concern-
ing theological opinions as the test of official stafws and privi-
lege, and making 8 human composition concerning Christian
ethics the test of church membership. This, for three reasons.
The ethical precepts of God’s Word are vastly less subject to
varying and doubtful construction than the doctrinal state-
ments. The theological system may be represented with sub-
stantial completeness, or at least in a manner perfectly char-
acteristic and discriminative, in a limited set of propositions;
whereas the forms of moral action are endlessly diversified.
And last: when we require our deacons and presbyters to stand
or fall officially by a doctrinal composition of human authority,
we do not call in question a personal franchise which is inalien-
able to the Christian, but only a privilege which the Church
confers. It is the Christian right of the credible believer to
enjoy the Church communion; it is not a 7¢gA¢ of any believer
to serve the brotherhood in office when the brotherhood do
not want him in office. So that it may be very proper for us
to take a human composition as the doctrinal test of qualifica-
tion for office, while yet we take only God’s own precepts as
the statute book of Christian ethics.

The main objection against all this ig, that then no one
would be certain what he had to count upon, because of the
contradictory opinions of Christians concerning the ethical
teachings of the Bible. It is said some Christians think

slaveholding, some wine-drinking, a malwm per se. The obvi-
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ous reply is, that no institution administered by imperfect
man will ever be perfect in its workings. Let us adopt that
system which makes the possible imperfections fewest and
least mischievous. And this will be to retain the Bible as
our Statute Book in ethical matters. For, as has been said,
its ethical precepts are so perspicuous, that the serious differ-
ences of interpretation are rare. 'The Standards of the Church,
and the General Assembly, may properly, as they have done,
fix these disputed points from time to time: (a function very
different from taking the place of the Bible as a complete
ethical code for judicatories.) And surely, if the Bible is not
a book perspicuous enough to protect the Christian from judi-
cial wrong, when he has three higher courts above the first,
to which he may appeal for protection, it can scarcely be
claimed as a sufficient rule of life for the simplest child of God.

Chapter 1, § 6.—The Revised Discipline proposes to change
the propositions which here assert that all baptised persons
“are members of the church,” are ¢ subject to its government
and discipline,” and when adult are “bound to perform all
the duties of church members,” in the following respects. For
the first proposition it substitutes the words: ‘“are under its
government and training.” At the end of the paragraph it
proposes to add the following:—*Only those, however, who
have made a profession of faith in Christ are proper sabjects
of judicial prosecution.” This change wasforeshadowed in the
alteration of sec. 3.

We cannot but regard it as both unnecessary and unfortunate.
The doctrine of the Bible is, that the object of God in institating
the marriage of saints is “to seek a godly seed,” (Malachi 2:
18,) that God has therefore included and sanctified the family
institution of saints within the church institution, that school
of Christ; promising to be “a God to us and to our seed,”
(Gen. 17: 7;) that therefore the initiatory sacrament should
be administered to the children of saints as well as to them-
selves (Gen. 17: 12—Matt. 28: 19); and that though these
unconverted children are excluded from certain privileges of
the church to which faith is essential, first by their lack of
understanding, and next by their own voluntary impenitency,
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yet they are as truly and as properly the objects of the moral
teaching and government (dudaoxairia, disciplina) of this
spiritual school, as the saints themselves, until they wickedly
repudiate their church covenant. For both the Scriptures and
experience teach, that the children of the saints are the main
hope of the Christian cause, and that youth is the time to train
and form the soul ; so that if the church excluded the children
of saints from its discipline, it would be manifestly recreant
to its great end and object; which is, to propagate the know-
ledge and service of God in the earth. This has ever been the
theory of the church universal, with the painful exception of
Anabaptists and Immersionists. To this theory the language
of the old Discipline is, to say the least, sufficiently faithful.
Why then soften it, when by so doing we give a pretext to
these adversaries to glory, as though we found our theory un-
tenable, and were receding from it? Boasts and taunts have
already been provoked by this proposed change, which are not
only painful, (for this is a trifle,) but most injurious to God’s
truth.

Indeed, it cannot be denied that a desire to soften the old
and time-honored phraseology is a significant indication of our
departure from the practice of our system. The Presbyterian
Church has, alas! come far short of its duty to impenitent
baptized persons, in neglecting the pastoral and sessional over-
sight of their demeanor, faithful private admonition, Bible class
and catechetical instruction, and the righteous purging out of
the membership by discipline, of those who show a persistent
intention to repudiate their parents’ covenant with God, either
by continued unbelief or by overt immoralities. But if we find
ourselves recreant to our Scriptural theory in our conduct, shall
we, therefore, degrade our theory so as to make it tally with
our sinful practice? or, shall we not rather, as men that fear
God, raise our practice to our theory?

We see no advantage, but only disadvantage, in the substi-
tation of the word training for discipline. “Though both
terms have in some respects the same import, we are particu-
larly attached to the latter in this connexion, because of its

immemorial use; and especially because it is more compre-
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hensive, embracing all that instruction, guidance, care, advice,
counsels, admonition, restraint, reproof and encouragement,
which should be given, as the case may demand, to all who
are members of the church and under its care—whether com-
municants or non-communicants, We prefer it, moreover,
because it is more expressive of the Apostolic commission: ‘Go
ye, therefore, and teach (disciple) all nations.” Now, the
church is a school where the disciple is instructed in the les-
sons there taught.” These words of another we can cordially
adopt, as expressing just views.

Farther: if weroundly assert, as even the Revised Discipline
does, that “all baptized persons are members of the church,”
we see little consistency in then exempting a large class of
them from its government. Isit intended to be taught that
whenever a baptized person, arriving at years of understand-
ing, fails to believe, repent and commune, he is by his own
act excommunicated ¢ Surely not; for then all baptized per-
sons would not be members of the church, as the Revised Dis-
cipline asserts ; there would be a large class of baptized persons
not church members. The article, to be consistent, should
have said : “all baptized infants are church members.” Now,
what kind of citizenship is that which does not place the citi-
zen under the government of that commonwealth of which he
is citizen ! We cannot understand it. The General Assembly
of 1856 did itself say, in answer to an overture, that the rela-
tion of impenitent baptized persons to the church is that of
minors to & commonwealth. The state of a minor is in general
this; that while he is debarred, by reason of some remaining
personal disqualifications, from certain of the higher privileges
of the citizens, he enjoys the protection and other advantages
of the commonwealth, and, if sane, is subject to its laws and
penalties in the main as the other citizens are. A minor may
not steal, nor commit arson, nor stab, nor murder ; and if he
does, although he has not been allowed to vote, to sit in juries,
and to hold office, he will be tried and punished. If, then, the
Assembly adopts this Revised Discipline, it should retract its
definition of 1856 ; but the truth and good sense which arve in
it no General Assembly has power to retract. The member-
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ship of baptized persons, if once granted, is forever inconsistent
with their formal exemption from discipline.

Again, if this doctrine is adopted, onr Standards will be, in
the opinions of the great majority, out of joint at another
place. The Book of Government, (Chap. XV. § 4,) excludes
every person from voting for pastor “who refuses to submit
to the censures of the church, regularly administered; or who
does not contribute his just proportion, according to his own
engagements, or the rules of that congregation, to its necessary
expenses.” The more common opinion is, that in these words
the Book intends to describe what non-communing, baptized
persons may vote ; for it is plausibly urged, if none such may
vote, why does the Book use a periphrasis? Why does it not
cut the matter short by saying:—“In this election only com-
municants may vote ¥ Now, if this is correct (a point which
we may not here decide) the Book clearly contemplates some
baptized non-communicants (old enough, too, to pay and vote),
who are yet submissive to church censures. Are these church
censures inflicted without “judicial prosecution ¢’ Hardly, for
then it conld not very well be said that they are “regularly
administered.”

The closing words of this chapter in the Revised Discipline say
that no one, except professed believers, is “subject of judicial
prosecution.” It has been remarked, that these words need
not be objected to, “because a case is never heard of in which
a baptized impenitent person is subjected to such prosecution.”
‘We are by no means ready to make the admission. Even on
the ground asserted in excuse of the proposition, it is liable to
the objection, that it decides more and broader principles than
the case requires—a fault which every intelligent judge would
reprobate in secular laws. But we are by no means sure that
the church always does right, in so totally disusing this power
of judicial citation over impenitent persons. The most plau-
sible theory on which our present policy can be excused, of
leaving the impenitent baptized persons of the church so “at
looee ends,” would be this; that when a baptized child reaches
and passes the years of moral responsibility, refusing to believe
and repent, he is by this sin of unbelief virtually self~suspended
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from sealing ordinances. But he is still under the guardian-
ship and teaching of the church, and under its pastoral over-
sight. Now, we ask, may not a suspended member be cited and
tried for a subsequent offence ¢ May he not be excommunicated
for a subsequent offence? Do we not give him a letter of dis-
mission a8 a member suspended, to the care of another church
when he emigrates? And this leads us to remark, that a legiti-
mate and beneficial use of this power of citation over non-
communicants may easily be imagined. Let us suppose a
church in which the Bible theory of «the School of Christ”
was not so deplorably neglected as it usually is, in which the
baptized children were practically considered by pastor and
session a part of their sacred charge, their jurisdiction; where
the children, after due instruction in their tender years, re-
received pastoral admonition as they came to years of under-
standing, that they were now ‘“bound to perform all the duties
of church members,” to repent, believe, give Christ their hearts,
and thus remember Him at his table; where this first admo-
nition was followed up with occasional faithful and tender
remonstrances upon their continued irreligion, reminding them
again and again of the voluntary nature and sinfulness of their
unbelief. Many of these lambs of the flock, we may be sure,
would early give their hearts to the Saviour. These become
members in full communion. Many others would continue
some time impenitent, but regular in their Christian morals,
habitual frequenters of church ordinances, and in the main,
docile and respecttul towards Christianity, so far as natural
temper went. These would properly be retained as the citizens
in their minority in the Christian commonwealth, still precluded
from the full franchises, but enjoying (we say enjoying, for
would they not themselves esteem them privilegesf) the public
and private admonitions of the presbyters. But a few would
practically repudiate their Christian birth-right and cast scorn
upon it, by profanely deserting God’s house, word and Sabbaths,
or by contemptuous repulses of pastoral instruction and love,
or by overt and deliberate crimes. Now, ‘what are these? Are
they still church members? If it is said, no! we ask, by what
process did they cease to be such? Formally, they are still
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members; but why sleeps the rod of discipline, which ought
to be wielded to cleanse God’s house of pollution and scandal #
Shall Immersionists point at these blots, these “spots in our
feasts of charity,” and say that this is the inevitable result of
infant charch membership? We reply, that the appropriateé
solution of these cases ought to be in the exercise of that
¢judicial prosecution” which the Revised Discipline proposes to
exclude. Instead of suffering them to fall by neglect into a
virtual excommunication, which yet is not a formal and regu-
lar one, (a treatment of the case of all others most dishonorable
to the church, and dangerous to the misguided souls themselves,)
let them be cited by the session. “They would probably con-
temn the summons?”’ Well, let them do so; let the citation be
repeated, and let them be formally excommaunicated for eontu-
macy. Thus the church is rid of the scandal of their
membership in the only consistent way, and her final testi-
mony is borne against their sin. This, let us say, would be
agreeable to the usages of the primitive church, which
subjected eatechumens to her discipline, a¢ well as communi-
cants. If it be urged that men, professedly impenitent, would
usually scorn the whole process, and that, therefore, the pro-
cess would be improper, inasmuch as discipline owes so much
of its value to the support of the moral approbation of society,
we rejoin by asking, how the sentiment of Christian society has
become so lax and unsound on this point? Is it not through
this very neglect of pastoral discipline? We repeat with em-
phasis ; let us not attempt to plead a state of things produced
by our own sin a8 our justification. Let us rather reform.
But in fact this discipline, if righteously administered, would
even now be far from contemptible in the eyes of many bap-
tized unbeliever, for they often value their church privileges
highly.

When it is said that none are “proper subjects of judicial
Pprosecution, except those who have made a profession of faith
in Christ,” the idea obviously involved is this: that it is unrea-
sonsble to exercise a church government over a man, to which
be has not given his own voluntary assent. This squints far
too much towards the Independent idea, that the church is a

7
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voluntary society. If the act of the parents, in bringing the
child under the covenant of baptism, cannot properly place him
-under church jurisdiction, except it be confirmed by the child’s
own assent, why should they perform it in his infancy at all?
Let the baptismal covenant be something, or nothing. If it is
any thing at all, how can it effect less than we have attributed
to it? As to the necessity of a personal and voluntary consent
to constitute any one a subject of church government, we re-
mark, that our theory does no baptized person wrong; because
God has not given to any human soul the right to choose
whether he will belong to His visible kingdom or not. To
decide that he shall, in advance of his own assent, robs the child
of no privilege; for it is no privilege of a rational and moral
soul to be a subject of Satan, and heir of damnation ; which is
usually the only other alternative to a visible church member-
ship. Church government is as much an “ordinance of God”
for man as civil government. As our sons are born citizens
and subjects of civil conmonwealths, whether they choose it or
not, (and not constituted subjects by their free assent,) so are
the children of the people of God baptized into His common-
wealth ; they are citizens by His ordination.

There is, therefore, no consistent stopping place for us,
between treating all baptized persons as bona jide members of
the visible church, until their membership is legally severed,
and accepting the Anabaptist theory of the church. We must
either go the whole length, or give up our principles. For
these reasons we greatly prefer the old phraseology to the
new, and deprecate the adoption of the latter, as committing
us to grave error, and as placing our Discipline in formal
opposition to our creed.

Chapters II, III, IV. These chapters of our present book
are, in the Revised Discipline, somewhat transposed and con-
densed. The changes in principle are slight, and either unob-
jectionable, or positively commendable; and something is per-
haps gained in perspicuity and naturalness of order. But here
we must make one objection. The fourth chapter (of actnal
process) in the Revised Discipline, concludes the first section,
which in other respects is equivalent in substance to Chap. IV.
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§ 5, of the present book, with these words: ¢ At the second
meeting of the judicatory, the accused shall plead, in writing, to
the charges ; and if he fail to do so, at the third meeting of the
judicatory they shall be taken as confessed, provided he has
been duly cited.” The reader is left in doubt of the meaning
of this provision, and of the kind of case it is intended to meet.
Does the first member of the sentence mean that the accused,
after being duly cited to appear in person, and after enjoying
his “ten free days,” may still remain absent, and answer only
in writing? How, then, is the trial to proceed at this second
meeting, as it ought in due course? Or does it mean only,
that being personally present, he is to answer “guilty,” or
“not guilty,” on paper, instead of uttering his answer in the
open court with his lips, while the clerk records it? Again;
what is the sort of case covered by the second member of the
sentence? If it is meant for the case of a man who obeys the
citation, who is bodily present in the judicatory, and who yet
will not open his lips to say either “guilty” or “not guilty,”
we presume this is a case which will never occur. The man
who intended to be thus stubborn would very surely refuse to
come at all. We can hardly suppose that the Committee
mean this provision for the case of the man who, when ‘cited,
refuses to attend; for not only is that case distinctly provided
for elsewhere, but it is to be dealt with differently. The
offence charged, says the Revised Discipline ghall, in this case,
not be taken as confessed,” but shall be examined in the
absence of the contumacious accused, the court appointing
some one to represent him. See sec. 4. In such a work as
this, the smallest uncertainty is an important blemish, for no
one knows how much confusion it may cause.

Chap. V.—Of Process against a Minister. The only altera-
tions proposed by the Revised Discipline in this chapter, are of
secondary moment. To the 5th section, which provides for
placing a minister on his trial at the charge of a personal
accuser, or of a persistent common fame, the Committee pro-
pose to add the following words: ‘Nevertheless, each Church
Court has the inherent power to demand and receive satisfac-
tory explanations from any of its members concerning any
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matters of evil report.” The manner of asserting this power
appears at least incautious. It is provided in the present Dis-
cipline that where a common fame does not possess the perma-
nency and probability which would make it proper ground of
process, the person aggrieved by it may, of his own motion, go
before his appropriate judicatory, and demand a judicial inves-
tigation, which the court is in such case bound to grant. Now,
if it were said that the brethren of a& minister, when they
believe his character to be suffering under such a common
fame, and he still appears unconscious or indifferent to the
injury done his reputation, should have leave to advise him to
avail himself voluntarily of an explanation, or of the examina-
tion above described, we could heartily approve. And such
advice might, in a strong case, be enforced by reminding the
minister under evil report how the rumors, if neglected,
might gather such strength as would oblige his brethren to
open an actual process against him on common fame. But
farther than advice no judicatory should be allowed to go,
without those regular forms of judicial process which are so
necessary to the protection of equal rights. The sentence under
remark, as it now stands, would seem to give a judicatory
power to compel a brother, (who should be held innocent till
he is proved guilty, but who is suffering under the infliction of
evil tongues,) to take his place in the Confessional against his
own consent. Suppose the suffering brother should say that
he, in that discretion which the constitution gives him, hag
judged it best to let the vile tattle die of its own insignificance
and falsity, without notice; or that the nature of the case is
such that explanation would be mortifying or indelicate, while
yet no guilt attaches to it; or that the very act of placing him
on the stool of confession, and thus singling him out from all
the brethren, (to whose innocency his own is in point of law
exactly equal, (is an infliction on his good name and feelings;
and' that he therefore regards this explanation which is
“demanded” of him as a grievance and a guast penalty? The
plain doctrine of liberty and equal rights is this: that no ruling
power shall have leave to impose on any one of its subjects,
any thing which is of the nature of a discriminating infliction,
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which is not equally imposed at all times on all the subjects
until he is proved to be deserving of the infliction by a convic-
tion duly reached by course of law. We may not do any pain
whatever to one member of a judicatory, which is not equally
done at the same time toall the members, unless he consents,
or unless he is proved to deserve it, by being confronted with
his witnesses. It is tyranny. No court should be allowed to
proceed further in this matter than advice. The annual in-
quiry held by the Methodist Conferences, in ‘“passing the
character” of members, is far less odious than this provision
may become ; because that inquiry is held as to all the brethren
alike. In fine; the provision proposed by the Committee is
new; let us beware: for we do not know how it may work,
until we learn by an experience, which may be a bitter one.
The next objectionable change proposed by the Committee
is the total omission of section 9th, which now provides, that
when a minister is under actual process, the judicatory may
have discretion to suspend his privilege of acting as a presby-
ter and member in all matters in which his own rights as a
defendant are not concerned, until his acquittal. The Com-
mittee should not have expunged this section unless they
meant to take away this discretion absolutely, for the silence of
the Statute Book can never, with safety, be allowed to convey
any diagretion to the ruling bodies, as to the rights of the ruled.
Here, at least, the principle of strict construction must be
upheld by any one not almost insanely reckless. The ruler
must claim no powers except those expressly granted, or
necessarily implied in the law by which he rules; all other
powers must be regarded as intentionally reserved from, and
denied to him. Otherwise, what safety would individuals find
in oonstitutions and laws? We must therefore understand that
by suppressing this 9th section, the Committee mean positively
to deprive judicatories of this discretionary power. "Why, then,
did they not suppress the parallel enactment, in Chap. IV. §
13, (old book § 18,) in which discretionary power is granted to
take away from the layman, or ruling elder, the right of com-
muning while under process? Why this partiality? It is
invidious. If the probable guilt of a layman or elder makes
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it improper, in some cases, to allow him to approach the Lord’s
Supper for a time, lest perhaps it be found afterwards that he
hath profaned it; does not the probable truth of some shame-
ful or atrocious charge against a minister make it yet more
improper that he should be allowed, in the interval of exami-
nation, to sit and rule in Christ’s house, wielding all the high
and sacred powers of & governor and exemplar to the flock ¢
Surely the probability of a profane character in & minister is
more mischievous, more shocking than in a layman; and the
sanctities of Christ’s kingdom should be guarded against such
a man with greater, not with less, jealousy. We fear the
intelligent laity of our church will be tempted to take note,
that the Committee which proposes this invidious distinction
was a Committee of preachers, with one exception.

The other noticeable cliange proposed in this chapter, is the
entire omission of the 14th section. In our present Book this
section recommends that ‘a minister under process for heresy
or schism should be treated with Christian and brotherly ten-
derness,” that “frequent conferences ought to be held with
him, and proper admonitions administered.” -All this the Com- .
mittee propose to suppress, leaving no intimation that there
is to be any difference between the temper of the prosecution,
where we have to separate from us the devout and pure Chris-
tian, whose understanding has been unfortunately egtangled
concerning the perseverance of the saints, or unconditional
decrees, and the wretch who has abused a sacred profession as
a cloak for his villanies. But, surely, there is a wide difference
in the kind and degree of the guilt in the two cases. Wehold,
indeed, that man is responsible for his belief, and that error is
never adopted, as to points adequately taught in the Scriptures,
without some element of sinful feeling or volition in the shape
of prejudice, haste, egotism, or such like. But yet there is
thig wide difference, that unless we are ourselves insane, we
who sit in judgment on our brother do not ourselves claim
theological infallibility. We recognize a multitude of other
brethren who hold opinions similar to the ones we are prose-
cuting in him, (supposing that his heresy does not affect the
fundamentals of redemption,) as members of the true visible
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church ; and we commune with them at the Lord’s table.
Yea, we may probably commune with the heretical brother
himself, after his condemnation, as a true, though erring
brother. Here indeed is the vital difference between the trial
for heresy, and the trial for crime; that unless the heretic has
denied fundamental truths, our condemnation does not separate
him from the visible Church of Christ, (possibly not even from
our own branch,) but it only deprives him of that official char-
acter among us which it is now not for edification that he
should hold. If he does not choose to remain a Presbyterian
layman, he may take a certificate of membership and join the
Methodist, the Baptist, the Lutheran, the Menonite, the Mora-
vian, the Episcopal, or some other communion, where our prin-
ciples will still require us to meet him as a brother in Christ.
But when a person is disciplined for eréminal conduct, we con-
demn him on the principle that there is no evidence he is
Christ’s servant at all; when we turn him out of the Presby-
terian Church, we turn him also out of the Church Catholic;
we transfer him to the kingdom of Satan. Even were & min-
ister disciplined for heresy in fundamentals, if his morals
continued pure, there would still not be that social degrada-
tion, that pollntlon of character as a citizen and neighbor which
attaches to crime; and the frailty of the human understandmg
admonishes us to judge very leniently of the guilt attaching
to errors of head, where the heart appears sincere. For these
reasons we conceive that there is a broad distinction between
the case of the heretic, and that of the moral apostate, and that
the Book of Discipline has done most Scripturally, mYst appro-
priately, in enjoining a different treatment. Our zeal is so apt,
alas! to run into bigotry, and our love of truth into party
gpirit, in times of theological schism, that the caution contained
in this 14th section is eminently wise and seasonable. Let us
by all means retain it. 'Why was it proposed to omit it! Do
we get ourselves up as superior to the framers of our constitu-
tion in our righteous abhorrence of error, and fidelity to truth

Chap. V1. of the Revised Discipline is a short, but wholly a
new chapter. It isentitled, “Of cases without process.” The
1st section enacts that persons who confess, or who committed
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the offence in the presence of the court, shall be condemned
without process. The cases of those who confess their offence
seems to be sufficiently provided for in the chapters on “actual
process;” where it is said that if the party plead guilty, judg-
ment shall immediately follow. As to the other case, every
deliberative body is necessarily clothed with so much of power
over its own members as to prevent and redress ‘“breaches of
privilege” committed on its floor; this is essential to self-pre-
servation. But farther than this we cannot, perhaps, go with
safety. When an offence is committed ou the floor of a judi-
catory, and of course nsually against itself or one of its mem-
bers, the body will be in no safe temper to administer justice
with wisdom and mercy. We surmise that few of these extem-
pore verdicts (passed as they might be, so far as this chapter
goes, within five minutes,after the judicatory had been agitated
and inflamed by the outrage) would be satisfactory to their
own authors, after they had slept upon them. In case of such
an offence in open court, calling for any thing heavier than a
reprimand, the charge and citation might be immediately made,
with propriety, and a suflicient number of members or specta-
tors then and there detailed as witnesses; but still, it is far
better that the ‘“ten free days” should intervene before the
‘sentence is passed. The judges will have time to cool; perhaps
theoffender also. The Princeton Review reasons: ¢that the end
of a trial is to ascertain the facts of the case; if these are
patent to all concerned, there can be no use in atrial.” Not
so! the trial is to ascertain not only the facts, but also a penalty
righteoufly apportioned to the degree of guilt, and for the
latter end, not only knowledge of facts, but deliberation, is
necessary.

Again: the language of the proposed enactment is general,
“his offence having been committed in the presence of the
court.” Does this mean that, if a minister, for instance,
commit an offence in the presence of a Synod or General
Assembly, that body may discipline him immediately; thus
usurping the jurisdiction which the Constitution gives to the
Presbytery ¢

The 2nd Section of this Chapter will probably strike the
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reader as somewhat amusing. It provides that if there be an
appeal from one of these ex fempore judgments, (as there doubt-
less will be, in most cases,) as there is no accuser, some com-
municating member, subject to the jurisdiction of the same
court with the appellant, shall be appointed to defend the
sentence, and shall be the appellee in the case. The object of
this curious provision evidently is, to sustain symmetrically the
theory which is carried out in the rest of the Revised Disci-
pline, that when any appeal or complaint is taken up, the court
appealed from has no longer any other relation to the case
than that shared by all others represented in the superior court.
But when a judicatory prosecutes on common fame, through the
agency of its “prosecuting Committee,” or when it pronounces
sentence in one of these anomalous “cases without process,”
it is virtually a party in point of fact. On one side is the con-
demned man, and on the other side is the court condemning ;
and there is nobody else in the affair. The problem then was
how to avoid having the court appear as a party to the appeal
in such cases as these. It is strange that the Committee did
not see that their expedient is either a mere fiction, or else
that it still leaves the lower court in the virtual position of
appellee in the case. When they have picked up this
anybody to appear in the higher court, defend their sentence,
and play the role of party to the appeal, does he not appear as
their representative or counsel? Then they are themselves
virtnally present as a party, per alium, non per se. If not,
where is the propriety of making this individual a party to the
case ; when,in fact, he is no more a party than any other com-
municant in the church? In whose behoof does he appear?
Not in his own, surely, for personally he has no more business
there than anybody else; if he appears properly at all, it must
be as counsel for the court appealed from. He is to ‘“defend
the sentence;”’ that is, their senfence. In doing this, he
defends them; so that, after all, the court appealed from
appears (by their counsel) as defendant, that is, as appellee, to
answer the appeal. We beg the reader to believe, that this is
not 8 “mere strife about words,” as we shall see when we
come to the chapter on General Review and Control,
8
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The concluding section of this new chapter contains a propo-
gition so startling and dangerous, that we confess the two
points just criticised seem to us in comparison almost trivial.
It says: “In cases in which a communicating member of the
church shall state in open court that he is persuaded in con-
science thai he is no: converted, and has no right to come to
the table of the Lord, and desires to withdraw from the com-
munion of the church; if he has committed no offence which
requires process, his name shall be stricken from the roll of
communicants, and the fact, if deemed expedient, putlished in
the congregation of which he is a member.”

The attempt has been made several times in General Assem-
blies, (as in 1848 and 1851,) to establish this most sweeping,
mischievous and un-Preshyterian usage, which it is here pro-
posed to legalize. It has been argued that discipline cannot
be the proper means for getting such a member out of the
church, because there is no “offence” for which to discipline
him; that if this unregenerate church member were to come
to the communion, while conscious that he had not the prepa-
ration of heart,he would be guilty of hypocrisy and profanity—
aud we may not discipline, that is, punish a person for not doing
that which would have been a heinous sin, if done; that the
candor and honor of such persons, in resigning a name which
they feel themselves unworthy to wear, deserves praise rather
than censure; that many young persons are hurried into the
church in times of religious excitement by imprudence of
Christian friends or even church officers, and by their own
inexperience, and these ought not now to he punished by an
odious brand of church discipline, for an indiscretion involun-
tary, and mainly due to others. Such are the arguments
which have been plausibly and eloquently urged more than
once on the floor of the Assembly. Let it be remembered,
also, that the same respected brother who acted as Chairman
of this Committee of Revision, when Chairman of the Assem-
bly’s Committee of Bills and Overtures, in 1848, advised the
Assembly to adopt the same principle which his Committee
has now sought to embody in our Revised Discipline. The
Assembly then refused to follow his advice; we devoutly hope
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that it will do 8o again. We recall this, not to cause odium,
but as a piece of history, instructive and appropriate in the
premises.

But when we turn to the Princeton Review, we are—we
must be pardoned for saying it—amazed both at the arguments
advanced, and the slightness with which so important and
extensive a revolution is diswmnissed. The discussion occupies
nene lines, and is composed of tha following reasons: that
“hundreds of such cases are occurring from year to year,” (as
thoagh a bad practice ought to repeal a good rule, instead of
the good rule’s abolishing the had practice;) “that no man
should be coercad to violate his conscicnce,” and that ‘“the
church is so far a voluntary society that uo one can be required
to remain in it against his will;” (remarks which would have
some relevancy, if it was proposed that Church Sessions should
ccerce 8 man to commune when he knew himself unfit—
whereas, the duty enjoined is Zo become fit by obeying the
great cominand to believe; and if Church Sessions wielded
for this purpose civil pains and peralties, instead of merely
spiritual means); and that ‘“he should not be visited with
ecclesiastical censure simply for believing that he is not pre-
pared to come to the Lord’s table;” (a statement which we
will correct in due time.)

On the other hand, it has been solidly argued in the Assem-
bly, that church membership is an enlistment for life, and
should be an indissoluble tiz; that this permission to throw off
the bond at pleasure would teach most low aud ruinous con-
ceptions of the nature of the church, and the sacredness of the
union to her, as though it were little more than a Debating
Society, or an Odd Fellows’ Club; that the proposed policy
places the Presbyterian Church on the same level as the
Methodist, in opening a wide “hack-door” for the escape of
those loose and heterogeneous accessions which the genius of
Methodism approves, whereas our institutions repudiate them ;
that ,the person desiring dismission to the world might be
mistaken in condemning his own spiritnal state, because of
melancholy or Satanic temptation, (as many humble Christians
have been ;) and that, if the consequences of entering the com-
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munion of the church unconverted seem mortifying to his
pride, that false step was his own, and no one else can o justly
be held responsible for it. But these reasons, while just, do
not display the full force of the objections. We argue farther:

First, That this permission once granted to Church Sessions
in form, there will be nearly an utter end of church discipline.
Backsliding members, who have just committed some discip-
linable offence, will come to the Church Session before the
rumor of their wickedness has become flagrant—state, with a
gentlemanly nonchalance, that they have concluded they were
mistaken a8 to their conversion, and demand to be instantly
“marked-off.” Oftentimes others, who are conscious of a
growing love for sin, and purpose to yield to temptation, will
take the same step in advance, by way of preparation, and
thus we shall have the holy and glorious kingdom of our Lord
Jesus Christ degraded almost to the level of one of those vain
Temperance Societies, which unprincipled men join in the
Summer, and from which they remove their names in Decem-
ber, preliminary to their ¢ Christmas spree!” In many cases
transgressors will be allowed to evade discipline in this way,
even after their offences have become quite flagrant, for disci-
pline is painful and invidious work; and those who know
Church Sessions know that they will often yield to this strong
reluctance, and get rid of the troublesome member in this short-
hand way. They will be able to say: ¢ Well, the man
demanded leave to withdraw, and our Revised Discipline makes
it obligatory on us to grant it, where the member says he has
no new heart. We did indeed know that there were some ru-
mors of immorality; but we had not such authentic evidence
as would justify the commencing of a process in due form;
under these circumstances we did not feel authorized to refuse
his demand, and now he is out of our power.” Let this ar-
ticle be made the public law of our Church, and we fearlessly
predict, that in due time the righteous and sacred fear of the
rod of discipline will be unknown among us, except in rare
cases. In all conscience it is rare enough now, without this
new door for laxity.

But secondly; we utterly deny the position on which the
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whole plausibility of the opposing argument rests; that there
is no “offence” for which to discipline such a moral, candid
person, confessing his unregenerate state. What, is there no
sin when he is disobeying that command—“This do in remem-
brance of me?®’ It is forgotten that this person’s disqualifi-
cation for communing is not an involuntary, physical disquali-
fication. Men speak of it as though it were something like a
broken leg, or a chain, which kept them away from the Lord’s
table. But whose fault is it, that the unconverted member has
not the proper state of heart to approach that sacrament?
Whose but hisown? Said Christ, ¢ And ye will not come unto
me that ye might have life.” That the person has not the pro-
per affections to come, is his sin; his great parent sin. And
shall one sin be pleaded as justification for another sin? If a
man commit the crime of brutifying himself with ardent spirits,
shall he plead that sin as apology of the second crime of doing
some brutal act, while in that state? Both human and divine
laws say, no!

Is there, then, no sin which is disciplinable, because there is
no overt immorality, when the man has himself confessed the
great, the damning sins, of being unwilling to believe and trust
Christ,—thus making God a liar; (I John, 5: 10;) of feeling no
gratitude and love to a lovely, dying Saviour,—which is equiva-
lent to a profession of ingratitude and indifference; and of enter-
taining no desire whatever to be released by Christ from his
depravity and rebellion,—which is the same thing as saying that
he would rather be depraved and a rebel than not? But these
feelings of trust, gratitude, love, desire for holiness, are just the
feelings which would fit him to commune ; the absence of them is
voluntary and active wickedness towards God. Shall the Book
of Discipline teach that unbelief and enmity to Christ are not
sins? Not so teach the Scriptures. They say that unbelief is
the gin, because of which sinners are condemned already by
God, (John 8: 18;) that when the Holy Ghost comes to the
heart, he convinces it of sin, because it has not believed on
Christ. (John. 16: 9.) This, then, is the great mother sin,
“the head and front of our offending.” But perhaps the
ground may be taken, that while unbelief, absence of love to
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Christ, impenitency, are sins, even great sins, they are not of
the class of disciplinable gffences; but, like various Christian
imperfections, ought to be dealt with only from the pulpit, and
in other teachings. 'We reply, that the church judges it proper
to keep out from her communion a whole world of professed
transgressors for this very sin; it were strangs if the same sin
inside ler pale ‘cannot be properly punished by putting out
the transgressor. The Princeton Review, in introducing the
Revised Discipline to notice, states and defends, with eminent
propriety, the distinction between sins which are not, and sins
which are, disciplinable qffences for a church court. In this
sense, as it teaches, all sins are not “offences ;” and it sums up
by saying: It is only those evils in the faith or practice of a
church member which bring disgrace or scandal on the church,
as tulerating what the Bible declares to be incompatible with
the Christian character, which can be ground of process.”
Are not avowed impenitence and unbelief incompatible with
Christian character; and does noi their tolerance in commu-
nicants “bring disgrace or scandal” on the Romish and other
communions, which formally allow it, in the eyes of all
enlightened men? They are, then, a disciplinable offence. But
hear St. Paul, (I Cor. 16: 22:) “If any man love not the
Lord Jesus Christ, let him be Anathema, Maranatha.” Here
we have the very formulary of excommunication pronounced;
and it is egainst the man who “loves not the Lord Jesus
Christ:” that is, just the man who, in modern phrase, avows
himself as “lacking in the suitable qualifications for the Lord’s
Supper.”

The church, we hold, is solemnly bound to teach the same
doctrine in her discipline which she preaches from her pulpits;
otherwise .ghe is an unscriptural church. 8he is bound to tes-
tify by her acts, as well as her words, against that destructive
and wicked delusion, so prevalent, in consequence of the
wresting of the Doctrines of Grace, that becanse grace is sove-
reign, therefore the failure to exercise gracious principles is
rather man’s misfortune than his fault. It is this dire delusion
which hides from men the sinfulness of their hearts; it hath
slain its ten thousands. With what consistency can the pulpit
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proclaim that unbelief is sin, and then send forth the same
pastor into the Session Room, to declare to the misguided trans-
gressor, in the tenfold more impressive language of official acts,
that it involves no censure, and that its bold avowal is rather
creditable than blameworthy ¢ Shall not the blood of souls be
found on such a session ¢

Now, it is true, that to make a hypocritical commemoration

of the Lord’s death, without either faith or repentance, is a
greater crime than the open avowal of the sin of unbelief. But
this is far from proving the latter no sin. We grant that he
who candidly owns the wicked state of his heart, and refuses
to perform a hypocritical deed, acts far less criminally than he
who simulates love and faith, while feeling none, and “eats
and drinks damnation to himself;” but this is far from grant-
ing that he does rightly. By his own showing, hc is candid in
avoiding pretence ; but he is also disobedient and unthankful.
He is not a secret traitor; but he wishes to be an open, armed
rebel. He is not indeed a Judas, but he is an unbelieving,
hostile Caiaphas. Shall we still be told that we cannot disci-
pline him, because he has done nothing wrong? Iere, then, is
the Scriptural ground on which to judge his case. He is a
member of the visible Church, and under its jurisdiction, pro-
bably by the valid act of his parents, and certainly by his own
voluntary act. It may be he acted heedlessly, indiscreetly,
in saubjecting himself; yet it was his own free act. Let him
then be dealt with for the sin of unbelicf; that great master
sin, that parent sin, tha{ sin so purely voluntary, and so
decisive of unconverted character. He has avowed it; let
him then be treated as a man who confesses a disciplinable
offence.

Here it may be objected, that whatever the Bible may
decide of the voluntariness and sinfulness of unbelief, no unre-
generate man thinks thus of it; and therefore the unconverted
charch member in question, and all other men of the world,
will be filled with indignation at what they conceive to be
wnreasonable punishment; and thus the Session will not be
upheld by that “approbation of an impartial public,” from
which their discipline (a power only moral and spiritnal) must
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derive a large part of its force, according to the Book of Gov-
ernment itself. We reply that it is only an evangelical public
opinion which is to be regarded by the church with respect.
God forbid that the kingdom of Christ—that sacred and
majestic commonwealth, which is appointed to be, in all ages,
the exemplar and defender of immutable righteousness—
should become a truckling trimmer to every wicked caprice
of unsanctified opinion and prejudice. Let it be hers rather to
control, enlighten and elevate public opinion, by the consis-
-tency and moral courage of her teachings and acts. But we
reply again; that in the case under discussion, the fact that
discipline is administered is not at all incompatible with the
making of such differences, in the mild and paternal character
of the proceedings, as the true character of the case justifies.
The Session, if it is reasonably prudent, will remember that the
sin of unbelief; in a moral man, implies none of that social
degradation which applies to swindling, or falsehood, or un-
chastity ; and they will throughout deal with the unhappy man
so as to relieve his feelings from the bitterness of this misap-
prehension. When they hear that he absents himself from the
Lord’s table, they will indeed cite him. But a cifation from a
pastoral body is not necessary a peremptory document,
denouncing contingent shame and wrath, sent forth to drag the
reluctant culprit trembling to their bar! Why may it not be
a true citation, and yet say in substance, with pastoral affec-
tion, that the Session, his true friends, tender and forbearing,
see this ground to fear that his soul is not prospering; and
therefore, in loving anxiety for him, ask an interview, and a
candid statement of his feelings? Then, after all proper care
to discover that the person is not one of God’s feeble lambs,
who is writing bitter things against himself because of a morbid
conscience, or Satanic buffetings, the next step should be to
urge on him, with all a pastor’s loving fidelity, the gospel offer ;
to show him how the unfitness for the Lord’s table which he
has avowed, is his sin, which it is his duty to forsake at once,
and from which it is his privilege to be at once delivered by
the Saviour, if he will only believe. Then at length, if he
persists in declining to accept Christ, he should be solemnly
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but tenderly instructed of his guilt and danger, and the Ses-
sion should do judicially, on the ground of his own avowal,
what he had requested, except that they should debar him
from the Lord’s table until repentance, instead of giving him
license to meglect ©t. But if the person were amiable and moral,
it would be proper to spare his feelings the mortification of
publishing his suspension from the pulpit, as the Book of Dis-
cipline expressly authorizes judicatories to do. Being informed
of the issue himself, he might be left to publish it by his visible
absence from the Lord’s Supper. In no case should a Church
Session proceed against such a case, to the extreme of excom-
munication, unless the person inculpated added to his con-
fession of unregeneracy, contumacy or crime. As long as his
demeanor was moral and respectful to Christianity, he should
be only remanded to that condition of religious minority, self-
suspended by unbelief from sealing ordinances, in which the
Assembly has decided all impenitent baptized persons stand.
Some one may say that a judicial process, thus conducted,
comes practically to the same thing with the course recom-
mended in the Revised Discipline. We reply, that it is as
truly devoid of unrighteous harshness; but that it has this vast
difference and advantage: It is faithful to the Bible theory of
the church and of the Gospel.

The last remark may suggest a further objection to the pro-
vision of the Revised Discipline. It says of the impenitent
member, “his name shall be stricken from the roll of communi-
cants.” But such applicants would almost universally consider
that the transaction made a final end of their church member-
ship, and of the jurisdiction of Pastor and Session. This,
indeed, would usually be their object in making the applica-
tion. We should be sorry to believe, indeed, that it is the
meaning of the Committee of Revision. Yet surely it is an
objection, that this summary dismission from the communion
should be misunderstood by the party himself, as it usually
will be, as a dismission from the church. But to what other
body can he be dismissed? There is but one other, the king-
dom of Satan. The Revised Book itself says that *all baptized
persons are church members;” and such they must continue

-9
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until their membership is severed in a legal way. Now, is it
right to take this moral person who, according to the reason-
ings of those we oppose, has just signalized his candor, and his
reverential respect for the sacraments in a very pleasing
manner, and make this the occasion for giving him up to the
jurisdiction of Satan, and of repudiating all that watch and care,
and pastoral instruction, which the church has hitherto exer-
cised towards him? Is it lawful for the church to do this?
Does she not neglect her charge therein? While it is lenient
in seeming, it is in fact a far greater severity than regular dis-
cipline. In a word, the whole conception of church' member-
ship, on which the proposition is founded, is incompatible with
the Presbyterian theory of the church. It might be in place
in the Discipline of some society which combined the principles
of the Independents and Immersionists.

Chapter 7.—Of witnesses. The only important change in
this chapter is the making of the parties to a judicial process
competent witnesses, leaving the degree of their credibility to
be decided by the judicatory. The other alterations are chiefly
those of condensation, and seem to be, in the main, improve-
ments; as when the seventeenth section (Revised Discipline)
states, in a few lines, with sufficient distinctness, the cases in
which, and conditions on which, new testimony may be intro-
duced, which in the present Book are expanded with unneces-
sary minuteness into & whole chapter ; (the ninth.) To return
to the point first mentioned : several secular judicatories have
introduced of late the usage of allowing parties to testify, and
with seeming advantage. The old argument against it must
be admitted to have some force; that it is too severe a test and
temptation to be applied to poor human nature, to bear witness
in its own behalf. But on the other hand it is urged, with solid
force, that it seems very unreasonable in a court to go every
where else hunting up testimony about a transaction, except to
the two men who knew all about it, meantime silencing them.
Two remarks may be made in confirmation of this: First, that
-the secular Courts of Equity, or Chancery, in England and
America, (to which & spiritual court ought surely to approach
nearest in the spirit of its jurisprudence,) have, in many cases,
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adopted this principle from time immemorial. The parties at
Equity file their declarations under oath; because the judge is
supposed to allow them gome degree of credibility, according
to their sincerity, as expositions of the state of facts. It is true
that these declarations arc popularly supposed to be attended
with a good deal of “hard swearing;” but the tendency of
self-interest to falsity is powerfully checked by the knowledge
of the fact, that the other party is also at liberty to introduce
all the testimony he can get, and that, if any part of the decla-
ration is proved false by this evidence, the credibility of the
whole is damaged. '

Secondly: According to our present Book of Discipline, the
exclusion of the parties from the witness-stand may sometimes
most unreasonably defeat justice, when one of the witnesses is
compelled to act as accuser, so that only one other is left to
testify, while the Book requires two. It seems to usimproper,
however, to make it the uniform law, that all parties shall be
compelled to testify; for in some cases a man might thus be
compelled to testify against himself, an abuse repudiated by all
liberal legislation. The fifteenth section (in present Book
sixteenth) provides that a church member summoned to testify
may be censured for his refusal to obey. It would be well to
introduce a clause, here or elsewhere, excepting persons ap-
pearing as defendants in a cause, from this censure. for refusing
to testify. Otherwise, misunderstanding may arise.

Chapter 8.—We come now to the eighth chapter, corre-
sponding with chapter seventh, in our present book, which
treats of the review, and appellate jurisdiction of superior judi-
catories over inferior. Here we find some important and ques-
tionable modifications proposed. As to their importance, we
may adopt the estimate of the Princeton Review, which (in
defending them) says: if the third section of this chapter
“ghould be ultimately adopted, it matters comparatively little
what becomes of the rest of their recommendations.” In the
present book, and the new one, this chapter begins with two
prefatory paragraphs: to these the Committee propose to add
a third, as follows:

“ When a matter is transferred in any of these ways from an
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inferior to a superior judicatory, the inferior judicatory shall in
no case be considered a party, nor shall its members lose their
right to sit, deliberate and vote, in the higher courts.”

This seventh chapter of our present Book of Discipline has
been the most common butt of the complaints against our sys-
tem. Many strong and eloquent pictures have been drawn, (as
in the Princeton Review, p. 717,) of the confusions which often
arise from appeal cases, of the tedious investigations, compli-
cated questions of order, waste of time in the General Assembly,
and extrusion of business of more general importance. We are
thoroughly convinced that the hope of finding a remedy for
this evil in the present, or indeed in any revision of our book,
will be found wholly delusive. That evil is due to the popular
constitution, and large numbers of our higher judicatories, and
to their inexperience of judicial transactions, not to the defec-
tive provisions of our Statute Book. That book is the work of
our wigest men, has been already perfected by repeated revi-
sions (the last of which was performed by a Committee embrac-
ing Drs. Alexander and Miller, and which labored upon it, not
Jour or five days, but parts of three years!) andis probably as
wige as it can be made. The true remedy is probably to be
found in an amendment of our Book of Government, constitu-
tionally admitting compact judicial commissions in our higher,
or at least our highest courts. But much of the evil is inevi-
table. We are yet to find the place, or the court, where judicial
mwestigations are Not tedious, laborious and intricate ; unless,

. where a summary tyranny cuts matters short by disregarding
rights, and running a fearful risk of injustice. But we proceed
to remark:

In some cases at least, the inferior judicatory is and must be
a party before the supérior, when appealed from; and in
every case it assumes necessarily so much of an interested atti-
tude, as to make it unfit to sit, deliberate and vote, in the
courts above, to which the appeal is taken. Suppose the new
chapter concerning ‘cases without process” adopted; and
suppose an appeal or complaint taken against such a sentence;
or suppose an appeal from a conviction on ‘“common fame ;”
who, we pray, is the “other party ¢’ unless it is the judicatory
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pronouncing the sentence? There is no accuser: or, if the
prosecution is on “common fame,” the accuser is imaginary ;
the real accuser is the prosecuting Committee, which is nothing
at all except it is the representative of the judicatory that
appoints it. There is nobody in the case at all except the
defendant and the judicatory; and as there are presumed to
be two parties, the latter must be one. We have already seen
the thin evasion by which this obvious truth is attempted to
be hidden. The Revised Discipline provides that in these
classes of cases, if there is an appeal, the judicatory shall
appoint somebody to play the part of “ appellee;” but we trust
it was made plain, that either this fictitious “appellee” must
appear as the representative of the lower court before the
higher, or his appearance is wholly absurd. But if the former
view is true, then the court appealed from is, in reality, a party
to the appeal, and appears by its counsel.

The very conception of an appeal or complaint makes the
court below, to a certain extent, a party. When the individual -
who was cast, appeals or complains—against whom, we pray,
does he appeal or complain? Not, surely, against the accuser,
(where there is a personal accuser.) The complaint is against
the judicatory which cast him; as he conceives, unjustly.
And when his appeal or complaint is *entertained” by the
higher court, what is the thing which is investigated? Is it
not the sentence passed below? The body appealed from or
complained against, the body whose that sentence was, is surely
then a party to the question. This follows inevitably from the
nature of an appeal or complaint. If we inquire what is the
object of the appellant, the nature of the process appears yet
more strongly. The whole motive of his process is, to remove
his cause to the jurisdiction of other judges. He considers the
judges of the lower court as incompetent, unfair or prejudiced,
to some extent; and, therefore, he appeals to the other judges,
i order that he may avoid the injustice which he conceives
himgelf as suffering in that lower court. Now, what a mockery
is it to appoint him in part (perhaps in large part) the same
old judges! It is an intrinsic absurdity in the view of com-

mon sense. Nor is it relieved by the feature which distin-
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guished Luther’s course, when he appealed from his Holiness
the Pope ¢ll-informed, to his Holiness the Pope well-informed.
For, according to the provision of the Revised Discipline, (as
well as the old); these judges judging the appeal against
themselves are not conceived of as any better informed ; they
are forbidden to take into the account, at the second hearing,
any thing additional to the first record. Once more: let us
suppose a case cited by the Princeton Review itself, for an
opposite purpose, indeed A Session finds a man guilty. The
Presbytery reverses that decision. The Session appeals to
Synod. Here the Session.and the Presbytery are the -parties.
The Synod may reverse the judgment of the Presbytery. Then
the Presbytery appeals, and the Synod and Presbytery become
the parties before the Assembly.” This, objects the author,
would be the case under the present book. But how can it be
otherwise, in fact, we ask, under any book? When the Session
appeals against the Presbytery which has reversed its sentence,
against whom is its quarrel waged on the floor of the Synod#
Against the Presbytery. This is inevitable. And if the Pres-
bytery appoints some “appellee” to answer the Session’s
appeal, he answers it on the Presbytery’s defence. This is the
fact, blink it as we may by a fictitious arrangement.

The Princeton Review presents four arguments against the
present book, where it treats the court appealed from as a party
to a limited extent before the court above, and excludes them
from a vote on the re-adjudication. In briefly discussing these
few heads, we shall be able to present the remainder of what
we have to say with sufficient method.

First, It is urged that it is very unfair and unjust to assume,
a8 our present book does, that:a judge must become a partizan
by sitting upon a cause; and secondly, that his having judged it
once does not disqualify him, but rather- prepare him better
for sitting on it again. If our present book, we reply, assumed
that Presbyterian Ruling Elders and Ministers are usually so
wicked that they would sit the second time with hearts con-
sciously and sinfully prejudiced to reject all amendment of their
verdict, though seen by themselves to be wrong, this would be
very harsh. But what the book assumes is this obvious truth,
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fhat good men are infirm, liable to unconscious prejudice and
pride of opinion; and; for whatever reason they may have
decided once, in a given way, lable, for tAat reason, to decide
the same way a second time when the case is presented on
the very sarae dafe as at first. But the nature of the appeal
(n the Revised Discipline just as in the old), necessarily
requires that nothing shall be admitted into the discussion
but what is in the record of the lower court. If any man
denies this as a true description of human natare, or as too
derogatory, he will find very few practical men concurring
with him. But again: the very nature of the appeal is, that
the party cast desires a new trial Jy other judges. In securing
the right of appeal, the constitution grants this desire. See the
first paragraph of the chapter in either the present or revised
form. The constitution, therefore, excludes the lower court
from sitting again, not because it would brand them as preju-
diced partizans, but because the defendant has asked for new
fudges, and the constitution has determined to gratify him.
In the third place, the Princeton Review urges that the
usage of our present discipline is, in this respect, contrary to
that of most secular courts in our country. It is said that, in
no secular court of appeal are the judges of the lower court
“arraigned before the higher court, and made to defend them-
selves for having given a certain judgment.” And the appeal,
it is asserted, is  often reheard by the same judges associated
with others.” Of the latter assertion, we remark first—that in
the courts of appeals in most commonwealths, and in the courts
to which the most of the interests of citizens are referred, the
judges of lower courts appealed from have no seat at all. In
some, at least, of the United States, the Judge of the Circuit
Courts of law is ewpressly jforbidden to sit on the hearing of
an appeal from his decision, in the District Court of Appeals,
which is composed, for the rest, of Circuit Judges. Different
and superior judges, in the majority of cases, wholly compose
the higher court. This is the rulc; the opposite is the excep-
tion. Again: in the exceptional cases in which judges
asemble from their circuits into a general court, to hear
appeals from oné or another of their own body, the court
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appealed from forms an exceedingly small part of the superior
court appealed to. As the Princeton Review remarks, rather
suicidally : “Often the appeal is from a single judge to a full
bench;” so that the vote of the judge who has already adju-
dicated the case forms a very small, and comparatively unim-
portant element in the second decision. But, after all, in nearly
all civil courts of law and equity it is @ jury, and not the
judge, that decides upon the issue made up in the case. Let
us run the parallel fairly, and we shall make the moderator of
the judicatory correspond to the judge in the secular court,
while all the other members of the judicatory correspond to the
jury. Who would ever dream, in any civil court in America,
of suffering the same jurymen to sit in the new trial of a case?
‘When a new trial is granted, if there is no change of venue, at
least a totally new jury is impannelled. Not one of the old
jury is allowed to sit. The judge may be assumed to be
dispassionate, for he has been the mere umpire of the debate ;
he has not passed on the issue at all. Again: when a jury is
formed to try a man accused of crime, each man of the venwue
is questioned solemnly whether he has formed and expressed
an opinion as to the guilt or innocence of the accused. If he
declares that he has, he is dismissed. The law assumes (most
properly) that human nature is such that the mere expression
of an opinion, much more its deliberate utterance after full
examination, creates at once some bar, unconsciously, yet truly,
to the equal admission into the mind of lights for, and lights
against, the conclusion formed. But the judicial function is a
sacred one—and, therefore, perfect digpassionateness is the
essential qualification of all who sit as judges. From all these
facts we argue, that the usage of civil courts is against the
Princeton Review; and that, in the general, it expresses the
obvious principle of common sense, that an appeal should not
go to the same judges. But now note, that in every case,
according to our Book of Government, the lower court is repre-
sented in the court next above, and in most cases largely
represented. Here, then, is the overwhelming, the decisive
answer to this whole doctrine of the Revised Discipline ; that
it is every way probable the lower court appealed from would,
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in many cases, have a controlling majority in the court
appealed to: so that, if they were allowed to sit, the right of
appeal would be virtually disappointed; the case would be
re-adjudicated by the same votes. The author in the Princeton
Review, with a singular fatality for adducing instances destruc-
tive to his own argument, has on page 710 supplied us with
just such a case. We complete his statement a little, so as to
make the following supposition: There is a Synod composed of
one large and two or three small Presbyteries. In the large
Presbytery a case of discipline is adjudicated, and the party
cast appeals to Synod. The meeting of Synod either takes
place within the bounds of this large Presbytery, or else the
interest of its members in this litigation carries the bulk of
them to the Synod. A Synod’s quorum may be constituted of
three members from one Presbytery, three from a second and
one from & third. Suppose in this case three from the second,
one from the third, and quite a full representation from the
large Presbytery, instead of only the minimum of three.
Where now is the appellant’s new trial? It is substantially the
same court; the same majority which has already condemned
him is still overwhelming. Let us suppose another case.
There is a small Presbytery of few and scattered churches.
An appeal goes up against the Session of one of its more im-
portant churches. The moderator and delegate of that Session
sit in Presbytery, and though there is a constitutional quorum,
the only other members may be two ministers, of whom one is
moderator; so that the vote in the upper court is two against
one. “If the pastor and elder were required to withdraw, no
quorum would be left!” True: but the injustice of this
mockery of an issue to the appeal would at least be arrested
and suspended. It has long been the glory of our Republican
Church discipline, that it gives the best possible guarantees to
protect its humblest member against injustice. Our intelligent
laity will naturally regard this feature of the Revised Book as
au infringement of their rights, and as the introduction of a
new element of power, anti-republican in its nature. Is it so
that the minister or layman who conceives himself as unjustly
condemned by a Presbytery, is to be deprived of that privilege
10
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of a freeman, carrying his rights before different judges; and
that this Presbytery shall still (in part) be his masters to the
end, whether he consents or not %

To the plea that no civil court of review arraigns the inferior
judge "appealed from before it, to defend the sentence he had
pronounced, we reply: Neither does our present book “ar-
raign” the lower court before the upper, or treat it as “on
trial” in the same sense with the culprit it had convicted.
This is an exaggerated statement of the case. The upper court
does what common sense requires; it extends to the lower
court which has already examined the case, the courtesy and
the right of explaining and enforcing its grounds of decision,
before the final judgment is pronounced which is to affirm or
reverse it. Only to this extent is the lower court “a party.”
So obvious is the reasonableness of this courtesy, that we pre-
sume in those civil courts where ‘“the appeal is from a single
judge to a full bench,” that judge is, as a matter of politeness, if
not of established usage, invited to explain his decision before
his brethren vote. But more: the aunthority of church courts
is only spiritual. The only sanctions they administer are
moral, and their force is chiefly dependent on the confidence
and approval of a sanctified public opinion. The circuit judge
of law cares comparatively little whether his judicial accuracy
be often discredited by the adverse decisions of a court of
appeals; for he has the strong arm of force, the terrors of jails,
whipping posts and sheriffs, to enforce his authority. But the
church court has nothing but the moral support of public
opinion. How much more important, then, that the decisions
of a lower should be closely scanned, and yet not rashly dis-
credited, by the reversals of a higher court? Its reputation for
fairness is a sensitive and precious thing. More than dollars
and cents is concerned in it—even the honor of Christ and
his cause; hence the high propriety of allowing the court
appealed from to justify their decision to their brethren before
they pronounce on the case. This right and privilege the
Revised Discipline proposes to abolish. Again: according to
our present Discipline, the reversal of the higher court may
imply censure on the lower court. (Chapter 7, section 3, § 13.)
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Nobody will dispute, that, if this provision is to stand, the court
appealed from must be allowed to appear as a party to this
extent—z. e., to defend their own decision before the appeal is
“issued.” It would be wickedness to refuse it; for it would
be judging men unheard. The Committee of Revision have,
indeed, expunged thissection, in their zeal to propagate the pet
idea, that the lower court is in no sense a party when appealed
from ; but in doing 8o, they have exceedingly erred. For all
agree in asserting the general principle of responsibility of a
part to the whole. See this admirably expounded as one of the
essential features of Presbyterianism, in Dr. Hodge’s discourse
on the Church before the Presbyterian Historical Society. To
deny this is to repudiate Presbyterianism. The superior court
" may not resign the right and duty of censuring the unjust sen-
tence of the inferior court, if it deserves censure. Now, we beg
the reader to note, that the mode known to the constitution of
our church, in which the higher court judicially reaches a judge
sitting in the lower court to censure him for his unrighteous
judicial acts, is through this very chapter on General Review,
Control and Appeals. It has been said that a civil court of
appeals does not consider the judge below who is appealed
from, as arraigned before it, to defend the righteousness of his
decisions. We reply, no: for a very good reason; that the
civil constitution provides a regular mode of Impeachment
before a different tribunal, for reaching the unrighteous judge.
But, in our Church Government, our mode of impeachment is
practically to be found in the provisions of General Review,
Appeal and Complaint. These are our forms of enforcing judi-
cial responsibility. Hence the appeal or complaint oughs to
bring the sentence from below under a liability to censure, if
wrong; and hence again, the lower court ought to be first
heard in defence of it.

The fourth objection of the Princeton Review is, that ‘“the
present plan is cumbrous and almost impracticable.” A pic-
ture is then drawn (which must be acknowledged to be
striking, whatever its justice), of an appeal or complaint, com-
mencing in the Church Session, and going up ultimately to the
General Assemby, where at length it appears with the original
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accuser and respondent, the Session, the Presbytery, and the
Synod as parties, all in a general muss, and inextricable confu-
gion. To one who has studied our present Book of Discipline,
and is familiar with the legitimate routine of appeal cases in
our Church Courts, this picture so obviously appears a carica-
ture, that he can scarcely credit the gravity of its limner. If
we look into the provisions of our present Book, we find that,
in defining the order of proceedings for issuing an appeal or
complaint, and in all other places, the judicatory appealed or
complained against is ever mentioned in the singular number.
Nowhere is there one word to indicate that any parties appear
before the superior court, except the two original parties, and
the lower court from which the appeal immediately comes,
The result is the same if we search legitimate precedents.
There is not a case in Baird’s Digest, where courts appealed

. from ever appeared thus in the Assembly, “two or three deep.”
On the contrary, p. 138, in the case of Abby Hanna, in 1844,
we have the very case predicated by the Reviewer; an appeal
came all the way from the Church Session, through Presbytery
and Synod, to the Assembly. Yet, while the Assembly had
all the proceedings of all the subordinate courts read, only the
Synod appeared at the fifth step of the proceedings to justify
its sentence. The General Assembly entertained the appeal
only as from the Synod; the sentence of that body alone was
before it immediately ; the proceedings below were only read
for the history of the case. If a superior court has ever acted
otherwise, it was only from comity—or by license ; not because
of any demand of our book.

Let us note here, also, that the supposed necessity for this
change, in order to clear up the doubt about the “original
parties,” is wholly imaginary. That doubt arises among us
again and again, not because the Assembly has not repeatedly
cleared it up in the most perspicuous manner, by precedent
after precedent, decision after decision; not because the lan-
guage of the Book itself is ambiguous; but only because, in
large and inexperienced judicatories, there always are, and
always will be, so many members who are heedless, forgetful,
or inattentive to the proper sources of information. If the
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resder will consult Baird, pp. 138, 139, he will find that the
editor has correctly deduced from the precedents of the
Assembly, the following principles, which cover all imaginable
questions as to who are “the original parties :”

“There may be

“ A responsible prosecutor and the defendant.

“A prosecuting Commattee and the defendant.

“Upon a fama clamosa case, the court may itself, without
prosecutor or committee, conduct process against the accused.

“ A subordinate court under grievance, may enter complaint
against & superior court.

“A minority or others may complain against the action of a
court.

“A process may be conducted by one court against another.”

“Whatever aspect the case may afterwards assume, at every
stage of its process to final adjudication before the highest
court, the parties above specified are the original parties in the
cases severally—minutes passim.”

The Princeton Review has waxed so emphatic as to style the
complications which it describes as “this Upas tree;” an
application at which we fear the dignity of that respectable
old rhetorical fiction will be somewhat hurt, as being scarcely
a nodus vindice dignus. But we suggest that a moderate
attention to these precedents already existing, and collected so
conveniently for use by Mr. Baird, would have been sufficient
to cut down the tree, or even to ‘‘eradicate it, root and
branch,” without making such extensive havoc among our
good old laws in the effort to come at it.

Chapter VIII: Section III.—This section treats, as in the
present Book of Discipline, of the management and effect of
appeals. All the modifications of any moment proposed by
the Committee in this particular, are indicated in the first
paragraph. In place of the present definition, which describes
an appeal as “the removal of a cause already decided from an
inferior to a superior judicatory by a party aggrieved,” the
Revised Book begins thus:

“L An appeal is the removal of a case already decided from
an inferior to a superior judicatory, the peculiar effect of which
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is to arrest all proceedings under the decision until the matter
- is finally decided in the last court. It is allowable in two
classes of cases. 1st. In all judicial cases, by the party to the
cause, against whom the decision is made. 2d. In all other
cases when the action or decision of the judicatory has inflicted
an injury or wrong upon any party or persons, he or they may
appeal’; and when said decision or action, though not inflicting
any personal injury or wrong, may nevertheless inflict directly,
or by its consequences, great general injury, any minority of
the judicatory may appeal.” '

The reader will bear in mind that a complaint (which is
allowed by the present book to any one who disapproves of any
of that class of decisions described under the second of the
above heads) does not suspend immediately the operation of
the decision complained against, while an appeal does. The
practical question therefore, is: Should we grant the privilege
of arresting the operation of such decisions as would come
under the second head, while the recourse is had to the superior
judicatory? The first remark we make hereupon is, that the
Princeton Review states the history of this question in 8 man-
ner calculated to prejudice its fair solution. Itsays: “A cloud
of obscurity rests on the present book, both as to the cases in
which an appeal is allowable, and as to the persons authorized
to appeal.” It then proceeds to state that the uniform usage
of the Scotch Church, and of our own, for the first hundred
years, together with the necessity of the case, had admitted
appeals to lie in other than judicial cases; but that at length
differences of opinion had arisen, and vn one case the Assembly
had decided that appeals can only lie in judicial cases—decid-
ing therein contrary to all usage and necessity. Now, the
simple statement with regard to what is represented -as this
one false step of the Assembly, is the following :—Various and
contradictory opinions and usage prevailed in our inferior judi-
catories on this peint. In 1839 the sense of the Assembly was
definitely sought on this point by a complaint from a lower
judicatory; and it was decided by the Assembly that an
appeal can only lie in judicial cases, while in all other kinds of
decisions the complaint is the proper proceeding. On this
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principle the Assembly has uniformly and consistently acted
ever since in a number of ceses; as well as all other law-
abiding judicatories in our church. This, then, is the one case
in which the Princeton Review considers the Assembly blun-
dered! It has blundered on in the same way, with marvelous
persistency, for nineteen years. Let the reader remember that
as our Book of Discipline stood prior to 1820, no distinction
whatever was indicated by it between appeals and complaints.
The great men who then revised it introduced new and dis-
criminative language on this subject: (why? unless they in-
tended to establish a distinction,) but the confused usage which
had been prevailing for two generations retarded the clear
practical establishment of the distinction till 1839. Then, the
attention of the Assembly being invoked, it spoke out in terms
s0 unambiguous, that the usage has been uniform ever since.
So that, in fact, instead of having “one case,” ‘“against all
usage,” we have nineteen years of usage on each side. Itis
true that the Princeton Review did strenuously oppose the
Assembly’s decision ; but we suppose any one will hardly deny
to the Assembly the right of settling legal precedents to please
itself.

The Assembly, then, for nineteen years at least, has not
thought that any cloud of obscurity rests on the present Book
in this point. To all, at least, who regard the Assembly’s pre-
cedents as of force, the meaning of the book is clear enough.
As to an obvious “necessity” for granting appeals in other
cases than judicial trials, the Assembly evidently does not con-
sider that it exists. That is, it is not a necessity founded on
natural right, that any body shall have the power of arresting
the effect of any decision whatever for so long a time as a
litigious spirit can protract an appeal in its passage through all

the higher courts. This claim, now dignified with the name of
a moral necessity, the Assembly intended most explicitly to
refuse. It has been urged that it would be a sorry remedy for

the man condemned to be hung, to review his sentence and
declare it erroneous, after he had been executed ; and so that
decisions not judicial, may result in irreparable wrong, unless
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the party injured be allowed to arrest their operation by an
appeal, while a higher body examines their justice; because,
if allowed to go into force at all, they may produce effects
which their reversal cannot repair. Wereply: to give to any
or every litigious person the power to tie up any or every
decision by an appeal, would much more surely work irrepar-
able mischief. The chariot wheels of the church might be
perpetually scotched. No human institution can be made to
work so perfectly a8 to render any resultant wrong impossible,

All that the wise legislator hopes, or attempts, is to study the
juste milieu, by which the probabilities of wrong and loss on
either hand may be most probably reduced to their mznimum-

Our book, to protect our rights as well as possible, has given
us some form of recourse to the highest court, against any and
every decision by which we may conceive ourselves or the
church injured. To allow us to take this recourse against
every sort of decision, in such a form as would arrest its ope-
ration for a whole year, might fatally hamper and embarrass
important action. On the other hand, there are some decisions
of such a nature that, unless they can be held in suspense, their
reversal would be a very imperfect remedy of the injustice.
The book, therefore, decides most wisely, that the forms of
recourse shall be such, that judicial decisions shall be thas
arrested, (with three exceptions, section 15.) But judicial
decisions are just those in which personal right and church
franchise are concerned. No man’s membership, oftice, or
fair standing, can be touched without trial ; and if he chooses
to appeal, they cannot be definitively injured till his appeal is
heard. But these are all the perfect rights which he possesses.
a8 a church member. It is therefore proper that the privilege
of arresting the decision should cover these, and no others.
It has been urged, on the other side, that a pastoral relation
might, for instance, be unjustly dissolved; that in spite of a
complaint from the pastor, the pulpit might be declared vacant,
and another pastor installed—thus rendering the mischief
irreparable. 'We accept the instance: we reply that it is not a
personal franchise of an individual to labor in one particular
charge rather than another, contrary to the discretion of the
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Presbytery, to whom the constitution commits the oversight of
that charge.

Again: we must repose some confidence in the wisdom and
justice of the lower courts. Brethren argue for this power in
individuals to arrest all their decisions, till a higher court is
invoked, as though there was no trust to be placed in them.
We assert that, so far from being too rash or harsh, they are
almost uniformly too forbearing and considerate ; and that the
chances of wrong involved in this power are exceedingly small.

And lastly : the most obvious exception may be taken to the
generality of the terms in which the Revised Discipline defines
the right of appeal. First: in any judicial case the party who
is cast may appeal. Next, any party or person who considers
himself as directly injured by any kind of decision may appeal.
And last, when a minority of a judicatory conceive that any
sort of decision causes great general injury, either directly or
by its consequences, although it does not in the least injure
them, they may appeal. And every such decision is then tied
up, often to the irreparable loss of the church, until it is
reheard by one, two or three, higher courts! We beg the
reader to remember that the effect of the appealis peremptory.
The appellant, and not the judicatory appealed from, is practi-
cally the judge of the question whether the appeal is proper,
and should lie until the higher court to which the appeal is
taken entertains it. To decide that the injury done is not such
as to justify an appeal, is the prerogative not of the court
appealed from, but of the court appealed to; and this of neces-
sity; for unless we give this power to an appeal, it would be a
remedy wholly futile. The court appealed from might say:
“We do not consider this a proper case for appeal ;” which
would be equivalent to giving them the power of saying to the
aggrieved party, “you shall not appeal.” The lower court
maust therefore bow to the force of the appeal, and submissively

stand in abeyance till the higher court has spoken. Let the -

exeeeding vagueness of the terms in the Revised Discipline be

considered, together with their vast comprehension, and the

reader will see that practically a completely indefinite exten-

sion is given to the right of appeal—*“ Any body may appeal
11
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from any thing which any church court may decide.” Such
should have been the words of the article; for then we
should at least have had perspicuity. But we foresee that the
interpretation of the limits to the right of appeal, as drawn by
the Revised Discipline, will produce more confusion and de-
bate than all the mooted points together which remain to be
adjudicated by the Assembly in the present book. Here, in-
deed, are “clouds of obscurity,” more portentous, bigger with
the muttering thunder of tiresome speeches and noisy differ-
ence, than any which brood over the other.

The remainder of the Book of Discipline has received at the
hand of the Committee few alterations, and they are either
minute, or of a beneficial character. "We propose, therefore, to
detain the attention of the reader no longer than to apologize
for the demands already made on his patience, and to close by
invoking the serious attention of Presbyterians, and especially
of the officers of the church, to the subject. It is high time
that they were carefully examining the proposed changes. If
they are as unsatisfactory to the majority of our brethren as
they are to us, they had better be arrested in the General
Assembly. Their recommendation by the Assembly to the
Presbyteries, will only prolong the discussion, and at the same
time embarrass it, by giving a new element of factitious
strength to the new articles. If, indeed, they are strong in the
preference and approbation of the majority of Presbyterians,
(as we devoutly hope they are not,) then it is proper that they
should be recommended and adopted. But, until that fact is
fairly evinced by the final decision, candid discussion is the
right and duty of all interested. Let us again express, in con-,
cluding, the unshaken confidence we entertain in the fidelity
and integrity of the Committee. If any word that has been
written seems to indicate aught else than a respectful and
modest (though sometimes decided) difference of opinion, it is
our wish that it had never been written, and that we could
detect it, to erase it. The course of the discussion has inevi-
tably led us into frequent notice of the reasonings which the
Princeton Review advances in favor of the Revised Discipline.
While candor has compelled us frequently to dissent from the
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arguments, it also demands our cordial tribute to the dignified,
amiable, and Christian tone in which that article was written.
If, in these respects, we have not succeeded in imitating it, we
must acknowledge that failure as our error and misfortune.

il + o4 + EE———

ARTICLE IV.
MORPHOLOGY AND ITS CONNECTION WITH FINE ART.

The royal astronomer, Professor Airy, in a lecture delivered
before the Royal Institution, 1850, states that no body of
knowledge should be considered a science until the facts and
phenomena are referred to their appropriate cause—that the
tdea of causation enters as a necessary element into our con-
ception of a true science. That astronomy, in spite of the
beautiful laws established by Kepler, was not a science until
the time of Newton, and optics in spite of the beautiful laws
established by Newton, only became a science in the hands of
Fresnel. Ina word, that true science is not the knowledge of
the laws of phenomena but of the cause of phenomena.

Now, this distinction is beyond doubt a just and good one ;
but, as it seems to us, pushed much too far by the learned Pro-
fessor. It is true, indeed, that in physical science, the know--
ledge of phenomenal laws always precede the knowledge of
causal laws, and therefore always marks an immature condition
of science. But the knowledge of law is always science,
whether it be formal laws or causal laws—for law is the expres-
sion of Divine thought. This is the great and real distinction
between science and popular knowledge. But on the contrary
it is doubtful, in most cases at least, whether in referring any

clas of phenomena to their so-called cause, there is any real
change in the kind of knowledge; whether it is any thing more
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than the apprehension of phenomenal laws of greater extent
and higher generality.

A series of phenomena are said to be referred to their cause
when they are shown to be the result of the laws of other phe-
nomena previously known and well understood ; and particu-
larly when they are referred to the laws of mechanics—the
great foundation of physical science. We make ourselves
thoroughly acquainted with laws of certain simple phenomena.
By long habit, these laws seem so natural and necessary, that we
no longer look upon them as laws of phenomena, but as actual
agents in nature. 'Whenever, therefore, other less familiar and
simple phenomenal laws are referred to these more familiar
ones, they are supposed to be referred to some real agen? or
force as A cause. Science may be compared to a complex
architectural structure composed of many subordinate struc-
tures, of which the central and principal one is mathematics
and mechanical philosophy. Each subordinate structure is
supported upon its own basis of observation and experiment.
Each as it rises becomes united with some other, and with it
forms a basis upon which is raised a higher shaft. Thus as we
rise, the number diminishes, until all unite with the central
column and the unity is complete. Now, as long as each struc-
ture rises upon its own basis of facts, bound together by its
own phenominal laws, but unconnected with other similar
structures, so long the science is said to be phenomenal or
Jormal ; but as soon as it becomes connected with a neighbor-
ing structure, and particularly when it becomes connected with
the central column, it is said to be referred to its cause; it
becomes a causal or physical science. Thus astronomy and
mechanical philosophy rose together, each on its own basis of
facts, and having its own laws until the time of Newton, when
they became united and the laws of astronomy were said to be
referred to their cause, and astronomy became a true physical
science.

Now, the question arises, are there not some phenomenal laws
which not only are not, but cannot, be referred to their physical
cause? We believe there are. 'We belive that one great divi-
gion of the phenomena of the material world can never be
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referred to their physical cause, for the simple reason that they
have no physical cause. There is, rising along side the complex
structure of physical science, another structure, slenderer
perhaps, but more graceful—less massive but more beautiful,
which must ever remain separate from it. No secondary
cause—no! nothing but the Great First Cause can unite them.
Together they rise, pointing in the same direction; converging,
but never meeting, until they meet at the throne of Deity.
This structure is the science of organic forms, or morphology.
This ecience can never become a physical science, but must
always remain a distinct body of knowledge. The study of
organic forms, and more particularly their distribution, both in
Space and Time, prove this as it seems to us incontestibly. It
would lead us too far to enter into the proof of this proposition.
Suffice it to to say, that in the geographical distribution of
species, the existence of the most diverse forms on the same
spot, and therefore under identical physical conditions, and of
the most similar forms widely separate and under the most
diverse physical conditions, is utterly inconsistent with the idea
of a physical cause. Again, the distribution of animals and
plants in geological times still more distinctly proves the same
point. In the geological history of the earth, organic forms
show the same fundamental independence of the physical con-
ditions under which they exist, but still more strikingly dis-
played. In every case the most diverse species have appeared
together, under identical physical conditions. They have
remained unchanged in spite of changes of physical conditions;
and finally, when physical conditions become unfavorable,
they disappear, but change not. Physical conditions may
destroy but not transmute them. They give up their /ife rather
than their specific forms.

The conclusion, therefore, is irresistible, that organic forms
have no physical cause, but they must either be referred
directly to the Great First Cause, or else that each species has
a distinct immaterial essence, which is the cause of its specific
form. If so, this substance or essence is not complex but
simple, and therefore like the simple elementary bodies of
chemistry, cannot be produced by secondary agents, but must
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be created. Hence it follows that the transmutation of species
is as impossible as the transmutation of metals. And the
development theorists are engaged in as bootless a search as
the old Alchemists of the middle ages.

If, then, there is any secondary cause to which organic forms
may be referred, that cause is psychological not physiological—
metaphysical not physical. We commend this thought to the
Psychologists. A true psychology should explain and account
for the forms of organisms, and on the other hand the study of
the laws of organic forms would seem to be the only possible
means of rising to the highest generalizations in this science.

Science may then be divided into two great divisions, physi-
cal and natural, or physical science and morphology—the one
the science of forces, the other the science of forms. The
object of the present article will be to give some distinct idea,
put into as popular a form as the subject admits, of the true
nature and scope of morphological science, and then to show
its close connection with fine art.

Until very lately the science of organic forms, zoology and
botany has not been able to take high rank among the depart-
ments of science, for it was not properly natural science, but
natural history. It was but a vast collection of interesting facts
concerning the forms and habits of animals and plants, but not
yet reduced to laws of the highest generality. Gradually,
however, a change has come over the character of this science.
In the last fifty years it has assumed a philosophic character
which places it in the very first rank of sciences. The grandest
generalizations have been attained, and a new world of noble
~ and beautiful thought has been opened to the human mind.

But as yet the appreciation, yea even the most superficial
knowledge of these beautiful ideas, is confined to very few.
A great idea, like a wave, spreads from a single point until the
whole ocean is embraced in its circle. But in this case the
wave has not yet reached even the intelligent unscientific mind,
the idea has not yet become incorporated into general litera-
ture. In fact, it is only now becoming distinct in the minds of
the most philosophic thinkers in organic science. We know of
no attempt to put these ideas in a popular form, except that of
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McKosh, in his “#ypical forms and special ends in creation.”
And yet they are so simple, beautiful, and easily comprehended,
go fertile of suggestive thought, that they seem to us eminently
adapted as food for the thinking popular mind.

As physical science is not a knowledge of phenomena, but of
the Laws of phenomena, so morphology is not the knowledge
of organic forms, but of the Laws of organic forms. We ghall
now attempt to give some general idea of these laws. We will
commence our illustrations with the vegetable kingdom, as this
is the simplest.

If we take any portion of any plant, make a thin section and
subject it to microscopic examination, it will be found to
be entirely composed of microscopic cavities, surrounded on
every side by walls, in other words, of closed cells. The whole
plant is literally made up of cells, in the same sense as a house
is made up of bricks, and all the functions of the plant is per-
formed by cells. In a word, the plant may be regarded as an
organized community of individual cells. In the earliest condi-
tion of this community—a. e., in the germ—the individual cells
are all alike, both in form and in function, for they are all
globular, and all perform alike the few simple
functions belonging to this early condition of
the community. [Fig. 2—S8ection of globular
cells of the embryo or of pith magnified.] As
development goes on, these cells thus com-
mencing from a common origin, begin to take
on different forms and to perform different
fanctions. There is a constantly progressive
differentiation of form and specialization of
function or division of labor. Some become
polyhedral by mutual compression. [Fig. .
3—8ection of globular become polyhedral by Feg.3.
mutual compression.] Some become hard and
stone-like by internal deposit. [Fig. 1—Section
of cells of stone of stonefruit, thickened by
tnternal deposit magnified.] Some take on
elongated forms, become thickened in their
walls, and thus are transformed into wood

.
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P agitaamar . cells and convey sap. [Figs. 4 and 5.] %e. 5-Same mero
e o, Others become enlarged, and many of
enedwood cell. them coalesce in a line to form the vas-
cular tissue. [Fig. 6.] Some take on
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still other forms to make the leaves and perform the functions
appropriate to that organ—viz., the elaboration or so-called
digestion of sap. [Fig. 7.] Thus every tissue is easily re-
ducible to the one elementary form, viz: the cell.

This is still more strikingly displayed in the animal body.
The animal, too, is nothing more than an organized community
of cells. Commencing in the egg, like the plant, with all the
individual cells alike in form, viz: the universal globular; as
function after function arise in the course of development an
almost infinite diversity of form is necessary to perform these
diverse functions ; until, in the mature condition of the highest
animals, each distinct form of cell is limited to the performance
of a single function; and there is as many forms of cells as
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there are functions in the organism. A certain number of cells
e.g. take on each a particular form, and are limited to the
function of contraction alone. These are the muscular cells.
A number of such cells combine to form the organ we call a
muscle. A certain number of other cells take on each another
and different form, combine together to form the nervous
tisne and perform the function of sensation alone. Others
take on the form of liver cells, combine into an appropriate
organ and perform the function of secretion of bile and that
alone, and so on for all the functions of the body. Thus the
infinite diversity of organic forms are built up of certain ele-
ments identical n type, though modified infinitely in form, in
order to adapt them to the performance of the various func-
tions which arise in the course of development.

If next, instead of these ultimate anatomical elements, the
cells, we examine the proximate anatomical elements, the
organs and regions of the body, we shall find the same preva-
lence of simple law. We will take our first illustration again
from the vegetable kingdom. If we examine a seed, such asa
pea, bean, &c.; after taking off the envelopes we find the
embryo composed of a short stem and two large thick and
often hemispherical masses, called cotyledons. [Fig.8.] These

Pig. 8. ‘

dons or 1st pair

Embryo of a
Plant. of leaves.
(a) The redicle (¢) The plum-
or ule or 2nd pair of
leaves.

are the two halves of the split pea. This is really the first
joint with its first pair of leaves. They will not be immediately
recognized as leaves, but there is not the slightest doubt of
their typical identity with the leaf. In a large number of
plants they afterward grow into the ordinary form, take on the
ordinary eolor and perform the ordinary functions of leaves.
Now, if we separate these we will find already the rudiments
of another pair of leaves. In the evolution of the plant this
12
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grows and becomes a second joint with its pair of leaves. On
the top of this again springs a third joint with its-leaf or pair of
leaves, (as the case may be,) and so on ad infinitum. [Figs. 9
and 10.] If the plant branches, these are only repetitions of

Fig. 9.—IDEAL PLANT.

@) 1st joint or radicle.
b) 1st pair of leaves or cotyledons.

¢ and d) 2nd joint and pair leaves.
¢ and /) 3rd joint and its leaf, &o.

* Here we have represented ten joints, with
their appendages, under various forms—separated
for the sake of greater distinctness. I have also
represefited each part of the flower—e. g., calyx,
corolla, &c., by one joint only, with its appendage-
In the actual plant each consists of several joints
and appendages.
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the trunk, and therefore consist also of ai+endless repetition of

' joints, each with a leafy appendage. Finally, however, there

is another function to be performed, and one, too, entirely dif.
ferent from that of vegetation, viz: the function of flowering
and fruiting. Shall we not find an entirely new organ intro-
duced for the performance of this new and peculiar function #
On the contrary, we find here again in the flower a repetition
of the same identical elements, viz: joints and leaves under
different forms. The flower, like the branch, is made up en-
tirely of joints and appendages. Only the joints are undeve-
loped, and the appendages variously modified. A bud, whether
leaf or flower bud, is an undeveloped axis with appendages un-
expanded. In the flower the appendages expand, but the axis
does not elongate ; while in the branch there is elongation of
the axis as well as expansion of the appendages. Take an
elongated stem with the green leaves strung along spirally one
to each joint. If we could slide these joints into one another
like the joints of a pocket telescope, we should have a rosette .
of green leaves. We have only to change the color and tex-
ture, to make a flower. Or to reverse the process; take a flower.
If we conceive the undeveloped joints of which it is composed
to be elongated, either artificially or by development, the parts
of the flower would be strung along the axis, spirally as in the
leafy branch. 'We have only to add the green color and coarser
texture to make a perfect branch. [Fig. 10.] That this is no
mere speculative delusion, resting only upon its conceiveable-
ness as & basis, we have the most complete demonstrative
evidence. By extensive comparison, the gradation between
the true leaf and the calyx ; between the calyx and the petals,
and between the petals and the stamens and pistils, may be
made complete. All the stages of gradation between these
extremes may be traced with the most perfect certainty.
They are certainly the extreme links of the same chain, for all
the intermediate links may be found. Not only so, but it is
not at all uncommon to find these apparently different organs
changing from one form to another, as e. g., petals assuming the
form and color of leaves, or stamens and pistils changing
into petals or even into leaves. All very double flowers, Rose
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Camelia, &c., are instances of this retrograde metamorphosis—
%. e. of stamens and pistils changing back to petals, and in the
green rose all of them back into green leaves. In some cases
the whole shortened axis of the flower becomes elongated into
an actual branch. In the flower, then, we find still the same
elements, viz: joints and appendages. Finally, enclosed in the
pistil, (which is itself a modified leaf,) we find the seed con-
taining the embryo, and this again, as we have already seen,
consists of a joint and a pair of leaves.

Thus we have passed through the whole cycle of vegetatlon
and found nothing but an endless repetition of these identical
elements, but variously modified in form to subserve the various
functions incident to vegetable life. The joint may be longer
or shorter. The appendage may be thick as in the cotyledons
or seed leaves to contain nourishment for the germinating
plant ; may be thin, flat and green, for the elaboration of sap
under the influence of sunlight; may be tender, delicate and
gaily colored to form the floral envelopes, or may take on still
more remarkable forms as stamens and pistils; but everywhere
and under all these disguises their typical identity may be dis-
covered by the thoughtful observer of nature.

Animals like plants are composed of a mere serial repetition
of segments or joints, typically identical ; but the complexity
of the organisin (except in the lowest animals) is so great, and
the diversity of function so infinite, that the necessary diversity
of form imposed upon these parts, in a measure conceal their
typical identity. The diversity of expression is so infinite, that
it is difficult and sometimes impossible to catch the unity of
plan. In the higher animals it is only in the skeleton that this
unity can be satisfactorily traced. Agaen, the whole animal
kingdom cannot be reduced to one type ; but,on the contrary,
animals are constructed upon four entirely distinct plans.
There are four great divisions of the animal kingdom ‘entirely
distinct in type, and having no structural connection with one
another, except in the universal cellular structure of all organ-
isms. These are the Vertebrata, including all animals having a
backbone,—e. g. mammals, birds, reptiles, fishes; Articulata—
e. g.,insects, crabs, lobsters, worms, &c.; Moldusoa—e. g., shells



Morphology and its Connection with Fine Art. 93

muséels, snails, &c.; and Radiata—e. g., starfishes, corals,
polyps, &c. It would take us too long to speak of the charac-
‘ teristics of all these, and show the simple typical idea upon
which each is built. It will suffice to take one or two examples.
The most easily comprehended, and at the same time one of
the most beantiful, is the articulate type. If we take any ani-
mal of this type, such as an insect, crab, lobster, &c., and make
a transverse section of the body, we will observe a bony exter-
nal ring, containing all the organs of the body, with an articu-
lated appendage on either gide. [Fig. 11.] Now, the typical

Fig. 11—Cross section of an articulate, showing a ring or segment, with an
articulated appendage on each side.

idea of an articulate animal is nothing more than a linear serial
repetition of such rings and appendages from one end of the
body to the other. The whole skeleton is actually made up of
such rings and their appendages, variously modified according
to the function they subserve. In the lowest species of this
type, this simple repetition of similar parts or joints is perfectly
evident to the most casual observer. Thus, e. g.,in the marine
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worm, or in the scolopendra, centipede, millepede, and the like,
[Fig. 12,] two or three joints are consolidated into a Aead,
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and the corresponding appendages become organs of sense or
jaws, but all the rest of the joints are similar, and each with a
pair of articulated appendages.
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If we take, next, a higher animal of the same type, the very
complexity will render the unity more striking and beautiful.
In harmony, the more complex the variation, the more beauti-
ful; if only the fundamental air is still traceable through the
veil of ornate and diverse expression. For our next illustration
we will take a lobster or crawrrsn. [Fig. 13.] In this family

¥ig 13,

Tdeal rqn-nhtlvnof uernlhenn, mehuslobchr or acrawfish. aa 8ense *ppendages; b b jaw
ges; and d d swimming appendages.
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a large number of the rings are consolidated adove into a head
and thorax, but below all the rings are distinct, and each with
its pair of appendages. The skeleton of a lobster or crawfish
consists of about twenty-one or twenty-two rings and pairs of
appendages. The first three rings form the head, and their
articulated appendages are the two pairs of jointed antennae or
horns, and one pair of jointed eyes. The appendages of the
next six rings are the so called jaws, articulated in a precisely
similar manner, some for the gathering, and some for the mas-
tication of food. The next five pairs are legs, and the remainder
are again modified partly for swimming, partly for carrying
the eggs and young. Even the side flappers of the tail are
articulated appendages corresponding to the last joint but one.
All these appendages, when closely examined, are seen to con-
sist of several joints; in other words, are true “articulated ap-
pendages.

In this animal also, then, we find the whole skeleton consists
of rings and appendages, but variously modified to subserve
the various functions of the body. Three pairs of appendages
are modified into sense appendages, and become the organs of
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special sense, seeing and hearing. Six pairs are modified into
jaw appendages, the organs for gathering and mastication of
food. The next five pairs become walking, and the remainder
swimming appendages.

The examination of a single isolated species, such as the one
mentioned above, is of course not sufficient to prove the truth
of thislaw. Nature is not so easily interpreted. We only give
results which have been attained by much time, labor and
thought. It is only by extensive comparison of animals of this
type in every position in the series from highest to lowest; and
again in every stage of development from the egg to the mature
condition ; in a word, by extensive comparison both in the
Natural History and embryological series, that these beautiful
laws are obtained. Comparison is to morphology what experi-
ment is to physical science, the great method by which truth
is attained, the key by which the treasure house of Nature is
opened. Let us give a simple illustration of this point.
There can be nothing more different in general appearance
than a caterpillar and a butterfly. Yet, when we have traced
every stage of gradation between these extremes, and particu-
larly when we have surprised the one form in the very act of
changing into the other, who can doubt their specific identity.
. Now, the evidence in favor of the laws of morphology is pre-
cisely of this kind. The various appendages we have mentioned,
viz : horns, eyes, jaws, legs and swimmers, seem very different
in the higher articulata; and yet if we compare the different
animals of this type, we find all the stages of gradation between
them. Infactwe find more. Wefind that what we have called
the jaw appendages in the lobster, in some of the lower crusta-
ceans become walking, while the walking appendages of the
lobsters become in them swimmers. Again, when we trace the
embryological history of these animals, we surprise these appen-
dages often in the very act of changing from ong to another.

If we go still higher in this type, viz: among the higher
orders of insects, we find the modification of parts is still
greater, and therefore the typical identity still more disguised
and difficult to make out.

‘We will make one more illustration, and that from the highest
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type, viz: the vertebrata. We did not take this first, although
it is the most familiar type to all, because it iz 14.

is somewhat more complex. I will, as before,
confine myself to the skeleton. If we examine
asingle vertebra of one of this type, we find
it composed of three principal parts, viz: a
centrum or body of the vertebra; two laminae
passing upwards and meeting to form, above,
the neural arch, (because it contains the nerv-
ous centres,) and two laminae passing down-
wards to make the visceral arch. [Fig. 14.]

Now, the whole skeleton of a vertebrate i>mivemmeas

animal, except the limbs, is made up of ¥¢{oermimiy.

such vertebrae simply repeated in a linear J 42Vt
series, and modified according to their function. [Fig.
19.] The bodies of the vertebrae C C C repeated, become

Fig. 19.—IpEAL REPRESENTATION OF THE SKELETON OF A VERTEBRATE.

the vertebral column ; the neural arches N N N, repeated and
placed together, make the spinal canal or cavity for the recep-
tion of the nervous centres; the visceral arches below v v v,
make by their union the visceral cavity. Thus we find the
essential characteristic of the vertebrate type is an internal
skeleton, (instead of ah external as in Articulata,) consist-
ing of a central articulated column, composed of the bodies
of the vertebrae; and two cavities, (instead of one as in Articu-
lata,) one above, composed of the neural arches, and one below
composed of the visceral arches. Both the bodies and the
arches may be modified in size and shape, or some of them
may be entirely wanting, as occasion requires. For instance,
13
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we find in the dorsal region a nearly typical vertebra [Figs,

15 and 16] with all the parts; but the visceral arch enormously

enlarged to contain the chest-viscera. In the neck the neural
¥ig. 16. ’ ¥ig 16.

. Darsal vertebrae (Fig. 15) of the Mammal, and Fig. 16 of the Fi-h,
arch as usual, but the visceral arch almost obsolete ; being re-
Fig- 17. presented by rudimentary processes. [Fig.
17.] The head is composed of four vertebrae,
“ o, Vviz: the occipital, the parietal, the frontal
and the nasal—the neural arches enormously
{4\ > expanded to contain the expansion of the
Ua. a. spinal marrow called the brain, and the visce-
Vertebra of the neck ot ral arches correspondingly contracted to form
talar %o 85 T6 " the bones of the face and enclose the mouth
mg.18. viscera. [Fig. 18.] As we go backward
again to the abdominal region, we find the
visceral arches entirely wanting in the higher
vertebrates, though present in the fish. In
the pelvic region the visceral arches of seve-
ral vertebrae are consolidated to form the
pelvic or hip bones, and enclose the pelvic
viscera. It would lead us too far to give a
Vertobra of the head. complete exposition of this type. Suffice it
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tosay, that by extensive comparison of the animals of this type,
all the bones of the vertebrate skeleton may be referred to this
simple system of vertebrae, repeated and modified, with the
single exception of the limbs which, as in the case of Articulata,
must be regarded as articulated appendages to the visceral
arches.

As in the case of articulates, so also in the vertebrates this
structural identity of the repeated parts is most easily traced
in the lowest families, and becomes more and more difficult as
we ascend. In the fish or the serpent the whole skeleton may
be said to be composed of such parts almost identical in form
as well a8 in type or plan, the only essential modification being
in the vertebrae of the head. As we ascend the scale, however,
the diversity of functions imposes the necessity of diversity of
form, and this again conceals the identity of typical structure
underlying this diversity. Hence, it is evident, that it is in the
lowest species of each type we are led most easily to compre-
hend the unity of plan—that we are brought nearest the simple
Divine thought or conception upon which the type is built.
This simple Divine conception, from which each type is actually
unfolded, which we strive to approach but can never wholly
attain. This ideal—for it is an ideal never completely realized
in nature—this ideal I shall call the aArcueTYPE.

Hence, it also follows that the study of the lowest animals
is not to be despised as trivial; but, on the contrary, in the
present condition of science is far more noble, because more
philosophical than the exclusive study of the higher. The
problem of life and of organic forms, as exhibited in the higher
animals, is far too great and complex for our minds at once to
grasp. If we study these alone, our knowledge must necessarily
be only superficial—a mere collection of facts—a natural history
instead of natural science. The morphologist’and the physi-
ologist must take a lesson here from the physicist. The physi-
cal phenomena of the universe are also too complex for us to
grasp at first. But the physicist by experiment removes one
disturbing element after another until the phenomenon is
reduced to its simple and essential nature—and then only its
truc cause is discovered. So must the morphologist by exten-
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sive comparison extending down the  whole series—natural
history and embryological—remove one complication after
another, until the plan is reduced to its naked simplicity. The
complex problem of life and organic forms must thus be reduced
to its simplest terms before it is possible to find the value of the
unknown quantity. In science as in morals, man fails through
pride. He must consent to “become as a little child,” and be
led by the hand as an humble pupil upward from the simplest
principles, otherwise he will never read the great book of
nature and understand the thoughts of God revealed therein.

The other two types might be explained in a similar manner,
but this would detain us too long. Suffice it to say that these
two types seem to be entirely distinct from the foregoing—
are built upon entirely distinct plans. The Molluscous type, for
instance, is distinguished from every other by having no serial
repetition of parts whatever; while the Radiata, such as
polyps, corals, star-fishes and the like, are distinguished by &
repetition of similar partsin a circular instead of rectilinear
series. In this latter type we have a central mouth and
stomach, with the typically-similar parts symmetrically ar-
ranged around in the form of rays. There is, therefore, in this
type, no anterior and posterior extremity, and no right side or
left side. In other words, we have radial instead of bi-lateral
symmetry. But our object at present is not to give a com-
plete account of the several types, but by a few simple ex-
amples to give a distinct conception of what we mean by the laws
of organic form. This point being attained, there will be no
difficulty in understanding what follows. The noblest ideas in
every science are interesting to every intelligent, thinking
mind; but some degree of technical knowledge is absolutely
necessary to grasp the ideas, and hence the true dignity of
science is often entirely misapprehended by the popular mind.

‘We wish in the next place, then, to call the reader’s attention
to some thoughts which have forced themselves upon us while
reflecting upon these laws of morphology.

1st. It is observable that as we rise in the scale of life, we
find the typical identity of the parts more and more disguised
by modification; we find more and more complete differentia-
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tion of form and specialization or limitation of function. Now,
a necessary result of this limitation of function is an increasing
mutual dependence of parts. In the lowest animals and plants,
and in the embryonic condition of the higher, the cells are simi-
lar in form and function, and each, therefore, may be said to be
anindependent individual. But as development goes on, a por-
tion of the indpendent life of each cell is,as it were, given up,and
goes to make up the general life of the organism. The functions
of the cells become more and more limited, and mutual
dependence is the necessary result. So, also, with the joints
and segments of the body. In the lowest animals of each type,
these segments are similar, and therefore almost independent;
and hence in some of these animals division of the body may
take place with little or no injury. But as we rise, increasing
differentiation of form and limitation of function produces in-
creasing mutual dependence of parts, and divisien of the body
becomes impossible without mitilation. It is this mutual de-
pendence, arising from limitation of function, which binds all
the parts into one organic whole. This, therefore, is the very
fundamental idea of organization and of life.

2d. We have seen that there are four and only four distinct
types of animal structure. We may look upon these as the
embodiment of four distinct Divine thoughts—the expression
of four distinct Divine ¢deas. Every object in nature is con-
structed with direct reference both to use and heauty—is an
embodiment both of a mechanical and an ®sthetic idea. From
the mechanical point of view, these four types may be regarded
as the embodiment of four distinct mechanical ideas—in a word,
a8 four distinct machines. Now, as human machines may, if
the inventor be sufficiently ingenious, be adapted to various"
purposes without essential change of the original conception,
but only by modification of the size and shape of the various
parts, so each of these Divine machines are adapted to the
various mechanical purposes for which the animal body is
designed, without change of the fundamental idea. By slight
aud simple modification of the various pieces, it becomes a
swimming machine, a walking machine, or a flying machine.
It is adapted to locomotion in water, on land, or in air.
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Or from the esthetic point of view, these four types may
be regarded as four distinet styles of Divine architecture.
There are also at least four distinct styles of human architec-
ture—viz: the Gothic, the Grecian, the Egyptian and the Ori-
ental—each the embodiment of a distinct ssthetic conception.
Each of these may be modified infinitely to subserve the
various purposes for which buildings are made, without in the
least affecting the fundamental eesthetic idea—which may yet
be traced in the minutest detail. So also these four.distinct
styles of Divine architecture are infinitely modified to subserve
the various purposes of use and beauty—but the thought—the
style remains unchanged.

Thus the works of nature may be properly compared with
human works. In this comparison we shall see both their
similarity and their difference; similarity in kind and differ-
ence in degree-of perfection. And thus we are led to recognize
the similarity in kind, but difference in perfection of the minds
which produced these works. We have already spoken of this
similarity in kind. Let us now illustrate this infinite difference
in perfection.

In human works of art, whether mechanic or fine, we con-
stantly find it necessary to sacrifice beauty to use or use to
beauty. The pertect union of these two elements in the highest
degree seems to be impossible. It may be stated as an uni-
versal rule, that to attain the highest use or the highest beauty,
every ulterior object must be in a measure sacrificed. It is for
this very reason that of all the fine arts, architecture is that
which is most difficult to bring to any thing like perfection.
It is for this reason that there is in this branch of fine art such
utter confusion and want of taste. Use and beauty are both
absolutely necessary elements in this art. It is both a mechanic
and a fine art—founded alike on the laws of force and the lawg
of form; and the consequence is, the most incongruous and
unharmonious combinations. But in the Divine architecture
of organisms, the one is never sacrificed to the other. In every
organism we find united the most perfect use and the most
perfect beauty of its kind.

Again: in human machines we find often the original plan
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or conception must of necessity be altered, in order to adapt it
to various purposes not contemplated in the original design.
Thus, for example, the steam engine originally designed for
stationary labor had to be materially changed—. e., entirely
new parts added, in order to adapt it to locomotion in water—
and again still farther changed to adapt it to locomotion on
land; and these three forms of the steam-engine cannot in
any sense be said to be structurally identical. The Divine
machines, on the contrary, are never changed in plan—no
essentially new parts are introduced inconsistent with the
original ¢dea. This we have already illustrated by the embry-
ological history of animals and plants. As new functions arise
in the course of development, no new organs are introduced
but the single anatomical element, the cell is variously modified
to perform these various functions. So, also, we found it with
reference to the regions of the body. As we pass up the scale
of animals and plants, and the functions become more numerous
and complicated, no new organs are introduced, but the typi-
cally identical joints and appendages are variously modified
in size and shape to perform these various functions. But the
most magnificent illustration of this great truth is to be found
in the geological history of the earth—for the laws of form
which we have pointed out, apply not only to animals and
plants of the present epoch, but to those of all time. There
was a time (viz: during the Paleeozoic or first great geological
epoch) when fishes were the only representatives of the verte-
brata. During the whole of this immense period the vertebrate
archetype was so modified as to adapt it to locomotion in
water. During the secondary period (or to some extent in the
coal) reptiles were introduced. Here, then, was an entirely new
function, viz: that of crawling—locomotion on land. But no
new organ is introduced. The same organs which before
served for swimming, by slight modification in the size and
shape of the parts, are adapted to this new function. A little
later and birds are introduced. Here, again, we find an en-
tirely new function, viz: that of locomotion through the air;
but still no new organ is introduced, but the same is again
modified for this new function, and bone for bone we may trace
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the same pieces in the wing of the bird and the leg of a reptile.
Last of all, man is introduced—man made in the image of God—
man endowed with reason to understand the laws of the uni-
verse, and capable through reason, of indefinitely progressive
civilization. IHere, then, we want an organ delicate in sensi-
bility, pliable, ingenious, .dexterous—an organ which shall be
the willing and competent instrument of reason in this great
work of progressive civilization. In a word, we want a hand.
But nature’s laws are not violated even for man. Even here
no new organ is introduced, but the same is again modified for
this exquisite function. And thusin the arm of a man, the
foreleg of a quadruped or reptile, the wing of a bird and fin of
a fish, we may trace fundamentally the same organ modified
for various purposes.

Thus man, short-sighted and finite, changes or improves his
original plan, from time to time, as unforeseen contingencies
arise. But God, foreseeing and foreknowing the end from the
beginning, every possible contingency is included and provided
for in the original conception. The whole idea of that infinite
work of art which we call nature, is contained in the first
strokes of the Great Artist’s pencil,and the ceaseless activity of
the Deity is employed through infinite time only in the unfold-
ing of the original conception. Can we conceive anything
which so nobly illustrates the all-comprehensive fore-knowledge
and the immutability of the Deity?

Thus in every department of nature the most varied and
stupendous results are brought about by the simplest means,
In physics a few forces cause all the diversified phenomena of
the material universe. In morphology the combination of a
few simple elements of form give rise to all the infinite diver-
sity of organic nature.

We have elsewhere said, “that the object of all science is
to establish universality of law—to show unity in the midst of
diversity—harmony in the midst of apparent confusion—unity
of force in the midst of diversity of phenomena—(physical
science)—unity of thought or plan, in the midst of diversity of
expression—(natural science or morphology). In a word, the
ohject of all science is to establish the unity of Deity amidst
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the infinite multiplicity of nature.” Now, this absolute unity
of Deity may be said to be at last established both in physics
and in morphology. The several forces of nature—heat, light,
electricity, chemical affinity, gravitation, &c., which at one
time seemed to us as separate and distinct agents, producing
and controlling the phenomena of the universe—are now
shown, on the principle of cor-relation of physical forces, to be
but modifications of the same all-pervading energy. So, also,
the different types of the animal and vegetable kingdom, which
at first seemed entirely distinct, are now known to be reducible
to one elewnentary form—the cell. Thus science demonstrates
to our reason the absolute unity of Deity. Thus what was first
revealed to the eye of faith is now demonstrated by the light of
science. Is not this the type of all education—of all human
progress, whether of the individual or of the race? We are
here upon the earth like little children. What is absolutely
necessary for our welfare and improvement is mercifully
revealed to us. If, in the true spirit of children, we believe our
Father, much of what we first took upon faith shall be made
plain to our reason. But if we believe not, we shall remain in
darkness and ignorance and barbarism forever. Thus it is only
through faith that the race is educated to the conception of
science ; and thus it also follows that a true science must eventu-
ally confirm and establish a well-grounded faith.

Bat the science of morphology has been reproached by those
who have been educated in the school of physics alone, with
being transcendental. Yes! It is in one sensé¢ transcendental,
gince it transcends the categories of physical causation, and
cannot be bound by the chains of mathematical equations. It
is nothing unless transcendental in this sense. But it has cate-
gories of its own, and as strict as any in physics. The four
great plans of structure or styles of architecture. In a word,
the four great archetypes or Divine thoughts are the cate-
gories of animal morphology. Every animal was created under
these categories, and all our reasonings in morphology must be
conducted within their limits.

There is one other point, and as we think one of great philo-
sophic importance, but which as far as we know has never been

14
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mentioned by any writer on this subject—and that is the close
connection of morphology with fine art—and particularly with
that branch called plastic art.

With every theoretical, there is, or may be connected, a
practical. For every science there is a possible art—with
physical science there is an art connected as its material em-
bodiment, viz: mechanic art. So also with morphology there
must be an art connected, as its material embodiment, and
there can be no other but fine art. Mechanic or useful art is
the material expression of the laws of force: so fine art is the
material expression of the laws of form. As in mechanic art
man succeeds only in so far as he works in accordance with the
laws of force: so also in fine art, success must be the result
only of working consciously or unconsciously in conformity
with the laws of form. In both cases man’s work must be in
the image of the Divine, or it is worthless. We have already
said that every work of nature is the embodiment both of
a mechanical and an ssthetic idea. Mechanic art attempts to
give human expression to the former, and fine art to the latter.
The one is the embodjment of the useful, the other the embodi-
ment of the beautiful.

In confirmation of this idea, observe the character of the
great founder and the most successtul cultivators of this science.
Who then was the founder of morphology ¢ Goethe, the poet,
the dramatist, philosopher and naturalist, “the many sided
Goethe,”—the greatest creative mind the world has seen since
Shakespeare. Nothing can be more instructive in a philosophic
point of view than the life of this great man. His astonishing
plastic power and most marvellous sense of beauty, combined
with a power of sustained thought, patient, minute obser-
vation, sincere love of truth, and thirst of knowledge in
every form, left no department of art or science untouched by
him. While his chief delight was fine art, yet he devoted
years of intense study to chemistry, physics and natural science.
But observe, that while his labors in chemistry and physics
(which latter he valued above all his works) are of no scientific
value, his labors in natural science are beyond all praise.
‘While his theory of colors, which he fancied entirely overthrew
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the Newtonian theory, must be looked upon with regret, as a
lamentable instance of misdirected genius through the use of
false methods, his morphology of plants and vertebral theory
of the skull have created a new era in science. He found
natural science little more than a confused heap of disconnected
facts; he endowed it with form and life. He found it natural
history—in his hands it became morphology.

Now, the reason of this amazing difference in his success in
these two divisions of science is sufficiently obvious. Goethe
was endowed by nature with the keenest perception of the laws
of form, but none whatever of the laws of force and cgusation.
His perception of the laws of form exhibited itself in his suc-
cessful study of morphology, and his still inore wonderful suc-
cess in the cultivation of fine art; while his utter want of
appreciation of mathematics, and particularly of mechanical
philosophy, rendered successful cultivation of physics to him
impossible. He attempted to apply the methods of morphology
tophysics, and necessarily failed. Among the successtul cultiva-
tors of this science, are the poet Chamisso—the imaginative but
somewhat fanciful and transcendental Oken—the enthusiastic
and wonderfully suggestive Agassiz—the philosophic Owen—
Braun, the botanist, and many others, whom we might men-
tion, in all of whom the smsthetic element is more or less pre-
dominant. In fact, I believe that no one entirely destitute of
a love of fine art, has ever been found to take pleasure in this
department of scienee. But a love of fine art alone is by no
means sufficient to make a successful morphologist. On the
contrary it requires a peculiar and rare combination of the
ssthetic and philosophic turn of mind. Intense love of form,
and an ¢ntuitive perception of its laws, constitute the artist.
The rational perception of these laws constitute the morpholo-
gist. If the eesthetic predominates over the philosophic, the
perceptive powers predominate over the reflective—you have
an Audubon. If the philosophic predominates over the
aesthetic, you have an Agassiz or an Owen. In Goethe alone,
the two were united harmoniously and in the highest perfection.
In fact, the unfailing good sense of the popular mind has always
associated the naturalist and artist as somewhat kindred. But

»
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it is much more than this distant kinship recognised by the
popular mind which I insist on. It is rather that close and
necessary connection which exists between theory and prac-
tice, between thought and expression—a connection precisely
similar to that which exists between physical science and the
useful arts.

But it will no doubt be objected that fine art has always
been independent of science—that it reached an almost abso-
lute perfection among the Greeks, and again during the
sixteenth century—while the science of morphology is scarcely
a half century old, and is only beginning to be appreciated.
Not only so, but that whenever science has attempted to inter-
fere with art, the latter has always suffered—that the exercise
of reason only clips the wings of genius. Beyond doubt this
is to some extent true. But fine art is not peculiar in this
respect. All art precedes science, and must of necessity do so.
Walking, running and swimming, are but practical embodi-
ments of the principles of the lever and of centre of gravity
Yet these necessary arts were perfectly practised before the
mechanical principles involved were understood. Handspikes
and wedges were used before the principles of levers and
inclined planes were comprehended. Even the complex arts
of metallurgy, of dyeing, and of agriculture, had arrived at a
very high degree of perfection before the corresponding
sciences existed. Is it to be wondered at, then, that fine art—
the art of forms—should precede morphology, the science of
forms {

There is & fundamentally wrong idea on this subject almost
universal among the intelligent people, and one, too, which is
in the last degree degrading to science—and which, therefore,
we are anxious to remove. The idea is, that the chief end of
science is to embody itself in art, and thus to increase our
material comfort and happiness—to feed us, clothe us, and
bear us about; that the philosopher who spends his life,
regardless of health or fortune, in studying the thoughts of God
as revealed in the laws of nature, is sufficiently rewarded for
his broken health and wasted strength, if he invents a new
machine for ginning cotton, or discovers a new method of



Morphology and its Connection with Fine Art. 109

making spectacles. And this is not confined to the ignorant,
but men of the highest intelligence think and speak in this
grovelling way. Verily, such men would turn this beautiful
earth—the garden of the Almighty—the glorious exhibition of
Divine wisdom and beauty—into a stable or fodder house—
would pluck the lights from heaven to put them in candle-
sticks ; would hew down the tree of science to make timber
withal, instead of allowing it to blossom and bear fruit for the
healing of the nations. But they who look upon science in
this way have no just conception either of the dignity of
science or of the dignity of man. The highest end of science
is not to lead us downward to art, but upward to the fountain
of all wisdom. Astronomy is more to be honored for “opening
the gates of heaven,” and revealing the harmonies of the uni-
verse, than for extending the limits or increasing the safety of
navigation; geology more to be admired for ‘re-clothing
dry bones and revealing lost creations, than for tracing veins
of lead or beds of coal.” Only it has been mercifully ordered
for our encouragement, that every step in the higher walks of
science shall be attended sooner or later with material bless-
ings—that every law of nature, besides its higher function of
pointing to the Great First Cause, have also its appointed
duty of administering to the material wants of man; that
sun, moon and stars, while they join their spheral harmony to
the songs of angels, shall not forget to bless man in their course;
that streams, whether “adown enormous ravines they slope
amain,” filling the hills with their “fierce gladness,” and in
their perilous fall thundering the praises of God—or peacefully
bear the image of Heaven on their broad placid bosoms, shall
also turn our mills and water our meadows.

We repeat, for our encouragement it is thus ordered, but
not for our reward. And let us heware that we do not so con-
siderit. The prime object of science is not to lead us to art,
but rather of art to lead us to science, though science in her
turn perfects art. Science is the soul of which art is the body.
Education of the body precedes education of the mind. A
sound and vigorous body is the proper basis of a sound and
healthy mind. But cultivation of the mind through many
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generations re-acts in refining and beautifying the body. So
art leads upwards to science, but science in her turn, like a
Sovereign, dispenses blessings freely upon art and upon man.
Thus art edudates man to the conception of pure science, as the
splendors of Jewish symbolism educated man to the conception
of a pure Spiritual religion—or as Christ, the incarnate Deity,
leads us upwards to the Spiritual father.

But it necessarily happens in this passage from art to science,
that at some period, science, or rather the presumptuous and
premature application of science, interferes with the truer
instincts of man, and art is crippled. It is only in the most
perfect sciences that we can apply principles with certainty—
that reason can assert her ascendency over instinct and experi-
ence, and undertake to guide them. The application of imma-
ture science is often extremely hurtful to art. This is true of
the useful as well as the fine arts. The arts of agriculture,
medicine, and even of metallurgy, are even now in this condi-
tion. The application of scientific principles in these arts,
unless checked and guided at every step by judgment, is in the
highest degree hurtful. In all these, great experience and
quick perception will do much without science—while the latter
without the former is only destructive.

Now, plastic art is precisely in this position with reference
to morphology. The application of any practical rules derived
from the study of morphology, would be but a poor substitute
for genius; and unless restrained and directed at every step by
healthy instinct, would be positively injurious. But we believe
that even now, rules might be drawn from morphological laws,
the judicious and cautious use of which would be useful to art.
It may be difficult, perhaps impossible, in the present condition
of science, to state precisely the nature of these rules. We be-
lieve, however, we can indicate at least one of these—one, too,
of fundamental importance in art. We have seen that in all
organic nature we find everywhere some simple idea infinitely
modified. Differentiation of a simple elementary form and
specialization of function, resulting in mutual dependance of
parts, is the fundamental idea of organization, the very idea of
life, the very principle of the Divine architecture. Now, is
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not this the principle too, unconsciously applied, of the highest
human architecture. In the best specimens of Gothic archi-
tecture—e. g., how often do we find the same elementary form
repeated almost ad infinitum, under various disguises, accord-
ing to the functions of the several parts. Every pinnacle is in
type, like the spire, but variously modified. The doors, the
windows, the arches, the columns, even the minutest ornament
and tracery, repeating in various disguises the typical idea.
Is not this differentiation of simple elementary form and speci-
alization of function? Is it not the mutual and harmonious
dependence of parts which constitutes true organic unity? Is
it not organization? Is it not life?

We believe that this idea of organic unity is the basis of all
art. In Greek art the unity is so simple and complete, that the
impression upon the mind of a work of art is apparently single-
Modern, and particularly German art, like a work of nature, is
too complex to be appreciated at once: it must be studied
minutely in all its parts, and the relation of these parts to one
another and to the whole, must be understood before the grand
harmony can be felt. Greek art is a simple and exquisite
melody, which haunts the memory and dwells forever in the
heart. Modern art a complex harmony, an orchestra of many
parts, sometimes perhaps harsh and dissonant, because difficult
to bring into perfect unison; and even when in unison, difficult
to understand on account of its complexity ; but when the har-
mony is good, and perfectly understood, producing the highest
msthetic effect. In the contemplation of a work of Greek art,
the mind is the almost passive recipient of the noblest impres-
sions. This is the result of the complete unity, and is, there-
fore, the highest evidence of perfection in art. In the contem-
plation of the highest works of modern art—e. g. Shakespeare’s
dramas—the mind is active. Much thought, reflection and
criticism, must be passed through before the single impression
of the whole is attained, before the mind returns to the state
of passive recipiency and enjoyment.

If with this light we compare modern with Greek art, their
relation to one another will be easily understood. Observe
that there are in art; asin organic nature, two necessary ele-
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ments. 1st. Diversity of parts. 2nd. Co-ordination of these
into organic unity. This is the unity amid diversity, so much
spoken of by writers on art. Art is perfect in proportion as
these two ideas are carried out. In ancient art the unity is
complete, but the diversity is not great. In modern art, on the
contrary, the diversity is very great—so great that complete
unity has seldom if ever been attained. Greek art is lower in
type, but more perfect in development. Modern art is higher
in type, but less perfect in development.

In all that we have said concerning modern art, we mean, of
course, art which is essentially modern in spirit, not that which
is imitated from, or in any sense inspired by Greek art.
Modern art is essentially Zeufonic. Its spirit is best studied
in Shakespeare, in Gothic architecture, and in German paint-
ings, drawings and music. This peculiarity of German art we
do not say is the result of morphological studies, but it is at
least the result of the same turn of mind, viz: the combination
of the philosophic with the artistic, which has made them excel
all other nations in morphology. .

We might give many illustrations of this point, but this
would lead us too far. We are sure they will suggest them-
selves to those familiar with German art. °

If, then, this idea of organic unity which has been thus un-
consciously embodied in art, was more distinctly insisted upon
as a principle, as something to be consciously aimed at; and
above all, if the idea itself was made more distinct and vivid
in the minds of artists by the attentive study of the works of
Divine art, would it not result in the highest benefit to art?

But it will be perhaps objected, that there is already a
science, though a very imperfect one, of whose laws art is the
material expression, viz: the science of msthetics. 'What, then,
is the relation of eesthetics to morphology. . As this is an im-
portant point, we will attempt to make it clear.

There are in sesthetics, as in all other subjects, two distinet
methods of research, viz: the inductive and the deductive.
There has been consequently two distinet systems of msthetics.
The one, an attempt inductively to establish the laws of beauty
by critical study of the great works of art; the other is an
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attempt to deduce these laws from the laws of the human mind.
The former is strictly a branch of inductive science, the latter
of metaphysical science. It is only with the former or induc-
tive system that we are here concerned.

Aesthetics and morphology, then, are both concerned with
the laws of form; but ssthetics seeks to establish the laws of
beautiful form by the study of the works of human art, mor-
phology the universal laws of form by the study of the works
of Divine art. If it be asked, then, what is the relation of
msthetics to morphology, we answer, it is the relation which
every special science bears to & more general one. The same
which astronomy, for instance, bears to mechanical philosophy.

Astronomy, until the time of Newton, was studied without
reference to any other branch of science. Laws, many and
beautiful, were established by Kepler, but they were phenome-
nal laws only, and had no reference to their cause. Astronomy
was a distinct science, founded upon its own basis of facts, and
bound together by its own peculiar laws. In the meantime,
however, another and more fundamental science had been per-
fected by Galileo, viz: the science of mechanics. By the
reference of the phenomenal laws of astronomy to the more
general laws of mechanics as their cause, astronomy became
in the hands of Newton a physical science.

So also the laws of art were studied first without reference to
their cause. Works of human art were subjected to critical
observation, and from such observation the formal or phenome-
nal laws of msthetics were induectively established. In the
meantime there has grown up another and more fundamental
science of forms, viz: morphology. The reference of these
formal sesthetic laws to the more general and fundamental
laws of morphology is, as it were, referring them to their
cause. And thus ssthetics becomes a branch of morphological
science, as astronomy became, in the hands of Newton, a
branch of mechanics. We all know the immense impulse com-
municated to the progress of astronomy, and to its application
to the arts, by the subordination of its laws to the laws of
mechanics. May we not look for a similar impulse to sesthetic
science and its application to art,as a result of the subordination

15
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of its laws to the laws of morphology. May we not hope that
the time will come, and that shortly too, when plastic art will
be no longer the unconscious, intuitive, but the conscious and
rational embodiment of morphological laws, in the same sense
as useful art is now the rational embodiment of physical laws.

There are three necessary stages in art as well as in every
species of development. First, under the guidance of instinct,
art reaches a high degree of perfection though simple in its
character. Then comes science imperfect, immature, interfer-
ing with and paralyzing art. Lastly, under the guidance of
perfect science, art reaches its highest pertection. First,
instinct, simple, pure, childlike, leads us directly and uncon-
sciously to a simple but perfect art. Then comes reason,
unskilled, immature, but yet often proud, arrogant—asserting
her superiority, and thus doing much harm—but finally, when
mature, guiding instinct with unerring certainty. May we not
thus confidently prophesy a still higher career for fine art than
any it has yet attained? It has already passed through two
stages. Shall it not, under the guidance of morphology, attain
the third and highest ?

One more thought and I am done. Fine art has an ideal
which it seeks to embody. Morphology also has an ideal (the
archetype) which it seeks to discover. The ideal of art is that
toward which all nature ceaselessly strives,—the ideal of
science, that from which all nature is ceaselessly unfolded.
Both must ever remain ideals at an infinite distance from us.
We must forever approach, but can never attain them. For
the ideal of science is to be found only in the eternal thoughts
of God the Father—the ideal of art only in the person of God
the Son. Religion, more perfect, and far more practical than
either, strives, through the influence of the third person, the
Holy Spirit, to embody the same ideal, not in human thought
nor in human works of art, but in human life and human
character.
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ARTICLE V.

The Testimony of Modern Science to the Unity of Mankind;
being @ Summary of the Conclusions announced by the
Highest Authoritiesin the several departments of Physiology,
Zoology and Comparative Philology, in favor of the specific
Unity and Common Origin of all the varieties of Man.
By J. L. CaseLr, M. D., Professor of Comparative Anatomy
and Physiology in the University of Virginia. Witk an
Introductory Notice by James W. ALexanDer, D. D. New
York: Robert Carter & Brothers, No. 530 Broadway, 1859,
pp- 344.

There is a historical interest in the prominent speculative
errors that have appeared in the world. By prominent we
mean those related to important subjects, or which were con-
ceived by minds of large proportions, for giants even produce
deformed offspring. In reference to the origin of man, for
example, such a retrospect would begin with the notion of
Aristotle ; that as a race man has had no beginning ; but that
there has been a succession of men, such as now, from eternity.
But had there been such a succession, and increasing as it does
now, or even at the rate of one in a century, no finite space,
much less the earth, could contain the living men.

Epicurus supposed that man in his organized form had a
beginning, although the elements of which he is composed
had not; but had been in the form of minute atoms, dancing
forever in space, until by chance certain of them meeting
together formed that being of life, thought, will, action, which
we call man. But science in these days ignores chance as a
cause or agent altogether, whatever it may have allowed in
the days of Epicurus.

The developnent theory of La Marck and others, represents
man and every other animal as having been gradually developed
out of the same germ, or egg laid by the ocean; so that all the
races of men are nearly related together, but not much more
nearly than they are to the beasts of the earth, the fowls of
the air, and the fish of the sea. It is a fact, however, that
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although such changes have been going on gradually, no
Palaeontologist has ever discovered a fossil, nor has any Zoolo-
gist seen an animal partially transformed ; for Ovid cannot be
regarded as one or the other; nor were the metamorphoses
which he describes sufficiently gradual or progressive to har-
monize with the theory.

Voltaire, whom Mr. Carlyle has recently designated the
“man of thought of his century,” expressed an opinion in
reference to the origin of man, which has lately been brought
prominently to the public attention in a scientific form. It is
this. Man zoologically considered is a genus, ¢ncluding several
species. Men are so distinct in nature, that they cannot have
sprung from a common parentage.

A distinguished naturalist of our own day, and living in our
own country, has proposed a modification of this theory. He
teaches that all men have not a common parentage, but that,
nevertheless, they are of the same species, because these various
progenitors of the different races were created with the same
nature, at distinet centres of distribution or migration. Adam
and Eve were not the only progenitors of men—not the first
parents of all men; but there were as many first parents as

"ghall hereafter be determined.

The whole Christian Church maintains, in opposition to Aris-
totle and Epicurus, that man was created by God ; in opposition
to La Marck, that he was created mature in body and mind, and
morally perfect, and has fallen from his original elevation ; in
opposition to Voltaire and Agassiz, that there was but one
original pair of human beings created, and that from them
all men in every part of the world have descended, and that
consequently all men are of the same nature.

And because the most profound and extensive researches in
science have indicated the same conclusion in reference to the
unity of mankind, the interpreters of that portion of the volume
of nature which pertains to this subject are generally wil-
ling that the comprehensive Humboldt should record the
verdict of reason in these words: ¢ Whilst attention was exclu-
sively directed to the extremes of color and of form, the result
of the first vivid impressions derived from the senses was a
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tendency to view these differences as characteristics, not of mere
varieties, but of originally distinct species. The permanence
of certain types in the midst of the most opposite influences,
especially of climate, appeared to favor this view, notwith-
standing the shortness of the time to which the historical evi-
dence applied ; but, in my opinion, more powerful reasons lend
their weight to the other side of the question, and corroborate
the unity of the human race.”

The volume before us contains an argument on the unity of
the human species ; and another on the common parentage of
the human races. Dr. Cabell, the author, is Professor of
Anatomy and Physiology in the University of Virginia. As the
points under discussion are related to various sciences, it is
very gratifying to have the testimony and the reasonings of
enlightened men, who view the subject from these different
positions. Looking at the subJect as it now stands prominent,
and illuminated by the various lines of evidence from so many
sources, no candid and well informed man can say that the
unity of mankind is maintained by those who are ignorant of
Anatomy or Physiology, or Ethnology, or Zoology, or Mental
and Moral Philosophy, or the Monumental History of Egypt.
Eminent authorities in all these departments of knowledge, in
every enlighted nation, impressed with a sense of their respon-
sibility for their opinions, have uttered their convictions, and
thus accumulated a weight of authority that is too heavy for
the weakness of error to bear.

Dr. Cabell has conducted his argument in a spirit highly
to be commended. Everything is done fairly. He has confi-
dence in the truth. He feels the need of no suspected facts;
he argues from such as are well known ; and if, therefore, there
is nothing new in this way in his book, if he has not increased
the numbers of the army by recruiting, he has- marshalled the
veterans, and by putting them in position, and animating them,
and arming them with new weapons, has made them formidable
and effective. He does not restrict himself to the departments
of Anatomy and Physiology ; but adjusts his mirrors so as to
gather the rays from every light. We are glad that he has
spoken from the Professor’s chair in the University of Virginia.
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On a question involving such interests, it is desirable to know
the attitude of the institutions of learning in reference to it.
As a scientific question, it belongs to them to lead the way;
and as a question involving greater interests than any that are
purely scientific, it is appropriate for them to exert that in-
fluence i behalf of truth and humanity defraunded of its birth-
right. This new movement is infidel, and we presume designed
to be so by most of its friends. In days past, infidelity having
unsuccessfully assailed the direct and peculiar evidence for the
Divine origin of the Christian religion, now seeks to produce
the impression that there is a contradiction between the works
of God and what claims to be His word : but in the way that
it seeks to do this, in the present case, it is as clear that there
is a similar want of harmony among the works themselves; and
if any man will attempt to classify all animals on the new basis,
according to the new ideas of species, he will soon perceive it.
We protest against calling this a scientific movement. Its
origin and history warrant such a protest. There is no contro-
vergy between Christianity and science. They dwelt harmo-
nious in the minds of Bacon, Newton, Locke, Burke and Sir Wm.
Hamilton; and if science did not teach these men infidelity,
it alone never taught any. But those ambiguities which some
call science, can unsettle everything, and will produce a world
of confusion if we allow them to usurp the plaee and exert the
influence that belongs only to truth well established. There is
no doubt that some men wish to be infidel; some for one cause,
and some for another. DBut being oftentimes intelligent men,
they wish to have at least some appearance of reason; and
hence they are ready to welcome every new appearance in the
world of speculation that is not yet sufficiently understood
to be divested of all difficulty.

The first point discussed by Dr. Cabell is, whether all men
are of the same species. The word species is used in the zoo-
logical import of the word. It designates the lowest of those
divisions into which animated nature is classified. There are
indeed some differences among animals of the same species ;
but they are so variable as not to admit of distinct classification,
and in general are called varieties. All animals are of the
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same species which have the same nature, which specific nature
is transmitted from the parent to its offspring. We cannot
know what species is in its essence, neither is it necessary to
the solution of this question; but it is necessary that we should
have just views of the criteria or characteristics of species, not
omitting the application of those that are indicative of nature,
and not applyinor such as distinguish varieties, that spring up
as the species becomes so enlarged as to spread over extensive
and varied regions of the globe

The elements essential to species were created. God created
species, and hence the specific nature is inherited by every
individual descended from the common parentage, no matter
how it varies in appearance from the original type. Professor
Dana says: “The individual is involved in the germ-cell from
which it proceeds. That cell possesses certain inherent quali-
ties or powers, bearing a definite relation to external nature;
so that, when having its appropriate nidus or surrounding con-
ditions, it will grow and develop out each organ and member
to the completed result; and this both as to chemical changes
and the evolution of the structure that belongs to it, as subor-
dinate to some kingdom, class, order, genus and species in
nature.”

Since species is thus fixed, and the developments of the
hereditary nature are the characteristics of species, where is
the difficulty of determining the specific relations of man or
any other animal? The difficulty arises from a fact to which
we have already referred. As any particular species of animal
becomes extended, there spring up varieties, and some of these
varieties become permanent,and the difficulty liés in distinguish-
ing between fixed varieties and species. Now, some reformers
in zoology wish to take advantage of this obscurity, so as to
confound species and fixed varieties. But this cannot be done,
for the simple reason that within recent observation fixed va-
rieties have come into existence, under well known species.
This is trne even of men, for Mr. Poinsett testifies to the exist-
ence of a regiment of spotted men in Mexico. There is nothing
surer in zoology than that there are varieties of animals, now
permanent, that were not created so. The same is true of
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plants. There must be an original and fundamental difference
between species, which has its foundation in nature, and all
varieties which are superficial and subsequent to the creation
of the nature. Species came into existence under the law, and
in the act of creation—varieties under the law of Providence.
If these varieties existed only among men, then the difficulty
might be insuperable, but all the animals that accompany
man in his migrations over the world, exhibit the same kind
of variations. '

It will at once be perceived what valuable aid history may
afford in solving one problem, and by determining that,
remove any difficulties of the same kind that might otherwise
embarrass future investigations. If two sheep were for the first
time presented to you for classification—the one white, the
other black—the one with coarse hair, the other with a wool
of fine texture—the one differing from the other in size and
shape, you might very naturally be puzzled by these very dif-
ferent appearances, now for the first time observed. But if
you were assured by a man of truth that he wa8 acquainted
with their history, and that they were the offspring of the
same parentage, this truthful statement would settle the ques-
tion. Where history is sure, there is no necessity to resort to -
any other tests. Science indeed may not be able to satisfy
every mind that all the varieties of mankind are of the same
species ; but the aid of history is altogether with the unity of
origin and species. The most ancient and the most perfect
history that man possesses, states that Eve was ‘“the mother
of all living”—that at one time the whole race was swept
away by a deluge, except one family, and that from the three
sons of Noah, “was the whole earth overspread.” History
never settled any question more clearly than this. But
men object to receive this testimony. Why? Not certainly
because it is history, for these very men are most deeply inter-
ested in every hieroglyphic inscribed on the monuments of
Egypt; and if, perchance, some of these anonymous inscriptions
should not agree with the sacred history, they are ready to
give full credit to the former, to the disparagement of a volume
‘written in a connected style, and in a language that thousands
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can read, belonging originally to an ancient people so peculiar
and remarkable in religion, that if the true God ever did reveal
himself, it must have been to them;—a volume of such
suthority, that if any words ever did emanate from the Majesty
of the world, they are in it, and, as might be expected, are at
this distant day exerting an influence beyond all other visible
moral agencies combined, over the different races of mankind.
Did such infatuation, as such a preference exhibits, ever have
a parallel |

We are speaking on the supposition that the inscriptions on
Egyptian monuments are in conflict with the statements of the
Sacred History on this subject. But are they? Who shall
decide? Until more eminent authorities arise than Bunsen
and Lepsius, we shall maintain that there is harmony between
the monumental history of Egypt and the inspired declaration,
that “God hath made of one blood all the nations of men, for
to dwell on all the face of the earth.” But what is the impor-
tant fact revealed by the monuments of Egypt on this subject?
It is this. The negro type is delineated upon them, according
to Dr. Nott, twenty-four centuries before Christ, from which
* he would infer that the negro existed as a distinct species from
the beginning. The history of permanent varieties proves that
ample time existed between the period of that delineation and
the creation, for the development of such a variation from the
original type. But more than this, Dr. Nott contends that

ese same monuments present the Egyptian empire in a
high state of civilization four thousand years before Christ,
from which he infers that the date of the creation must extend
much farther back than we have been accustomed to imagine:
then surely with this indefinitely extended period there would
be time enough for all the varieties of men to make their
appearance before the negro type was delineated on the monu-
ments. He must either give up his idea of the protracted
existence of the human race on the earth, or cease to attach
any importance to the representation of the negro twenty-four
. centuries before the Christian era, as indicative of original
diversity.

16 ®
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But it is farther objected against the evidence adduced from
sacred history, that the language of the Bible is so contradic-
tory to the discoveries of modern science, that it is incompetent
to decide any scientific question. We are very willing to
admit that it is not the design of Divine Revelation to teach
science, technically so called. It has a far higher purpose.
God made a different provision for the discovery of the truths
taught in the volume of nature. The Bible does not pretend
to teach zoology, but it teaches history, and if any question is
go related to both that the statement of the historical fact solves
a problem in zoology, the lover of truth will not reject her
because she comes in a more simple dress than he desired.
The Bible does not say, in the langnage of science, that all
men are of the same species, but it does say, that all men are
descended from one and the same original pair; and of course
it follows, as a necessary consequence, that they must be of
the same species.

Itis entirely too broad an inference which the objection would
draw from the use of popular language by the writers of the
Scriptures. Suppose, for example, that some distinguished
physician, who has by no means restricted his studies to the .
healing art, but has in the intervals of severe professional toil
wandered through the fields of general science, should promise
verbally, or in writing, to meet a medical brother at a patient’s
house for consultation; at sunset, would it be just or proper to
criticise 4he language so as to infer that the learned Doctor
was ignorant of the Copernican system, or that he intended to
contradict it; or because he used language so much at variance
with the true system of astronomy, that his testimony on sub-
jects which he designed to teach was worthless? We should
protest against any such inferences. If we are to infer
ignorance, or opposition, or general incompetency, as a witness
on such grounds, who is there that may not be impeached ?
Even professedly scientific treatises themselves, that speak of
the summer and winter solstice, and of the sun passing through
the signs of the zodiac, must be condemned. And if any man
would see a sufficient reason for the use of such language, let
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him attempt to express the idea of sunrise in strictly scientific
terms, and he will perceive that scientific language is very
imperfect, even in the nineteenth century.

We have heard it sometimes intimated, that Christianity
is an obstacle in the way of scientific advancement. But such
intimations have not been suggested by those great men who
have done most to enlarge the boundaries of knowledge. They
have not been conscious of any such impediment. It is true
that Christians knowing the difficulty of correctly interpreting
the works of God, and the fallible nature of the interpreter,
and the number of errors that in fact mark the progress of the
human mind toward every great truth, the discovery of which
has been the reward of much diligence and patience, have
been cautious in bestowing on every opinion of scientific men
the honors due only to truth. It may be that in some cases
such a wise general policy may have been misapplied. Indeed,
instead of being an obstacle, the great reason that science has
made such progress in Christian lands is, because Christian
principle has given men and money to the widest possible dif-
fusion of education and intelligence, thus bringing so many
laborers into the fields of science that, with the blessing of Provi-
dence, the harvest naturally must have been great; and that
blessing of God was secured by the general prevalence of those
principles which he regards with favor; “for godliness is profit-
able unto all things, having promise of the life that now is and
of that which is to come.” It is just as preposterous for men
to urge sauch objections now, as it will be for those nations
which Christianity is now elevating from the depths of igno-
rance and vice at some future day, when the work is partially
accomplished, to say the same thing. The stench of the un-
grateful charge infects the air.

We are aware that the case of Galileo is cited, who was im-
prisoned by the Romish Inquisition for asserting that the earth
moves around the sun, and not the sun around the earth. But
“let every man bear his own burden.” Is the sin of the Romish
Hierarchy to be visited on Christianity, or even on us Protes-
tants, who have used every power that God has given us to free
ourselves from any participation inher acts at the peril of every
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temporal interest? Just as reasonably reproach the United
States because it is a civil government and a republic, with
all that took place in the name of Reason and Republicanism
in France during the latter part of the last century. When
the far greater wrongs are considered that we have suffered
from the same savage hands for asserting our right to read and
interpret the word of God, it must seem suitable that science
should congratulate itself that it fared so well. Considering the
character of that Inquisition—what a disgrace it was to hu-
manity—it is wondertul that only one such case of suffering can
be referred to. Although Galileo was a great man, and per-
baps & good man, too, yet we feel no hesitation in saying that
the Inquisition not only imprisoned, but tortured and put to
death hundreds of better men; men who loved the truth for
which they suffered too well to recant, and who suffered for a
less offence in the eyes of God than asserting that the earth
moves.

We are sure that there can be no good reason for withholding
assent to the historical statement of the Bible, that all men are
from a common parentage, nor to the scientific inference from it,
that they are all of the same species. The objections made to
this statement have been the means of developing some very
striking corroborations of it from nature. The two volumes are
harmonious, for their author is the same, who is immutably wise
and true: “God who at sundry times and in divers manners,
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in
these last days spoken unto us by His Son, whom He hath
appointed heir of all things, by whom also He made the worlds.”

No exception can be taken to the manner in which science
seeks to solve this problem, provided a proper gpirit guides the
investigation. Man has his place in the zoological system, and
if all men have the same nature, they are of the same species.
Nature is indicated by the anatomical structure, by physiologi-
cal arrangements and facts, and by the mental and moral
powers, conditions and phenomena.

The structure of an animal indicates its nature. But it
must not be supposed that all parts of the structure are equally
indicative of nature, or that, certain conditions of it are at all
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0. We observe animals that we know to be of the same
species, differing in size, in figure and color, hence the logical
inference that these are not to be comsidered in determining’
the species of those kinds of animals. And what kinds are
they ¥ Those that are so constituted as to live and flourish in
different climates, and on various kinds of food, and in a variety
of external circumstances. In all those animals which, like
man, are thus adapted to these varieties of circunistances,
changes take place in these particulars of structure, so that if
& man should ask how can you believe that two men, the one
white and the other black, are of the same species, the answer
is, in the same way that we believe a white sheep and a black
one are of identical species. Or should he still farther enquire
how two men, the one having the skull of the negro, and the
other the well developed skull of the Caucasian, can be of the
same species, we answer, in the same manner that the bull
dog and the grey hound, or that varieties of hogs with their very
differently developed heads, may be of the same species. And
in like manner of all other variations. If man did not exhibit
such varieties, he would be an exception among all such animals
as are adapted to inhabit every part of the globe. Indeed,
from one circumstance we should expect greater varieties
among men than other animals. There is greater variety among
individuals of the human species than among those of other
animals. They differ more in size, proportion, expression,
voice, gait, than other animals of the same species, probably
because it is more necessary to distinguish them. Hence all
African skulls do not conform to the typical one, nor do their
features. Now, we might reasonably expect from this greater
individual diversity among them, greater permanent variation
also. Hence it will be perceived that if any man, but especially
one not skilled in classification, attaches much weight to such
Ppeculiarities of structure as these, he will inevitably blunder.
And yet (we wish to call particular attention to this fact) it is
on these structural differences that the reformers of zoology
plant themselves—on these uncertain data they expect to over-
tum science and revelation! We do not believe that they
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expect it—they must know there is not enough force in such
shadows to produce such effects.

The main question, without descending to particulars for
which we have not space, is, will the science of anatomy, as
understood in Paris or Edinburgh, or Philadelphia, answer the
purpose for Pekin or Timbuctoo? Will a human skeleton, or
a subject for dissection, answer every purpose, no matter where
it came from ¢

Prof. Owen, of England, than whom there is no higher
authority on comparative anatomy, in a lecture on the An-
thropoid Apes, as quoted by Dr. Cabell, p. 122, says: “It is
not without interest to observe, that as the generic forms of the
Quadrumana approach the Bimanous order, they are repre-
sented by fewer species. The Gibbons (Hylobates) scarcely
number more than half a dozen species; the Orangs (Pithecus)
have but two species, or at most three; the Chimpanzees
(Troglodytes) are represented by two species. The unity of
the human species is demonstrated by the constancy of those
osteological and dental characters, to which the attention is
more particularly directed in the investigation of the corre-
sponding characters of the higher Quadrumana. Man is the
sole species of his genus—the sole representative of his order.”

If any one should be curious to know how it comes to pass,
that all the individuals of a certain race of men partially agree
in structure, and differ from those of another race, zoology
will afford them numerous analogies. As we have seen, there
is a variety among individuals of the same race. In addition
to this, among those animals that are adapted to varieties of
climate, food and other circumstances, there arise variations in
structure that are transmitted, and become permanent. In
this way have arisen permanent varieties of the horse, the
sheep, the ox, the hog, the dog, the gallinaceous fowl—and in
like manner of man. It must not be imagined that all white
men are of the same race, neither are all black men of the
same race, nor are all olive colored men of the same race,
neither do all the men of any one race exhibit all the peculiari-
ties of that race which they would if these were specific
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characteristics. There are negro skulls, for example, that con-
form more nearly to the Caucasian type than some of those
which belong to the Caucasian race.

Any just description of species must evidently be in such
terms as to include every individual of the species described,
and not include any of those belonging to another species.
Now, on the hypothesis of one species among men, this can
be done, but it cannot on the hypothesis that there are more
than one, for nature will not accommodate herself to error.
For example, if but two species are supposed, the Caucasian
certainly will be one. Now, let the most skilful man attempt
to describe the Cauncasian species in such terms as shall include
all that we know to belong to that race, and none that we
know belong to other races. It cannot be done. For if we
take the complexion as the most distingunishing feature, there
are whole nations of this race that are dark-skinned, and some of
the Indostanee family are black—whilst on the other hand, the
fair Mandan Indians of this country would come in under
such a description. Where different races approach each
other by such insensible gradations, it is the evidence of
nature that different species do not exist, for all species are so
well defined by nature, that they can be by langunage.

The organization of society in the East, and in Pagan nations
generally, is more favorable to the extension of any peculi-
arity of structure that might belong to the lord of a harem,
than where marriage is only between one man and one woman.

Baut, it may be asked, why do we not see such permanent
varieties more frequently appearing now? Also, whether the
long continuance of the black race in colder latitudes than
Guinea will convert them finally into white men? To be sure
this question may not at the present be capable of a satisfac-
tory answer. It is the opinion of many, that & comparison of
the negroes of this country with those of Africa, would show
an evident departure from the African,-and an inclination to
the Caucasian type. But we perceive a sufficient reason why
the races 6f men now should mot as readily change as at an
earlier period. The most impressible and plastic period of an
individual’s life, is when he is young, so with races. The
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varieties of structure, which the varieties of circumstances
were adapted to produce, have had their effect in the child-
hood of the race; and now, these having been established by
somany centuries, it is possible that if they can be re-changed at
all, it will take a long time to effect it.

As these permanent variations seem to be in a great mea-
sure restricted to those animals that are generally distributed
over the globe, it seems quite reasonable that they should be
caused, under Providence, by the varieties of air, heat, food,
and other circumstances connected with different regions of
the world. Indeed, there are facts that establish this beyond
controversy. We challenge a denial of them. Dr. Bachman
says, that “every vertebrated animal, from the horse down to
the canary bird and gold-fish, is subject, in a state of domestica-
tion, to very great and striking varieties, and that in the ma-
jority of species these varieties are much greater than are
exhibited in any of the numerous varieties of the human race.”
Here are the facts:—In accounting for them, that eminent
physiologist, J. Muller, as quoted in our author, p. 36, says:
“The concurrence of different conditions of internal, as well as
- external nature, which cannot be severally defined, has pro-
duced the existing races or fixed varieties of the different
species of animals.” Prof. Draper, also quoted p. 125, says:
#¢1 do not, therefore, contemplate the human race as consisting
of varieties, much less of distinct species; but rather as offer-
ing numberless representations of the different formns which an
ideal type can be made to assume under exposure to different
conditions.”

We have taken up so much space with observations on the
structural, that we shall have to be more concise on the physio-
logical and psychical arguments than otherwise would have
been desirable. The physiological characteristics are more
uniform, and hence afford more satisfactory criteria for judg-
ment. These physiolegical characteristics of the different races
have been collected with great care. Dr. Cabell sums them
up in these words, p. 124: ¢ Authentic statistics have been
collected which serve to establish a most exact correspondence
between the different races as to the average duration of life



To the Unity of Mankind. 129

under the same conditions of climate, mode of life, &c.; as to
the maximum longevity; the rate of mortality; the age at
which the body attains its maximum development; the epoch
of the first menstruation (with a partial and easily explained
exception in the case of the Hindoo females); the frequency of
the periodical recurrence of that function; the epoch of life to
which it extends; the duration of pregnancy; the fertility of
mixed breeds; and finally their liability to the same diseases. -
8o wonderful a correspondence, through so extensive a range
of physiological sasceptibilities and powers, covering as it does
the whole physical nature of man, proves conclusively the
specific unity of his varied types, while a similar comparison
of even the lowest type of man with the highest anthropoid
apes, establishes, beyond all question, a marked difference of
specific nature.”

But we cannot dismiss this part of our subject without refer-
ence to one of the most convincing proofs of the specific unity
of the different races. It is the argument from the fertility of

.mixed breeds in contact with the well known sterility of
hybrids, or the cross between different species. Our eminent
countryman, Dr. Bachman, who stands so high in the world as
a patoralist, and whose tastes and studies had been so Provi-
dentially directed, that he might be ready for the conflict that
was coming on, has used this weapon with great effect. If it
be truth, it is not wonderful that its effects should be so visible;
but, if it be error, surely the reformers are men of wit enough
to make it appear. How reasonable that the same wisdom
that created species should make such arrangement as would
preserve them distinct. This is the case. There is an in-
stinctive repugnance that keeps the sexes of different species
apart, and if by force or disguise they are so associated as to
have issue, the hybrids are incapable alone of perpetuating
their kind, and are doomed to final sterility. But the half-
breeds of the different races of men are not sterile enéer se.
Then they are not hybrids, and consequently their parents are
not different species. The numerous facts that Dr. Bachman
placed before the public, as the result of the most extended
experiments, evidently bewildered some men. When they re-
17
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covered from their confusion, their first impulse was to deny
that mulattoes were prolific, but they found that this would
not do in this country. They took the other horn of the
dilemma, and denied the infertility of the hybrids of proximate
species, Now for the evidence—the facts. Why the fertility
of mulattoes! The very thing in controversy is assumed! This
is the logic, and the only logic by which the foundations of
science and religion can be overturned. There are hundreds
of distinct species of animals, admitted to beso by all. Let facts
be brought from these.
In those animals that have but little else besides structure
to distinguish them, species are easily distinguished by such
characteristics ; but where the organization is more perfect,
structure is more variable, and physiological tests command
more confidence. So the psychical phenomena as being the
highest, are still more satisfactory. That profound science
called mental philosophy, has never recognized any specific
differences in the minds of men. All races exhibit in their
language, their literature, their philosophy, their trades, their
social life, the very same mental powers and phenomena. If
the contrast between man and the anthropoid apes, in reference
to structure and physiological developement is so marked, what
shall we say when the mental and moral characteristics of the
two are compared? But the demonstration afforded by the
moral resemblance of all men, is conclusive and irrefutable.
They are all fallen, all sinful, all wretched. If a race of men
had been discovered that were holy—where the restraints of
civil government were not necessary—where crime of any kind
wasunknown—where every duty to God and man was faithfully
performed—what an evidence would this afford that such a race
had distinct parentage, and was not therefore of the same
species with the children of Adam. No such race exists, but
there is such a spiritual resemblance among all human races, as
indicates that they are the children of common parentage and
therefore brethren.
But it is certainly obligatory on those who assert that there
are various species of men, to make out their classification and
subject it to criticism. How many species are there! How
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is each distinguished? If we believers in the unity of the
species are required to recant, let us have the precise terms of
the recantation? This is not an unreasonable demand. Men
~ are not rare, and specimens of all kinds are not difficult to find;
they are not so minute that a microscope is necessary to bring
them within the field of intelligent observation; they do not
live in the upper atmosphere, nor in the depths of the sea, nor
conceal themselves from the light of day. Where is the diffi-
culty of the classification? The real difficulty lies in proceed-
ing on a wrong assnmption, and any attempt must inevitably
terminate in the reductio ad absurdwm. And if the same prin-
ciple of classification is carried through zoology, it must cease
to be a science, regulated by well defined and established laws.
Science thus far must share the same fate with Revelation.
And now, if science by a method of its own has reached the
conclusion that all men are of the same species, and conse-
quently descended from a common parentage, we would in-
quire how did Moses, the penman of the Pentateuch, know this!
He was not present at the creation, nor at the flood. No untrue
tradition of these events could be of any service to him. The
extreme varieties of men were delineated on the Egyptian’s
, monuments before he wrote, it is said. Had science, even then,
" corrected the superficial conclusion of the senses, or was he
taught by God ?

ARTICLE VI.
THE TELLURIC PORTION OF THE COSMOS.

The first volume of Humboldt’s great work was given to the
world in 1844 ; the second and third have been several years
before the public; and the fourth, or concluding volume, has
just been issued. The greater portion of the first, and all of
the last, are devoted exclusively to telluric phenomena. The
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relation which these two volumes bear to each other is thus
stated by the author:

“As in collections of geographical or geological maps, repre-
senting graphically the configuration of land and sea, or the
characters and arrangement of the rocks at the earth’s surface,
general maps are made to precede special ones; so it has ap-
peared to me most fitting that in the physical description of the
Universe, its representation as a& whole, contemplated from
more general and higher points of view, should be followed by
the separate presentation in the two last volumes of those
special results of observation on which the present state of
our knowledge is more particularly based. These two last
volumes, therefore, are to be regarded simply as an extension
and more careful elaboration of the general representation of
nature, which constituted my first volume ; and as the third
was devoted exclusively to the uranological or sidereal domain
of the Cosmos, so the present and last volume is designed to
treat of the telluric sphere, or of the phenomena belonging to
the globe which we inhabit. We thus retain the highly an-
cient, simple and natural division of creation into the Heavens
and the Earth, as preserved to us in the earliest monuments of
all nations.” Vol. IV, part I, p. 4.

Instead of undertaking & critical examination of this cele-
brated work, we shall briefly consider some points of special
interest in the domain of terrestrial phenomena.

To determine the form and magnitude of the earth is the
fundamental problem of astronomy—a problem which for
almost six thousand years baffled every effort of the human
mind. Admitting the sphericity of our planet, its circumfer-
ence is readily deduced from the measurement of an arc of the
meridian. About the middle of the sixteenth century, Fernel
measured the distance between Paris and Amiens by counting
the revolutions of his carriage wheel. From the data thus
obtained, he estimated the diameter of the earth at 7,925 miles
—a remarkable approximation to the truth. In 1635 Norwood,
by the measurement of an arc in England, found the diameter
7,967 miles. Precisely a century later, (1735,) two expeditions
were sent out from Paris at the instance of the French Academy
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of Sciences, one to measure an arc near the equator, the other
as near as possible to the pole, in order to ascertain the polar
compression of our planet, as well as its true magnitude.
More recent measurements have determined both with perhaps
as much accuracy as could reasonably be expected.

The earth is an oblate spheroid ; the equatorial diameter
being 7925.6 miles, and the polar, 7898.3. Hence the difference
of the two, 27.3 miles, is 1-290th part of the greater. This
fraction is technically called the compression or ellipticity.

“The discovery of the spheroidal form of Jupiter by Cassini
had probably directed the attention of Newton to the deter-
mination of its cause, and consequently to the investigation of
the true figure of the earth.”* The precise time of Cassini’s
discovery cannot now be ascertained ; but the fact was proba-
bly observed at least a quarter of a century before the date of
its announcement, 1691.+ On the hypothesis of homogeneity,
Newton found the ellipticity to be 1-230.} As this exceeds
the actual compression, the density of the earth must increase
toward the centre. '

Determinations of the earth’s ellipticity have been obtained
by three different methods; the actual measurement of arcs of
terrestrial meridians, by pendulum experiments, and by the
effect of the compression in disturbing the moon’s motion.
The first method, according to the latest calculations, gives an
ellipticity between 1-291 and 1-292.§ The second gives a
result almost identical, viz: between 1-288 and 1-289.] The
mean between these determinations is 1-290. This polar flat-
tening of the earth is a fact of great cosmical significance, as
pointing to its primitive igneous fluidity.

The subject of terrestrial magnetism has long engaged the
attention of Humboldt, and is discussed at length in the last
volume of his Cosmos. Not the least interesting portion of

* Brewster's Life of Sir Isaac Newton.

+ Cosmos, Bohn’s Edition, 1849, Vol. I, p. 156.
} Principia, Book III, prop. 19.

§ Cosmos, Vol. IV, Part I, p. 482.

| Ibid, p. 458.
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this discussion is that which relates to the connection recently
detected between the terrestrial magnetic force and certain
variations in the solar atmosphere. A remarkable periodicity
in the appearance of the sun’s spots was discovered a few years
since by H. Schwabe of Dessau. In 1826, this astronomer
instituted a series of solar observations, which have been con-
tinued without interruption to the present time. On each
clear day he notesthe number of visible groups, giving to each a
special designation, to guard against counting it twice in a
single rotation of the sun. The following table will exhibit at
one view the ground of Schwabe’s highly interesting induction:

Results of Thirty Years of Observations on the Spots of the Sun, by
H. Schwabe, of Dessau.

No. of No. of Days
Days of Groups of |Epochs of Maximum| each year
DATE. Observation Spots and Minimum when noSpots
each year. | each year. | Groups of Spots. |were observed.
1826 277 118 22
1827 278 161 2
1828 282 226 Maximum. 0
1829 244 199 0
1830 217 190 1
1831 239 149 8
1832 270 84 49
1833 267 83 Minimum. 139
1834 273 51 120
1885 244 178 18
1836 200 272 0
1887 168 883 Maximum. 0
1838 202 282 0
1839 206 162 (1]
1840 263 152 8
1841 288 102 15
1842 807 i 68 64
1848 824 34 Minimum. 149
1844 320 52 111
1845 332 114 29
1846 314 157 1
1847 276 257 0
1848 278 880 Maximum, o
1849 285 238 0
1850 808 186 ] 2
1851 808 151 1]
1852 83817 + 125 2
1853 299 91 8
1854 834 67 [  Minimum. 65
1865 3138 9 146
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In the first year 1826, 118 spots were observed ; the number
was considerably greaterin 1827 ; andin 1828 it had increased
to 225. During the next five years there was a gradual de-
crease; the minimum being reached in 1833. ‘From this time
the number again increased, attaining & second maximum about
1837-8. The table, in short, presents a marked periodicity in
the appearance of the spots, the interval between two consecu-
tive maxima or minima being nearly ten years. It has been
found, moreover, that the spots at the time of minimum are
much smaller than at the maximum. In the present state of
our knowledge it may be impossible to ascertain the true cause
of these cyclical changes: the series of observations, however,
from which they are deduced, is-sufficiently extensive to pre-
clude the possibility of accidental coincidence.

Since the announcement of Schwabe’s discovery, Dr. La-
mont of Munich has detected a corresponding decennial period
in the variation of the magnetic needle. This astronowmer has
found, by comparing a great number of observations, that the
amount of the diurnal variation of the magnetic declination
increases regularly for about five years and one tenth, and then
decreases during an equal period. The epochs of the mawimum
of this amplitude, as found by Dr. L., were in 1837 and 1848; the
minimum in 1843. These results have also been confirmed by
other observers in places quite remote from each other ; so that
the decennial magnetic cycle may be regarded as well estab-
lished. The equality of this period with that of the solar
spots, naturally suggested the hypothesis of their intimate
relationship. Such a causal connection, however difficult of
explanation, has been placed beyond reasonable doubt by the
researches of Gen. Sabine and Mr. Rudolph Wolf. The latter,
besides carefully observing the sun’s spots since 1847, under-
took the discussion of all accessible recorded obgervations, both
solar and magnetic, bearing upon the subject. He thus
ascertained a number of epochs of maximum and minimum
anterior to those observed by Schwabe, from all of which he
has determined the period of the spots to be eleven years and
oneninth. He undertakes tp show, moreover, that this period
coincides more exactly with that of the magnetic variations,
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than Lamont’s cycle of ten years and one-third. I willingly
subscribe to the opinion,” says Schwabe, ¢ that this period
may itself be a variable one.”

The following table of the magnetic variations, from 1835 to
1850, inclusive, is taken from a paper on the subject.by Dr.
Lamont. The results for the first seven years have been de-
duced from the Gottingen Observations; the remaining ones
have been established by Dr. Lamont himself at the Munich
Observatory :

Mean Daily Variation in Declination of the Magnetic Needle.

|

DartE. ‘VARIATION. Dare. ‘VARIATION.
1835 9/.57 1843 7715
1836 12.34 | 1844 6.61
1887 12.27 1845 8.13
1838 1114 1846 8.81
1889 11.08 1847 9.55
1840 9.91 1848 11.16
1841 8.70 1849 10.64

- 1842 7.08 1850 10.44

Dr. Lamont has also shown that the observations of Col.
Beaufoy from 1813 to 1820, and the earlier observations of Gil-
pin and Cassini, indicate the same period of variation. Mr.
‘Wolf, moreover, has found a remarkable correspondence be-
tween the solar and magnetic periods in their menor irregu-
larities as well as in their general changes. From his own ob-
gervations of the solar spots, he claims to have discovered a
short period of variation corresponding to the time of the sun’s
rotation with respect to the earth, (about 27} days.) Should
this (perhaps premature) induction be sustained by future
observations, it would seem to indicate some peculiarity in a
particular portion of the surface, in consequence of which spots
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are developed more numerously than elsewhere. As bearing
on this subject, Mr. Wolf calls attention to the fact that Buys-
Ballot, of Utrecht, from comparing a great number of thermo-
metric observations, has concluded that one side of the sun
has greater heating power than the other. This result, how-
ever, requires confirmation. (See Cosmos, Vol. III, Part 2,
Bohn’s Edition, p. 396.) We may here remark that the direct
influence of the sun upon terrestrial magnetism is evident from
the fact, that the magnetic force is most intense when the earth
is in the portion of its orbit nearest the sun. .

“All the phenomena of nature,” says an eminent writer,
“are connected ; all low from a few simple and general laws,
and the task of the man of genius consists in discovering those
secret connections, those unknown relations, which connect tle
phenomena which appear to the vulgar to have no analogy.”
The truth of this remark is strikingly illustrated by the unex-
pected discovery that the phenomena of terrestrial magnetism
are at least partially referable to the same physical cause that
produces the spots of the sun. The nature of that cause is still
involved in much obscurity, nor can a satisfactory explanation
be reasonably expected without long-continued observation and
research. To the cultivators of physical science it undoubtedly
offers a most interesting field for'future investigation.

There is a striking analogy between the phenomena of vari-
able stars and the periodic recurrence of maxima and minima
in the number and magnitude of the solar spots. If the inhe-
rent light of the sun and stars is produced by electro-magnetic
action in their gaseous envelopes; and if those atmospheres in
all cases, like that' of the sun, are subject to periodic disturb-
ances, the intensity depending upon the physical constitution
of the respective orbs, then a regular variation in the light of
each must follow as a necessary consequence. The change,
however, would not be appreciable except in cases of extraor-
dinary variation.

Fossil organic remains found in the various strata of the
earth’s crust, indicate that the surface-temperature of the pre-
Adamic earth was much greater than the present. We find
also a general increase of heat as we descend beneath the earth’s

18
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surface, varying indeed for different localities, partly no doubt
on account of the different conducting powers of the rocks
which constitute the crust, but averaging not less than one
degree for every sixty feet. Assuming this rate of increase to
continue, the depth at which all known rocks would be in a
state of fusion could not probably exceed fifty miles. Hum-
boldt estimates that with an increase of one degree for every
fifty-five feet, the heat would be sufficient to fuse granite at a
depth of twenty-five miles. Hopkins, on the other hand, makes
the thickness of the crust several hundred miles. ¢On geologi-
cal grounds,” says Humboldt, “I fully concur with Naumann’s
doubts of so enormous a distance between the fluid interior and
the craters of active volcanoes.” The thickness in all proba-
bility is extrewmely variable.

Not only is this molten interior the seat of the volcanic
activity of our planet, but the phenomena of earthquakes
doubtless result fromn its re-action on the solid exterior.* A
contraction of the crust equal to the one hundred thousandth
part of an inch, would cause the ejection of more than one
million five hundred thousand cubic yards of lava. The occa-
sional penetration of water to the molten nucleus may be
another cause both of earthquakes and volcanic eruptions.

To account for the ancient high temperature of the earth’s
surface, its present internal heat, the phenomena of thermal
springs, &c., Posson has proposed an ingenious, though we
think improbable, hypothesis. Starting with the fact—estab-
lished beyond doubt by the observations of modern astrono-
mers—that the solar system has a progressive motion in space,
he supposes that in the sweep of its mighty orbit it has passed
through regions of very different temperatures, and that the
heat of former periods—the residuum of which isstill found at
great depths beneath the surface—was received ab extra, while

* ¢ The similarity of lava, wherever found, and the close agreement as to com-
position and physical characters of the basalt of ancient epochs, and of that still
bursting through and imtersecting the walls of modern volcanoes, are proofs that
all such eruptions have a common origin, and are due, as well as the accompany-
ing physical phenomena of earthquakes, to forces acting on the still liquid portion
of the earth.”— Portlock’s Rudimentary Qeology, p. 0.
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in a portion of space much richer in stars, and having therefore
8 higher temperature than that through which it is at present
passing. “The physical doubts which have reasonably been
entertained against this extraordinary cosmical view (which
attributes to the regions of space that which probably is more
dependent on the first transition of matter condensing from the
gaseo-fluid into the solid state) will be found collected in Pog-
gendorfl’s Annalen, bd. xxxix, § 93—100.” Cosmos, Vol. I,
p. 165. '

The explanation adopted by Humboldt is more satisfactory.
The form of the earth “indicates the mode of its origin, and is,
in fact, its history. An elliptical spheroid of revolution gives
evidence of having once been a soft or fluid mass. Thus the
earth’s compression constitutes one of the most ancient geog-
nostic events, as every attentive reader of the book of nature
can easily discern.” But this primitive fluidity could not have
been aqueous, it was therefore igneous. Indeed, it can scarcely
be doubted that the solidification of the exterior of our globe
was a mere cooling by radiation from the surface. If we
accept this theory of the formation of the outer terrestrial
crust, the facts to be accounted for are obvious results.

We may state, as a matter of interest, that ‘‘the Nestor of
Science,” not only in the earlier volumes of his great work,
but also in the last, favors, though somewhat cautiously, the
nebular hypothesis. “In the first formation of the planets,”
he remarks, “it is probable that nebulous rings revolving round
the sun were agglomerated into spheroids, and consolidated by
a gradual condensation proceeding from the exterior towards
the centre.” Whatever opinion may now be entertained in
regard to this celebrated theory, it is doubtless true that the
disrepute into which it has been brought with thoughtful
minds, is8 mainly due to the attempt of the author of the
“Vestiges” to connect it with the Lamarckian theory of
development. The latter itself is not essentially atheistic; but
it is at variance with the Sacred Record, unsustained by physi-
cal facts, and now, though at one time regarded with some
favor, almost universally rejected by men of science. Its
complete refutation leaves the nebular hypothesis untouched ;

-
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and, on the other hand, the demonstration of La Place’s theory
would afford no evidence whatever of the truth of the La-
marckian hypothesis. To regard them as interlinked, depen-
dent and essential parts of a great atheistic scheme, is to
mistake entirely their mutual relationship.

ARTICLE VII.

INAUGURAL DISCOURSE ON CHURCH HISTORY AND
CHURCH POLITY.*

In assuming the office to which your partial kindness, my
brethren, confirmed by the vote of the Synod of Georgia, has
raised me, I am unfeignedly sensible of my unfitness every
way to perform its duties; and, therefore, were it not that the
dispensations and leadings of Divine Providence towards me,
privately, seem to signify that I should acquiesce in this elec-
tion, I would, on that account, have respectfully declined the
call. Having accepted it, and having been inducted into this
office, I must now hope with the Divine blessing, by prayer and
pains, to prepare myself in some measure for an adequate dis-
charge of the duties you have imposed.

You have appointed me to preside over that department of
instruction in our Theological School which relates specifically
to the Church. To one of my colleagues you have given for
his branch of instruction, the interpretation of the Scriptures—
associating with him an assistant teacher of the Hebrew and
other Oriental languages; to another, the Pastoral and the
Preaching work; to another the Doctrines of Theology; to me,
the Church considered in respect to all the principles of her
Divine polity, and to all the events of her history from the
beginning to the present time.

* This article is the Inaugural Address of Dr. Adger, delivered before the Board
of Directors of the Theological Seminary and the Synod of South Carolina, at Sum_
terville, 8. C., Friday evening, October 29, 1858.
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The History of the Church is indeed a wide field of research,
and a noble sphere of instruction. But who could undertake
to teach the whole of it? In making me your Professor of
Church History, you surely do not mean that I shall profess to
do any such work as that! A full and complete learning and
teaching of the History of the Church of Christ would demand
a full and complete mastery by the pupils as well as by the
Professor of nearly all human history, because, for the most part,
wherever in human affairs there has entered no influence from
the Church of Christ—wherever the interests of a nation have
had no connection at all with the interests of the Church of
Christ, neither influencing them nor being influenced by
them—there, for the most part, there has been little for history
to record, and history has recorded but little. The world and
all its kingdoms have been kept in being and in action for the
church’s sake. They have constituted simply her theatre upon
which to act out the drama of her life and progress.

To teach the whole of Church History, also demands the
complete scrutiny and exhibition of nearly the whole of human
philosophy. For what philosophy is there, ancient or modern,
which has not affected the doctrine, and so the interests of the
Church of Christ? “In Plato (says Professor Butler) philoso-
phy is but another name for religion.” And so in all her
teachers philosophy is just the wisdom of men expressing itself
upon man’s nature, origin, duty, destiny—in other words,
philosophy is just the opinions of men concerning those very
subjects, amongst others, which Christianity treats of. And to
know the influence Christianity has had, and the effects Christi-
anity has wrought, we have to comprehend also the influences
those opinions have had, and the effects those opinions have
wrought.

You will not therefore expect me to teach the whole history
of the church. Suppose no other obstacle to stand in the way,
more than sufficient would be the very limited period of time
which is allotted to our course. Until the church shall require
her students to devote a fourth year to their studies, all I can
hope for i8 to be able to acquaint them with the main facts of
Church History, to furnish them the key to those facts, to in-
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spire them with a taste for this study, and to impress them with
a sense of the value of this knowledge.

And what is the value of a knowledge of Church History?
I answer that, just as the review by any man of the dealings of
Divine Providence with him personally is calculated to make
him humble, and at the same time thankful, so the study of
Church History by our rising ministry will teach them, and
through them the Church, humility and thankfulness—and also
faith and hope.

I answer again, that indeed it is impossible there should be
any intelligent acquaintance with the church, as she now is,
where there is not a due knowledge of the church as she has
been, nor any proper conceptions of her future that are not
associated with correct apprehensions of her past.

Again I answer by observing, that this study is the best
illustration of Dogmatic Theology. What is it you get from
Theology ¢ You get Divine ideas. But Church History gives
you these Divine ideas in action. She takes the abstract truths
and clothes them with dramatic interest. In her hand these
old truths, long ago settled and determined, enact over again
before you their old battles with error, and excite you in the
same way and for the same reason as some question of to-day ;
and, therefore, under her magic influence they get power to
impress you strongly, and so you perceive them as you never
did before. Theology is a grand study. It is the science of
sciences. It systematizes the principles and facts which God
himself reveals. It takes the most glorious truths, the most
inspiring as well as most overwhelming considerations ever
viewed by the human mind, and presents them in their mutual
relations and due order before that mind. But Church History,
gathering in her right hand these truths, with her left hand
grasps her brightly burning torch, and exploring the long track
of ages past, exhibits before you the operation of these truths
upon the character and conduct of mankind; their influence
upon the nations; their power in the lives and deaths of indi-
vidual men receiving them. You thus get the clearest views
of the doctrines themselves when you see them held up in this
practical point of view; when you see how they have been
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expressed in different ages and languages; and when you have
them continually contrasted with various conflicting errors
that have successively been invented by the adversary, in
order to corrupt or to overthrow them. The History of the
Doctrines is therefore a necessary help to a perfect understand-
ing of the doctrines. And then, what a confirmation of our
faith in the truth of the doctrines of theology is it, to observe
their effects amongst men! And what a testimony to the
truth of these doctrines is it also, to find, by the researches ot
Church History, to how great an extent through all the course
of ages, the faith of God’s people has been constant, has been
one and unalterable! And what a safeguard against the
inventions of heresy does the knowledge of Church History
afford! It rebukes the rashness of all attempts to improve
that which has stood the test of ages—to improve that which,
it plainly teaches us, was in the very beginning of it no work
of man, but revealed by God, and therefore, not to be improved
by man. Church History presents us with a constant recur-
rence of the same opinions of men setting up themselves
against God’s Revelation of truth. It shews you in regard to
this Revelation how, as Archer Butler expresses it, speaking of
Intellectual Philosophy: ¢“The various ages have returned the
echoes of old errors; have rushed with all the ardor of novelty
and inexperience into illusions long before exposed ; and have
mistaken again and again tAat for the coinage of eternal truth
which a forgotten antiquity had proved to be the base alloy of
prejudice, or the gilded forgeries of a too active imagination.”
Again, in answer to the question of what value is Church
History, let me suggest that the whole of Christianity is based
upon facts which are the staple of all history. The proof of
Christianity depends upon facts,—as the facts of Christ’s life,
death and resurrection. The substance of Christianity also is
Jacts, with some accompanying doctrines and precepts. Chris-
tianity therefore besides being, as has been well said, the only
religion that claims to be based on evidence, or that is at pains
to furnish evidence wherewith to accredit herself, is also the
only religion which fair, impartial, honest history can help.
The History of Christianity or of the Church, accordingly, is
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all important, especially to the Christian Ministry. I have
said Christianity is based on the facts of Christ’s life, death and
resurrection. What is the whole History of the Church either
before or since the period of those particular facts, but the
History of God’s doings for and with his church—the history
of the facts brought to pass by Him, or with His permission,
in the progress of His working out the fulfilment of His coun-
sels respecting His elect people. If theology is of value which
treats of the things spoken by God, Church History must surely
be of value which treats of the things done by God. If the
true History of the Church had been written in complete full-
ness and by an inspired pen, it must have comprehended a
journal of all the proceedings of the God-Man-Mediator in the
progress of His work as Head and King of His Church!
‘What has been written of Church History by uninspired men
is, of course, a very feeble, yet by no means a useless attempt
to realize what it was not given to man to accomplish, but
what may all along have been and may still be in progress of
preparation, by the pens of angelic or of sainted scribes in the
upper temple !

This department of instruction, so inseparably connected
with all history and all philosophy and all theology, and in-
deed with all learning, making all tributary to itself, and in its
turn enlightening and guiding all; this most comprehensive and
valuable of the sciences—for it both includes and perpetuates
every one of them—has been well called an Encyclopedic
department. I have acknowledged to you, my brethren, that
I do not hope to learn, much less to teach it all, but only to in-
troduce my pupils to the main facts it presents, and to impress
them with a sense of the value of the study, as one which
they are to begin with me indeed: but much more, to pursue to
the end of their ministry, as doubtless we shall pursue it indeed
throughout our whole eternal being. For, taking up just one
of the branches of Church History, into which authors divide
the subject, viz: the history of the religious and moral life—
who will question that our eternal being may find room for
unending research and investigation into God’s gracious and
glorious doings in and for the innumerable hosts of His re-
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deemed people, even in this one line of His adorable working?
Who will question that in heaven the history of God’s dealings
with each of us will instruct all the others; that the religious
experience, not only of Abel, of Enoch, of Job, of Abraham, of
Elijah, of Apostles and of Martyrs, but also that of thousands
and millions of the perfectly obscure saints of God, shall still
serve to edify our faith, and still minister to the ever-growing
power of grace in us; whilst we thus for ever and for ever ask
one another, and answer one another questions in Church
History—questions about all the way by which our Divine
Shepherd led home his sheep? I shall hope to impress our
students with some slight sense of the value of this study,
which once they begin they shall never cease to carry on.

I said that I hoped to teach the main facts of Church His-
tory, and to give my pupils the key to those facts. It is this
office and duty which constitutes the power and the charm of
the professorship to which I have been appointed; henceforth
my high calling, my business and my privilege, is to interpret
the facts of Church History. And to have the facts inter-
preted for them, and to learn how to interpret them for them-
selves—this it is, undoubtedly, which is to constitute for our
pupils, the charm of the study in an intellectual point of view.
Bare facts are of no value, and of little interest. The value
of any fact, historically considered, is in the principle it ex-
hibits and illustrates; and 7solated facts are of little value,even
when considered with regard to their principle. It is the con-
nections and the sequences of every fact—its dependencies
and relations, its causes and results, we love to trace. The
philosophy of the facts is far more attractive and exciting, and
important, than the facts themselves. As has been well said,
“there is a profound order; a regular plan; a comprehensive
system lying at the bottom of history. She therefore dwells
not in the region of facts, but continually rises into the region
of ideas”>—of ideas which rule and have always ruled the
world. The facts rightly viewed are a great store-house filled
with treasures, all arranged in due order; but we want a key
which shall open that store-house, and so make those treasures
of practical value, and give us real satisfaction in the posses-
sion of them.
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Now, it is very obvious that different minds will interpret
the same facts differently. There is, of course, but one
true key to the store-house. There is but one thread which
runs through the labyrinth. But there are many false keys, and
many threads of error and deceit. And different teachers of
Church History will often present the philosophy of it in con-
trary aspects, and make the same facts tell an entirely opposite
tale. There are, among Protestant writers of Church History,
some Evangelical and some Rationalist; some Lutheran and
some Calvinist or Reformed, and some Anglican; differing
from one another in their treatment of the same persons, and
the same doctrines, and the same events. Then, there are
Roman Catholic Church historians, who vary from these all
in their way of handling the very same matters. And then,
also, occasionally an infidel takes up his pen to write the Life
of Jesus, and not so much denying any of the facts of that life
recorded in the Evangelists, as merely endeavoring to show
that they were only myths, he labors to make out that * the
cultivated intellect” presents us with this “ dilemma: either
Jesus was not really dead, or He did not really rise again ;” and
thus he would compel us either to acknowledge the death of
Christ & mere syncope, or else his resurrection a mistake or
fable. In our country we have not had as yet, and indeed
for a long time, perhaps, we cannot be expected to have, many
authors of Church History. Our greatest proficients in the
study have, for the most part, thus far contented themselves
with translating and editing, criticising and reviewing, the pro-
ductions of foreign writers, or with lecturing on the subject in
our Theological Schools. Nevertheless, we also, like the Euro-
pean Church Historians, are divided into various classes. There
are amongst us as many interpretations of some of the facts of
Church History as theve are sccts. Nor is there any possi-
bility of its being otherwise, so long as we are divided in our
views of doctrine; for a man’s views in theology constitute
the stand-point from which he regards the facts of Church
History, so that hisapprehension of those facts must be affected
by the type of his doctrinal opinions. And so, on the other
hand, a man’s interpretation of the facts will always affect his
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views of the doctrine. For this two-fold reason it is that
we consider it essential to teach Church History for ourselves
to our own rising ministry. We are convinced, if I appre-
hend correctly, my brethren, your position in the matter, that
the true stand-point for rightly interpreting the facts of Church
History, is that very doctrinal position which we, as a church,
are occupying, so that Old-School Presbyterians, other things
of course being equal, can better understand and explain the
facts of Church History than any other class of men. And we
are also convinced, that any other than the right interpretation
of these facts is injurious to the soundness and integrity of theo-
logical opinions, so that we cannot transmit unimpaired our
Old-School Presbyterian testimony to the generation that is
to follow, if we do not furnish, for ourselves, to our rising min-
istry, that true key with which we have been entrusted, for
unlocking the store-house of history.

Now, is this all mere sectarian bigotry? My brethren,
doubtless these sentiments will, in the eyes of some, constitute
us bigots. But they must then, also, call Neander a sectarian
and a bigot, who distinctly expresses the same idea.

“It is pre-supposed,” says Neander, vol. i, p. 1, “that we

have formed some just conception of that in its inward essence
which we would study in its manifestation and process of de-
velopment. Our knowledge here falls into a necessary circle.
To understand history, it is supposed that we have some under-
standing of that which constitutes its working principle; but it
is also history which furnishes us the proper test, by which to
ascertain whether its principle has been rightly apprehended.
Certainly, then, our understanding of the history of Christianity
will depend on the conception we have formed of Christianity
itself.” Guericke expresses the same idea when he tells us (p.
3) that “the phenomena (of Church History) must be unfolded
genetically from their causes—primarily and chiefly from the
€nmost principle lying under all ecclesiastical phenomena.”
There is, then, an underlying principle, and each school of inter-
preters will form its own judgment of what that principle or
doctrine is, and how it operates.

But Dr. Davidson, the Rationalist Professor of Church His-
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tory amongst the English Dissenters, says that Guericke is
“ one sided,”—which means that he is a thorough and earnest
believer in the inspiration of the Scriptures, and in the possi-
bility of our comprehendmg in measure the truth they reveal,
and of our expressing that truth in definite formularies of faith.
Yet even Dr. Davidson’s favorite Geiseler, whose Church His-
tory is a cold and dry skeleton,—invaluable, however, in this
branch of study, just as the actdal human skeleton is to the
student of physiology—even Gieseler uses this language,
“The ecclesiastical historian * * * cannot penetrate into
the internal character of the phenomena of Church History
without a Christian religious spirit, because one cannot gene-
rally comprehend aright any strange spiritnal phenomenon
without reproducing it in himself.” Even the cold, dry Geise-
ler, therefore, acknowledges that the external phenomena have
an internal character, and that this internal character can only
be comprehended by regarding those phenomena with a certain
kind of spirit.

‘While, therefore, with Neander, I say that Church History
“must not look through the glass of a particular philosophical
or dogmatic school ;” in other words, that she must be impartial
and just in all her interpretations, I yet hold that every man will
necessarily judge of all things, to some extent, from his own
stand-point ; and also, that there are principles running through
the whole of Church History as its real life, insomuch that
only those students who rightly apprehend them will be able
to take the true and proper gnage and measurement of the facts
that have chrystallized upon these principles as their thread.

This view of the necessity and value of just and true pre-con-
ceptions respecting whatever we undertake to investigate, has
been expressed by writers in other departments besides Church
History. For example, MacCulloch, the Geologian, says well
that the “work of the observation of facts cannot proceed with-
out general principles—without theory. Not understood, fact
are useless ; not understood, they are not seen. He who knows
what to see, sees; and without knowledge the man and the
quadruped equally seeing, see to the same purpose.” (Vol. II.
p. 382.) Thus speaks the philosopher of nature. He means
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to say that when we enter a very wide circle of particulars, we

must have some general theory before hand, or we cannot

generalize at all; and that where there are thousands of objects

thrown before us in confusion, without the aid of some general

pre-conceptions teaching us what to see, we shall not see at all.

Just so it is in history—the man sees nothing who sees only
the separate facts, and has before hand no principle around

which to range them. The same thing say the philosophers
of mind. Cousin holds that in all investigations, ‘“as long as
we have seized only isolated, disconnected facts; as long as we

have not referred them to a general law, we possess the mate-

rials of science, but there is yet no science.” ‘To unite obser-

vation and reason—not to lose sight of the ideal of science to

which man aspires, and to search for it and find it by the route

of experience—such is the problem of philosophy.” Sir Wil-

liam Hamilton holds what Aristotle held before him, that it “is
the condition of the possibility of knowledge that it does not
regress to infinity, but departs from certain primary facts,
beliefs, or principles—dpxal, principia, literally ¢commence-
ments,’” points of departure.” Now, if all knowledge is to be

thus traced back to some few original beliefs—and if all facts
depend upon some few of these primary principles, or seeds of
things ; if, as Sir William says, ‘“the humble Crede wt intelligas
of Anselm, and not the proud Intellege wt credas of Abelard,”
be the correct rule of philosophic apprehension in respect to all
knowledge, is it bigotry for us to maintain that right pre-con-
ceptions of what Christianity itself is, are necessary to any right
understanding of the history of Christianity?

Archer Bautler, in his late beautiful exposition of Platonism,
tells us that the ideas of Plato, about which innumerable
critics have had so much to say, “are no other than the eternal
laws and reasons of things.” ¢“The essence of the theory of
Plato (he says) is, that the whole conceivable universe is
metaphysically divisible into Facts and Reasons, the objects of
Experience and the objects of Intellect; with—as equally the
ultimate point of both—that Supreme Essence, who is at once
the greatest of facts and the most perfect of reasons, holding
in Himself the solution of His own existence.” (Ancient
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Philosophy, p. 129.) Thus, he says: “The object of Plato
was to trace all that is offered by the senses throughout this
wondrous world, down to its root in a deeper and invisible
world, and to pronounce that the notion of perfect science is a
delusion when it does not penetrate to this profounder reality,”
.(p- 130.) Now, why may we not apply this to Church History,
and say that just as there is 4 “profounder reality,” which lies
at the bottom of all that is offered by the senses, and which
constitutes its root, so there is a profounder reality than all the
facts of history which lies at their base? There is a principle,
or there are various principles which, under God, are the causes
of all the changes and events recorded by history, and who-
ever undertakes to learn these facts will fail, unless he have
some correct understanding beforehand of these principles.

The position I am maintaining, so far from being the utter-
ance of a stiff Presbyterian bigotry, has been very ably de-
fended by Professor Shedd, of the Congregationalist Seminary
at Andover. He says well, in his masterly Lectures on the
Philosophy of History, “notwithstanding all professions to the
contrary, every writer of ecclesiastical history, as well as of
secular, has his own standing point and view-point. This can
be inferred from the spirit and teachings of his work, as unmis-
takably as the position of the draughtsman can be inferred from
the perspective of his picture.” He says well, that “the true
idea of any object is a species of preparatory knowledge, which
throws light over the whole field of inquiry, and introduces an
orderly method into the whole course of examination.” He
says, that “we have only to watch the movements of our minds
to find that we carry with us, into every field of investigation,
an antecedent idea, which gives more or less direction to our
studies, and goes far to determine the result to which we come.”

Lord Bacon (quoted by the same Professor) says, respecting
the investigation of nature, “we must guide our steps by a
clue, and the whole path from the very first perception of our
senses must be secured by a determined method.” “The
sciences require a form of induction capable of explaining and
separating experiments, and coming to a certain conclusion by
a proper series of rejections and exclusions.” Bacon (says
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Shedd) often speaks of “rejections and exclusions in the i inves-
tigation, as though there were a complexity, a mixture, and, to
some extent, a contrariety in this domain.” And most unques-
tionably, my brethren, Bacon was right. The facts of any
science whatsoever, are they not like thousands of books laid
down in great confused heaps upon the floor of some vast
library hall, which you are required to arrange in due order
upon the shelves standing around? Can you begin to arrange
those mingled volumes of the works of different authors in
various languages, and upon manifold subjects, unless you first
form in your mind some plan, according to which you will
arrange them, putting history here, and philosophy there, and
poetry, and mathematics, and every other class of books in its
own quarter of the room? And will there not always be some
one plan of arrangement which, considering all the circum-
stances of the case, is the best and the true plan? ¢“Opposed
(says Shedd) as this sagacious and thoroughly English mind
was to the unverified and mere conjectures of the fancy, such
as the alchemists, ¢. g. employed in investigating nature, he
was not opposed to the initiating ideas and pre-conceived
methods of the contemplative scientific mind. The fictions of
occult qualities and hidden spirits he rejected, but his own
map of the great kingdom of nature, with his full list of a prior:
tests and capital experiments, to guide the inquirer through a
region which he has not vet travelled over, and in which
Bacon himself had entered only here and there by actual
experiments and observation; this example of Bacon shows
that he regarded the sober and watchful employment of the
a priori method by the scientific mind, to be not only legiti-
mate but necessary.” Such a form of induction is needed in
history, that the investigator may make the requisite ‘“rejections
and exclusions;” for whilst the mere chronicle gives you a
miscellany of all that has happened, the science of history has
a discriminating spirit.

Coleridge, (also quoted by Prof. Shedd,) says well, “ We
must, therefore, commence with the philosophic idea of the
thing, the true nature of which we wish to find out and exhibit.
We must carry our rule ready made, if we wish to measure
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aright. If you ask me how I can know that this idea, my own
invention and pre-conception, is the truth, by which the phe-
nomena of history are to be explained, I answer: in the same
way exactly that you know that your eyes were made to see
with; and that is because you do see with them.,” * *
* % % % «To get up for a philosophic historian upon
the knowledge of facts only, is about as wise as to set up
for a musician by the purchase of some score of flutes, fiddles
and horns. In order to make music, you must know how to
play; in order to make your facts speak truth, you must know
what the truth is which ough¢ to be proved.”

It must therefore be admitted, that what we have said is
not the utterance of bigotry, but of sober judgment and
reason. We are bound to teach Church History for ourselves.
Guericke is right when he says, that Church History is of the
nature of commentary. It must, also, be admitted that, in
order to any success in his undertaking, the teacher or writer
of it must begin by holding right principles of dogmatic belief.
I do not, of course, by any means assert that this is the only
essential pre-requisite of success in teaching Church History.
But I do insist that if you will include in this Aolding of right
principles what indeed belongs to it, viz: the experimental
knowledge and sense of them, then it is beyond comparison
the most essential pre-requisite. Other needful qualifications
are of great importance: as, a just and candid and honest mind ;
a docile humility ;- an untiring industry ; powers of induction
and of deduction, of analysis and of generalization; a competent
knowledge of languages, of books and of men—that is, of
human nature, which is ever one and the same the world over,
and throngh all ages; a philosophic spirit; a sound and sober
judgment; and a lively, enthusiastic delight in the studies of
this department; but none of these is absolutely indispensable,
like that one I have dwelt upon solong. You could be content
to have in your Seminary a teacher of Church History and.
Polity possessed of some, or all, of these qualifications in but a
moderate degree,—or else surely, brethren, you would never
have elected me to this chair! But with that first and chief
pre-requisite you could not be content to dispense at all. Your
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Professor of Church History and Polity must have what you
judge, in the fear of God, to be the right ideas of Christianity
and of the Church.

Now, whence are these ideas to come? They are to come
from the.Scriptures. Church History is the record of a double
development: a development of God’s truth, and of the errors
men have mixed with His truth. The written Word of God
itself was slowly and gradually developed into its full propor-
tions during a period of more than 4,000 years. And now, for
a period of nearly half that length, the scheme of doctrines
this Word of God contains, has been continually undergoing a
process of development in the life and experience of the
church. The ideas have for nearly 2,000 years all been
there in the Book of God; but the Christian Church at first
did not see them all. Gradually she learned more of these
ideas, but continually she mixed errors with them,—whence
arose controversies and disputes that rent her sore. One great
cardinal set of truths, after another, was first the subject of
general and wide-spread and often bitter discussion in the
church, and then the true faith of God upon those points
became settled and decided, and has so remained. Thus,
oa the whole, the truth more and more has been developed to
the consciousness of the Church. Stil, is it being so developed.
And thus, no doubt, it isstill to bedeveloped hereafter. There
are yet to be acquired, no doubt, new views of the truth con-
tained in that Word of God; there are yet to be seen new
relations of the old revealed ideas, and new aspects and bear.
ings of them. There are yet to be, no doubt, higher and
clearer and stronger developments of them to the faith and
apprehension of God’s children. And doubtless there are to
be new admixtures of errors with them, and hence new con-
troversies are to rise and disturb the peace of Zion for a time ;

still to result, however, in her learning more of the doctrine

that is according to godliness. And then, we may suppose,

when the whole development that-was appointed from the

beginning has been accomplished, the end of all things will

have folly come, and the Church’s education being complete,

there shall have arrived the glad day of the public inaugura-
20
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tion before the universe of her everlasting espousals with her
Lord!

Respecting the development of these revealed ideas on the
one hand, and of the false opinions of men upon the other, two
things deserve to be considered. The first is, that in the de-
velopment of the truth there has not been for two thousand
years past, and there could not have been, any new, vital or
fundamental ideas added to the system, as it stood when the
New Testament Canon was closed. It was then the whole and
complete Word of God, and not one line was thenceforth to be
added to it or taken from it. And the second is, that every
development of these ideas in the life and experience of the
church—every aspect assumed by these ideas, and every rela-
tion and sequence ascribed to them in the doctrinal formularies
of the church—was to be such as it might be easy to trace
directly back to the Secriptures. “Thy Word is truth,” said
the Saviour. None of the developments of error will stand
when judged by these two Scriptural marks. - Take, for ex-
ample, the recently decreed Romish article of faith respecting
the immaculate conception of the Virgin Mary. That idea
was first broached in the twelfth century by Peter Lombard.
In the thirteenth, Aquinas disputed the statement. In the
fourteenth, Duns Scotus maintained it and gave it general
currency. In the fifteenth, Sixtus IV, by a special edict,
promised remission of sins to all who should keep the annual
festival of the Immaculate Conception. For ages it was
fiercely opposed by the Dominican Monks, but had the stout
advocacy of the Franciscans. In the seventeenth century
Popes Paul V, Gregory XV and Alexander VII, had
great trouble with their disputes on this point; but, afraid
of both the contending parties, in vain were they solicited
by Philip IIT and Philip IV of Spain, to decide the question
by a public decree. But now at length in our own day,
seven centuries from the birth of the idea, it has been decreed
at Rome, in the regular and constitutional way of that chuarch,
to be an article of faith! Well, this is certainly a notable
development of doctrine! But we know it to be of false
doctrine, because it neither can be traced directly back to
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Scripture, nor is consistent at all with Scripture, while also it
is the addition of new doctrine upon a fundamental point. It
destroys the fullness of our Saviour’s humiliation in being
made of a woman ; and it robs Him therefore of a part of His
glory. Its design is indeed to complete that substitution of
Mary for Jesus which the Church of Rome has been treach-
erously developing into mature fullness for long ages past. But
take now, on the other hand, any one of those statements of the
doctrine of the Trinity, or of the person of Christ, which the
six earliest general councils drew up as developments of truth
in their times ; or take any one of those anthropological state-
ments received by the Church as the result of the controversies
between A ugustine and Pelagius; or take any one of the chief
developments of evangelical doctrine made by the Reformers
of the sixteenth century, and how easy it is to discover both
that it presents nothing new upon any fundamental, doctrinal
question, and, also, that it directly springs out of the Bible.
Indeed, in respect to these last—to the developments of truth
at the time of the Reformation, perhaps it might be more
correct to call them exhumations than developments of doc-
trine. The Apostolic Church of Rome had buried those truths
under mountains of lies; Luther, Calvin, and the other Reform-
ers, only gave them resurrection.

Let me illustrate again by a reference to Chevalier Bunsen’s
Hippolytus. He maintains that Hippolytus, a Bishop of the
Harbour of Rome, in the third century, and not Origen, is the
real author of the book entitled ¢ A Refutation of all Heresies,”
found in 1842, in the Greek Convent of Mount Athos, by a
French Scholar, and in 1851 published by the University press
of Oxford. And he undertakes to show what, supposing
Hippolytus to have been the author of this newly discovered
production of antiquity, were some of the matters believed by
many now, which this Christian Bishop officiating near Rome
itself, in the third century, did not know anything about.
Bunsen accordingly enumerates the following developments of
doctrine since the times of the third century, as all alike de-
velopments of error, viz:

“1. Hyppolytus knew of no title to supremacy on the part
of the Church of Rome, even in Italy ;
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“2. He knew of no sacred language used by the church in
preference to the vernacular;

3. Nor anything of the celibacy of the clergy;

“4. Nor of the Church of Christ being a Levitical-Priest-
church; )

“5. Hippolytus therefore was no Papist ;

“6. Nor was he a Nicean divine, much less an Athanasian;

“7. Nor did he know anything of Pedo-Baptism ;

“8. Nor did he teach original sin. At the same time we
have no proof that he was a Pelagian. He would have raised
many a previous question against both St. Augustine and
Pelagius. '

“9. He would have considered Luther’s doctrine of justifica-
tion by faith, a quaint expression of a truth which he fully
acknowledged.

“10. As to Calvin’s predestination, he would have abhorred
it, without thinking less highly of God’s inscrutable counsels.

“11. Gausgen’s theory of plenary inspiration he would have
considered a dangerous Jewish superstition.

12. On the whole, if Hippolytus was no Papist, his divinity
cannot be reduced to our Protestant formulas without losing all
its native sense and beauty. There is nothing in his work
which would contradict the general principles of evangelical
doctrine—but as to the positive expressions he would not
understand much of them. * * * * * * * Without
proceeding further, the absurdity of this whole method of
understanding and judging the system of thought and doctrine
of a Christian in the second and third centuries, by the con-
formity or non-conformity of his formulas with our own, must be
gelf-evident. * * * * * You cannot thus find out the
real truth. You are out of the centre of the man and of his
age.” .

Now, it is evident enough that, unless we put ourselves in the
same centre with Hippolytus and his age, we cannot under-
stand him nor it. But it is not so evident that we are not at
liberty, to a certain extent, to judge of the system of thought
and doctrine of Hippolytus by the conformity or non-conformity

of his formulas with our own. The centre of true Christians in
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all ages is the same, and therefore they must move to a very
great extent in one and the same circle. Their common centre
is Christ. The Scriptures are to them all, in proportion as they
are enlightened, the source of ideas and principles; and in pro-
portion as they are not enlightened, of course it is doubtful if
they are Christians, because Christianity is light. There has
been in the Church of Christ a development of ideas, but it is
not of any fundamental ideas that were not written with the
finger of inspiration on the pages of the Bible. There has been
a development of new aspects and relations, new dependencies
and sequences of those old written truths, but there has been
nothing developed in the life and to the consciousness of the
real Church of God, which could not be traced back directly
to the Scriptures. Try the twelve developments which Bun-
sen falsely alleges to be all alike errors, by these two rules, and
if you are candid and docile, and if, moreover, we must add, it
be given you to know the doctrine of God, you shall quickly
be able to judge betwixt them. And so with any true child of
God, in any age, if he had the Bible in his hand!. No sooner
had any one of these twelve points come into discussion in the
visible church, than it was quite possible for all who were
taught of the Spirit, and had the Scriptures in their vernacular,
to know the truth respecting it. In the progress of years,
therefore, new questions must constantly be expected to arise,
and the old truths to stand in new relations, and thus a develop-
ment that is healthful and useful to go forwards continnally
for the enlightenment of those who are without and for the
church’s edification; but as to all the main doctrines of the
Gospel, it may well be questioned whether, in this nineteenth
century, we receive them in any greater fullness, simplicity or
integrity, than the true children of God (having corresponding
advantages) have received them in all times. The Bible—the
Theology of the Bible—the Evangelical Doctrine is not the
vague, uncertain thing Bunsen would represent it, incapable
of being clearly and distinctly comprehended. No, it is and
always has been something definite, something fixed and posi-
tive. And this Book of God, and the pre-conceptions which it
gives us respecting the being and attributes of the Triune
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God ; respecting His counsels and His purposes and His gov-
ernment; respecting man’s creation and probation and fall;
respecting the Church given of God to His Redeeming Son;
respecting the ordinances and the promises, the officers, the
powers and the work given to this Church; respecting the
future glories that are to be revealed in her and to her—this
wondrous Book of God, I say, with these wondrous ideas it
furnishes to us, this is the key of History—this the innermost
principle and profounder life of the whole course of events—
this the interpreter of the multiform, the confused, often the
contradictory chronicles of a thousand scribes.

So much, my brethren, I have deemed it proper for me to
express on this occasion respecting Church History. It would
seem necessary I should add a few words respecting Church
Polity.

We hear it often said now that this is the field of religious
enquiry for our period—that first Theology was developed in
the life and to the consciousness of the Church—then Anthro-
pology—next Soteriology; and that now, at last, Ecclesiology
is being developed. To a certain extent I think this correctly
said. For, what are the religious questions of our time? They
are:

1. Our controversy with skeptical criticism, which would
overthrow the inspiration of the sacred writings by affirming
inspiration of the sacred writers, only however, as all men of
genius are inspired; which would make human reason the
a priort judge of Divine Revelation; which would undertake
to eliminate all that is human out of the Christian Scriptures,
and which reduces to myth or legend, or allegory, whatsoever
in the Divine records is unpalatable to its own taste.

2. Our controversy with ontology in that transcendental,
pantheistic form of it, which instead of investigating being by
the legitimate use of the human powers, undertakes to shew
by metaphysics how the universe must have been evolved out
of the absolute—how the infinite becomes real in the finite—
how One is made All, and All are made One,—how God alone
exists, and all things in the universe are but His phenomena.

3. Our controversy with the physical sciences, as in the
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hands of some of their devotees, they turn against the Christian
Scriptures and seek to destroy their credibility.

All these controversies together form the battle ground, in our
day, of the evidences of Christianity—the battle outside and
against the citadel itself. These are our contests with the
enemies of all revelation. But besides these questions, there
are various subjects of controversy amongst the professors of
the Christian faith themselves; and} perhaps, it may be said,
that of these the most earnestly debated do relate in some way
or other to the doctrine of the Church. It is now (asindeed to
some extent it always has been) their Church and her Sacra-
ments that Roman Catholics are holding forth and pressing
forwards every where with a new zeal. It is not so much any
abstract dogma as it is their visible Hierarchy and Ritual,
their Cathedrals and pompous Liturgies, their Nunneries of
women devoted to the service of the Church, their Sisters of
Mercy recommending the charity of the Church, their schools
illustrating the Church’s love of knowledge and of light ;—
these are the contrasts which they seemn anxious to set forth
and make manifest between their Church and the cold, naked,
barren, dry sects of Protestantism. And then what they deny
to us is not so much the true doctrine as the true Church. We
might even maintain what they would call false doctrine, if we
would but acknowledge their Church to be the only true
Church and the Pope its head. The unity they most earnestly
cherish is this external unity. The most important differences
of doctrine they know how to tolerate when necessary, if only
there is external submission to the Pope. But we do not thus
submit to the Pope. 'We renounce his and their communion—
and so they declare that we have no Church at all, and no
Sacraments at all. On the other hand, the aspect of Rome in
Protestant eyes, is more and more that of an Apostate church.
Protestants, who are thoughful and earnest, more and more
agree in denying altogether to Rome the possession of the
ordinances as well as of the doctrines of the gospel. John
Calvin did not deny the validity of Romish Baptism. But our
Assembly, and probably our Church generally, denies that their
baptism is Christian baptism any more than their Mass is the
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Lord’s Supper. And this appears to be the tendency of opinion
amongst all real Protestants in America. The extended
and complete hierarchy of Romish Priests and Bishops, which
has grown up in the midst of us; their pompous worship
challenging the popular gaze; their monastic system for females
as well as for males; their educational schemes to entrap
Protestant youth; thexr forelgn teachers and preachers selected
of the very best which *the Romish Church any where in
Europe can produce; the allegiance due from every one of
their clergy at least, to a foreign despot; the spacious religious
edifices they are at vast expense erecting at all important
points throughout the country; their seemingly exhaustless
pecuniary resources brought frotn foreign lands ; their proselyt-
ing zeal; their manifest use of our political hucksters to serve
their own ends, and the evident readiness of a large portion of
our secular press and of our politicians to curry favor with
them; their growing confidence and arrogance with respect to
their winning this Western Continent for the seat of their
power which has long been and is still threatened with over-
throw in the old world ; their virulent abusiveness in contro-
versy with Protestants; their uncompromising bigotry, which
gives over to destruction every Christian believer even, except
he will exclugively acknowledge their church and her Pope; all
these things, looked at now with considerable care for thirty
years past, during which Rome has been so rapidly developing
her strength in this country, have at length produced among all
American Protestants who deserve the name, a calm but an
intelligent and profound abhorrence of that system, especially
as a visible, living, active organization. Not the theology—
not the abstract doctrines of Rome so much as the Church of
Rome; that church in its relation to other churches,—to all
Protestant churches; that church denying to all others any
right to be, and not very equivocally manifesting that they
should not be, had she now power to hinder; this we conceive
to be the particular aspect in which Protestant America regards
the Romish development amongst us with such an intense
interest. '

In like manner British Protestants are looking very earnestly
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now at these ecclesiological questions, having beheld clergy-
men of the Established Church, some of them of great emin-
ence, renounce their Protestant orders and go to Rome for
better. Perhaps these losses are more than made up to Protes-
tantism, both in England and in Ireland, by the conversion of
Roman Catholics. Whether they be so or not, there is unques-
tion, far more earnestness, both with Romaniste and Protestants
in Great Britain, about the question of the Church. If the
German mind be less roused by this controversy than the
British, it is perhaps because questions of philology and meta-
physics pre-occupy it. Of the church controversy as to France,
I say nothing, because we are all waiting outside of France, as
within doubtless, also, to see what will come forth religiously .
and politically of the strange, unexpected, inexplicable condi-
tion of their public affairs. Not only is Protestantism pent up
there, but the mighty spirit of the nation is pent up likewise—
pent up probably only to explode with proportionate violence.
The position of things there is anomalous. France herself is
an anomaly—a mystery, and yet alesson of profound instrue-
tion.

But leaving the questions which divide Protestants and
Roman Catholics, what divides the Protestants of Great Britain
amongst themselves? It is questions of dissent and of con-
formity with the Establishment. And what divides the Estab-
lishment itself? It is questions still about the Church between
the Anglicans and what they call the Ultra-Protestants. Pass
to the Episcopalians of this country, and they are very much
engaged in the discussion of church questions. Amongst Con-
gregationalists, there is unquestionably a firmer and more
earnest faith in their distinctive views.of church polity. No
“plan of union” between them and us would now be a possi-
bility on their side any more than on ours. Even our New-
8chool brethren are hardly able now to agree with our
Congregational brethren in this “plan of union.” Questions
of church-order disturb even their foreign missions, composed
of Congregationalists and Presbyterians. With our Baptist
brethren the increase of denominational zeal is exceedingly
manifest. Some of them exhibit a strong tendency to deny

21
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that Pedo-Baptist Societies are any churches at all. On our
part there is, we believe, a stronger and clearer development of
the primitive doctrine of the church-membership of infants.
There is also amongst us an increasing sense of the essentially
schismatic position of both Baptists and High Church Episco-
palians; of the former, for rending the body of Christ about
baptism—of the latter, for rending it about ordination. Then
as to the Methodist Episcopal Church, there is begun amongst
them, too, a serious and a slowly growing question of the
church, which relates to the absence of any representation of
the people in their Conference. This question has already pro-
duced the Protestant Methodist Church, consisting in 1843
. of 22 annual conferences and 1,300 ministers, opposed to the
absolute committal of all church property, as well as power,
into the hands of a body of clergymen alone.

Leaving, again, these various questions amongst the different
denominations, we might refer to the Millenarian controversy
which is more or less earnestly carried on in this country and
Great Britain and Switzerland, and to some slight extent even
in Germany. Thisis a question about the meaning of pro-
phecy—but of prophecy respecting the Church. The Millena-
rian controversy may be said therefore to belong to Ecclesiology,
inasmuch as it discusses whether Christ is to appear personally
in a short time to reign with His Saints over the earth as His
Kingdom, overthrowing and destroying all apostate churches—
or whether the present dispensation is to continue to the end
of the world and the day of judgment.

Perhaps we might also say that the question of slavery, so
largely discussed during thirty years past, has been, in respect
to its thost important bearings, a question of Ecclesiology. For
never did they touch bottom in that discussion until they
enquired whether slaveholding is sinful and must be made a
matter of Church discipline. Wherever these simple questions
have been decided in the negative, the battle of the slave-
holder has been won—the fight has immediately become a
conflict, not with him but with Christianity and the Bible,
and the struggle has been transferred from the field of Ec-
clesiology to that of the Evidences.



On Chwrch History and Church Polity. 163

The same is true of the controversy of total abstinence and
some others like it. The settlement of this question upon
Scripture principles has determined the true limits of Church
power, as well as defined the true nature of the Christian
virtue of temperance.

Thus it would seem to be true to & considerable extent, that
the question of our age is, the Church, her nature, her mission,
her functions, her powers, her officers, her members. The
question is not about points of abstract doctrine, nor questions
of systematic divinity ; but points of church-order, church-
office, church-powers, church-membership, church-work, church-
discipline.

Of the position of our own Church in all these discussions,
brethren, we have no reason to be ashamed. Only let us well
beware that we glory not except in the truth which is given to
us to hold. 'We stand up, on the one hand, for the liberties of
the Church of Christ, as they are invaded by Popes and Pre-
lates; and, on the other, we stand up for the powers of Church
Rulers as they are invaded by ecclesiastical radicalism. The
King of Zion has given her a government which, on the one
hand, allows no place for tyranny by any independent order of
men, but which, on the other hand, creates offices of rule, and
attaches power to those offices. We stand in the safe and true
middle between these extremes of error. So, too, we occupy no
extreme and no narrow ground respecting Christ’s members.
We receive all members whom we believe He receives.
We sit down at the supper-table here with all whom we
expect to sit down with at the supper-table above. And we
acknowledge all ministers whom we believe He calls and
acknowledges; that is, in other words, we acknowledge every
ministry which any true church of the Lord calls and ordains.
And we acknowledge as a true church, every church which
holds the Head, viz: Christ ;—every church where the Word is
preached and the Sacraments administered in their integ-
rity. The Presbyterian Church is often called a church of
bigots, and John Calvin, one of her great lights, the prince of
bigots. But whoso reads his immortal Institutes discovers
the extreme candor, liberality and moderation which con-
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stantly accompanied the stern honesty of that Reformer. And
the Presbyterian Church is Catholic enough to adopt his
Catholic language on this point. “The preaching of the
Word,” says Calvin, “and the observance of the Sacraments,
cannot anywhere exist without producing fruit and prospering
by the blessing of God. * * * There the face of the church
appears without deception or ambignity, and no man may,
with impunity, spurn her authority or reject her admonitions,
or resist her councils, or make sport of her censures, far less
revolt from her unity. For such is the value which the Lord
sets on the communion of His Church, that all who contuma-
ciously alienate themselves from any Christian society in
which the true ministry of His Word and Sacraments is
maintained, He regards as deserters of religion.” (Book IV,
cap. I, § 10). And he adds, “ We may safely recognize a
church in every society in which both exist. We are never to
discredit it so long as these remain, though it may otherwise
teem with numerous faults. Nay, even in the administration
of the Word and Sacraments, defects may creep in which ought
not to alienate us from its communion. For all the heads of
true doctrine are not in the same position. I have no wish to
patronize even the minutest errors, as if I thought it right to
foster them by flattery or connivance; what I say is, that we
are not, on account of every minute difference, to abandon a
church, provided it retaine sound and unimpaired, that
Doctrine in which the satety of piety consists, and keep the
use of the Sacraments instituted by the Lord. Meanwhile, if
we strive to reform what is offensive, we act in the discharge of
duty.” (Ibid, § 12.)

Inasmuch, then, my brethren, as I am not ashamed of the
position of the Presbyterian Church in relation to this question
of the age, let me endeavor to enquire precisely and distinctly
what is that position. What do we hold about the Church
question! What are our radical principles of church govern-
ment? There is & note, p. 425 of our Book, which sets forth
that the radical principles of Presbyterian Church Government
and Discipline are—that the several different congregations of
believers taken collectively, constitute one Church of Christ,
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called emphatically the Church; that a larger part of the
Church, or a representation of it, should govern a smaller; that
in like manner a representation of the whole should govern
every part—that is, that a majority should govern; and conse-
quently that appeals may be carried from lower to higher judi-
catories. Now, this unity of the whole church in one body
which governs its several parts, and governs them by ma-
jorities, and governs by courts of appeal—these several prin-
ciples certainly are among our radical principles of church
government. But they are evidently not all the principles
which we hold to be fundamental. The following may surely
be added:

1. The Headship and Kingship of Christ. This involves the
church’s being free of the State—and to be governed by the
spiritual officers appointed by her King. This is a principle of
the ancient Church which Calvin in Geneva first exbumed from
its burial place—which our Mother Church in Scotland, receiv-
ing it from him through John Knox, testified to with her blood
and transmitted to us—but which thousands of Protestants, in
England especially, have never yet received.

2. The State’s freedom of the church, and the freedom of the
individual conscience. In this country Presbyterians have
long known what even in Scotland they have yet but partially
learned, that a union of Church and State necessarily involves
the inevitable subjection of one of these two parties under the
sway and power of the other. American Presbyterians wish
to see neither of them subject to the other, but both moving
freely in their respective orbits. They wish, also, to see every
man held responsible, so far as any legal penalty is concerned,
only to God for his religious opinione. Mankind have been as
slow to learn this as they have many other things equally plain
to us in this age and country.

3. The parity of Bishops on the one hand, and on the other
hand :

4. The distinction between Bishops or Elders who teach and
rule, and Bishops or Elders who rule only. It is this distinetion
which gives us our name of ¢ the Presbyterian Church ”—the
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Church that holds to government by elders, the essence of
whose office is ruling, and not teaching.

5. The right of the people to choose their own rulers.

6. The right of the chosen rulers to govern the people.

It is all these Divinely revealed principles of church
government taken together, which, co-operating with the
doctrines of a sound theology, make the Presbyterian
Church what she is. It is these principles which sepa-
rate her from lax, disjointed Congregationalism on the one
hand, and from tyrannic Prelacy or Popery on the other.
It is these principles which set forth that beautiful sys-
tem revealed in the Scriptures of a Head of the Church,
who is, at the same time, one with His members—who gave
them their freedom and their rights, and at the same
. time imposed on them duties of submission to him, and to
one another, and to the whole body. It is these principles
‘which make the Presbyterian Church so eminently conserva-
tive in her temper, and yet so able to sympathise with the
spirit of the age, in respect to every kind of real and true pro-
gress and improvement. It is these principles which make
her at once the supporter of good and just government, and
yet a lover of true and real liberty ; at once the defender of
necessary, wholesome, righteous restraint, yet the advocate of
freedom, regulated and enlightened. It is these principles
which influence her to render unto Cgesar the things that are
Cesar’s, and yet to deny to Ceesar the things that are God’s.
I do not say that Presbyterians have always acted up to their
principles ; that would, perhaps, be too much to assert of any
good men. But I dosay that their heaven-descended principles
have always been their ornament and strength. I glorify
not the men but the principles. The men have never dishon-
ored themselves except when they have dishonored their prin-
ciples!

There are some other principles of Presbyterian Church gov-
ernment, taking the term in a wide sense, not so fully developed
amongst ourselves as those to which I have just alluded, but
more or less generally received, and, as I suppose, constantly
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gaining ground amongst us; and of which I will proceed to
speak briefly, by way of publicly expressing on this occasion
my own adherence to them.

Of these, the first I shall mention is plainly enunciated in the
Scriptures, and in our Confession of Faith, and is, also, dis-
tinctly mentioned in our Form of Government and Directory for
worship ; and yet it has but lately been developed at all dis-
tinctly or generally in the life and practice of our Church. Itis
that giving is a grace~—a fruit of grace—a sign of grace—a means
of grace; that offerings of money for pious purposes are acts
of worship to be systematically performed in every church and
by every Christian. This is a principle essential to the full
and complete fellowship of the Saints, for many of the
members of the Lord’s body are of the poor and afflicted.
How conspicuous was this lovely grace amongst the shin-
ing virtues of the primitive church, everywhere recommend-
ing her to the nations that had never seen amongst men
any care for the poor and needy as such—never had beheld
any such institutions as the hospital or the asylum! This
principle still possesses the utmost vigor and force. It is
destined by God’s grace, as it shall, more and more, simply
be keld up by faithful ministers before a believing people,
to work wonders of beneficence. If has a vital power which
is superior to all mere schemes and plans and expedients
for collecting money. My brethren! what is needed in the
charch respecting the whole matter of funds is not more
machinery, nor, indeed, so much; but it is more power of
life, which always comes from the Spirit by the truth!
When the true doctrine about giving shall be fully devel-
oped in the church, you will not need to have your So-
ciety for the Relief of Superannuated Ministers and their
destitute families, nor indeed societies for any similar pur.
pose. The church will, herself, attend to this duty; each
particular church will do her duty in every such case, and
will do it directly and spontaneously. Let us then simply but
earnestly hold up to the church’s apprehension the truth that
giving is a grace, for it will have power with the church, the like
of which no machinery can have. And more than this, it has
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power with God, for God loveth a cheerful giver, and accepts
the offerings of our substance, and is able to make all grace
abound toward us.

Another principle of Presbyterian Church government, in
the wide sense of the term, which comparatively of late has
begun to be acknowledged among us, is, that the Church is of
necessity a Missionary institution. The first Protestant Re-
formers, hard pressed on all sides by dangers and by difficulties
at home, seem not to have had time to think of the heathen.
Even Calvin, in treating of the Evangelist’s office, makes not the
slightest allusion to the subject of propagating the faith abroad,
and so does not in any way identify the Evangelist of primitive
times with the foreign missionary of our own. Yet Calvin is
said to have taken part with Coligny in sending missionaries
from Geneva to Brazil; and if go, his otherwise illustrious name
ought to be held in still greater esteem, because thus associated
with the very first missionary efforts of a renovated Christi-
anity. For a long time the Presbyterians of this country were
content to do their feeble part in Foreign Missions through the
agency of our Congregational brethren. Now, however, it is
their universal sentiment that this is a work not for a mere
association of individuals, but for the Church as such. The
game is now held by us all-as to Domestic Missions and the
Education of Ministers. These are works of the Church in her
Church capacity. Her courts must superintend these opera-
tions as part of their regular duty when met together. We
have no need of any outside associations, and we have no right
to resort to them. The church is competent to do these things
herself, and is required by her Lord to do them herself, not to
assist another body to do them.

Upon this point we are all agreed. Some go still further,
however, and I confess I go with them, and maintain that the
church is required to do these things herself, and not to appoine
another body to do them. I would express myself on this
moot question with becoming modesty. I honor the many
respected brethren from whom I differ, for their superior wis-
dom and knowledge, and their greater advances in the Divine
life. On this public occasion, however, when I am providen-
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tially called on, ard am by yon expected to speak out and tell
what are my sentiments and views upon all matters of Church
polity, I feel constrained to say frankly what I believe on this
particular point. It does seem to ne, then, that our Chureh is
not herself doing her own works of foreign and domestic mis-
sions and of education, but appoints other bodies to do these
things. I call them bodies because they have the form and the
coustitntion which make an organized body of men—their
Presidents and Vice-Presidents,and their Executive or Pruden-
tial Committees, and if I do not greatly mistake, their Honorary
Members and Honorary Directors, precisely as any volun-
tary society in all the land. I deny that there is any neces-
sity of appointing these other bodies to do these works of
the church, because a simple Committee, or better still, a
Commission of the General Assembly—perpetuated from year
to year that it might acquire experience and character, and
reporting directly to the Assembly—a Commission not com-
posed of a score or two of prominent ministers and elders
scattered over the whole land, unable ever to assemble
together, compelled actually, after all, to commit their
work to a Committee, and so never performing themselves
any real service at all, but only vouchsafing to the cause the
mse of their honorable names and titles—a Commission, located
in some one neighborhood so that really and in dora fide it
might meet and do the work committed to it;—such a mere
Commission would be both more efficient and also more in
harmony with our system. In the case of our own Seminary,
which is the creature of several Synods, inasmuch as no simple
Committee or Commission could represent these Synods, we de
need and must have a Board of Directors, which is made up of
joint Commissions of the various 8ynods, to which, of neeessity,
the direction of the institution is referred from time to time by
the Synods. If this Seminary belonged to one Synod, we would
need no such compound organization of our Board of Directors.
The General Assembly is one body and has no partner. That
Asgembly can therefore do its work very simply and very
efficiently, without reeourse to any compound organization
whatsoever, and still more without recourse to any outside
22
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organization. These outside bodies are of no good use there-
fore at all, and only operate to hinder the free passage of the
sympathies of the church from her own bosom directly to her
missionaries and missions, and the return of their appeals and
their influence back again to her heart and her affections.
And then they are a relic of our old Congregationalist bond-
age—in fact, a piece of Congregationalist machinery—an insti-
tution not known to our Book, and an excrescence upon our
system.

These, however, are by no means the weightiest objections I
have to the present mongrel system. That we must have a
central agency of some sort to conduct these general operations
of the church, cannot be denied. But is it not utterly prepos-
terous to imagine that any such agency (whether it be a simple
or a complex one) located at any centre, can superintend the
work of domestic missions or of education in the bounds of all
our established Presbyteries? Moreover, is it not the consti-
tutional right and the necessary duty of every Presbytery, as
it is of every Session, to cultivate its own field? The domestic
missions of our church, I conceive, require a Central Committee
only for the purpose of equalizing the resources of the richer
and of the poorer Presbyteries, and of carrying on the work on
the frontiers. It should be the earnest and determined effort
of every Presbytery to overtake the necessities of its own
immediate field, and to have likewise an annual surplus for
domestic missions to send on to the Assembly’s Committee..
And there is such vigor and life in the Divine “grace of giv-
ing,” that nearly every Presbytery which earnestly makes this
attempt in the right way, will, by the blessing of God, succeed
in it. We are not straltened in our Head nor in His people.
Let them but have their duty set before them, and by His grace
they will exert themselves and do it. What is needful in the
matter of external arrangements is to apply power where it
will be most efficient. If a Central Committee or Board cannot,
in the nature of things, engage the attention of the people, nor
give their own attention either, to the necessities of every sepa-
rate and individual portion of the field so well as the Presby-
teries can—if such a central agency cannot, in the nature of
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things, even know the wants of each particular subdivision of
the field so well as can the Presbyteries which severally have
the oversight thereof; it seems to be evident that the work of
domestic missions can never be thoroughly and efficiently car-
ried on in all our established Presbyteries by any Committee
or Board in any centre. Our domestic missionary plans and
arrangements would be but one degree more absurd and pre-
posterous than they are now, if we were to undertake to carry
on by a central Committee or Board, our Church’s work in the
bounds of every particular church session.

There is only one more point about which I shall say any
thing, and that is the trne nature of the Ruling Elder’s office.
Upon this topic there is some difference of opinion in our
Church. One view of the nature of this oftice makes the
ruling elders just assistants of the minister in the church which
. they both serve. They have other duties, indeed, belonging
to them as members of the various church courts, but there
also, according to this view, they are still only assistants of the
ministers. They rule with the ministers; they help the minis-
ters to rule. A leading authority says: ¢“It is clear that a
Presbytery, in the sense of our Book, is & body of ministers
regularly convened, in which ruling elders have a right to
deliberate and vote as members;” ‘the Presbytery often means
the body of ministers who are its standing members without
including the delegated, any more than the corresponding
members who may happen to be present.” (Bib. Rep. 1843,
" p. 438.) Accordingly it is held, that the right of ruling elders -
to appear along with the ministers in these courts, depends on
their being the representatives of the people. They appear in
the church courts not in virtue of their being rulers, but in
virtue of the people’s having delegated to them the right of
representing them there, and as assistants to the ministers who
alone are full and complete members thereof by inherent right
of office.

The other view, and I think the true view of the nature of
this office, makes the ruling elder to be the aboriginal Presby-
ter, and makes the essence of the Presbyterate to be ruling.
It makes the overseers or bishops of the church at Ephesus,



172 Inaugural Discourse

whom Paul summoned to Miletus, to be ruling elders. It
makes the description which Paul gives to Timothy of the
bishop relate to the ruling elder. It makes those whom Titus
ordained in every city, ruling elders, in distinction from teach-
ing elders. It denies that presbyter and preacher were origin-
ally synonymous; but views preaching as a function,*—a
charisma (or gift) as Neander expresses it, which came to be
superadded to certain of the Rulers. They had suitable talents,
and so were chosen and called fo that work. Beginning with
the elders of Israel, in the days of Moses, and coming down to
the elders of the synagogue after the return from Babylon;
and thence still further descending to the elders or presbyters
or bishops or pastors of the New Testament, this view finds
them always to be rulers in distinction from teachers. And
scrutinizing carefully the testimonies of the Apostolic fathers
also, and of the primitive church, this view finds the presbyter, .
or the elder in the early church, to be simply a ruler and &
shepherd of Christ’s flock. But it also discovers very early
the working of the mystery of iniquity. It discovers how very
soon the name of Bishop came to be appropriated to the
teaching elder only, and how these teachers began to grow so
great as to crowd down the mere rulers. It discovers also how
subsequently these ruling -elders caught the same spirit of
ambition. Then it was that ruling elders, who had been allowed
oceasionally in the absence of the teaching bishop to instruct
the people, coveting the especial honor awarded by Paul to
elders who labored also in the Word, claimed the right of
preaching as officially their own. Presbyters learning to
despise mere ruling eldership, and along with even deacons,
pushing themselves up into preachers, bishops soon found

* It was, hewever, a function of greater and wider influence and power, of
course, than the chariema of government, and for this reason it was afterwards
coveted by many ambitious rulers to whom the Lord had not given it. His will
and pleasure wag, that along with Ministers of His Word and Sacraments, there
should always be in His Church a class of Rulers most directly and immediately
.onnected with the people, to the end that the government might alwaye remuin
popwlar tdther than Aisrarchioal.
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means to edvance themselves into prelates,—to drop preaching
and to assume the discarded power of rule on a new and grand
scale! They became ralers of dioceses that were rich and
extensive provinces! Out of these Diocesan Bishops grew
Arch-Bishops, Metropolitans and Patriarchs, until at last the
Pope was developed, full grown and monstrous, the usurper of
Christ’s sole Headship of His Church, assuming to be God’s
vice-gerent in the whole earth!

It is obvious that this view of the office of the ruling elder,
so far from merging that office into the Ministry of the Word,
distinctly separates it from that Ministry, and shews plainly
wherein the ruling elder is inferior to the teacher. He is
inferior to him in respect to the Word and Sacraments. Paul
says, that a bishop (or raling elder) must be ‘“apt to teach,”
but not because the duty of public instruction belongs officially
to him. He teaches, indeed, from house to house, and he
teaches also, whenever in the church courts he helps, either
by advice or by mere voting, to make the deliverance of the
body which decides some question of doctrine or order. And
he must, therefore, be an intelligent man, qualified to dissemi-
nate the truth he learns from the teaching eldership, and from
the Word of God. Yet he is not himself a teacher, but simply
a ruler in God’s house.

At the same time this view gives a very definite character
to our church courts. It gives those courts the very character
in which they are set forth in our Confession of Faith, chap.
xxxi. “JFor the better government and further edification of
the Church, there ought to be such Assemblies as are commonly
called Synods or Councils, and ¢ belongeth to the overseers and
other rulers of the particular churches, by virtue of their office,
and the power which Christ hath given them for edification
and mot destruction, to appoint such Assemblies, and ¢o convene
together in them as'often as they shall judge it expedient for
the good of the church.” So far is it from being “the sense of
our Book,” that in these courts the complete and regular mem-
bers are ministers, while the elders are only admitted for a

particalar purpose, and on a special ground—that, on the con-
trary preachers or teachers, as such, have indeed no place at
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all in them! They are assemblies of ruling elders, many of
whom have the superadded charisma of preaching, but all of
whom belong to the order of rulers. These courts are not
“bodies of ministers,” nor yet bodies of ministers with certain
“delegates of the people” admiztted to sit with them upon some
special principle, such as that which admits “corresponding
members.” But both the ministers and the elders appear in
that body as rulers—the one class having precisely the same
right to be there as the other. The government appointed by
the Lord for His Church is based throughout upon- the prin-
ciple of representation, and ‘“sets them to rule who are most
esteemed in the House of God.” From the very beginning this
principle of representation has always had place in the govern-
ment of God’s people. Both the Patriarchal and the Mosaic
constitutions were based upon it. And it is essential to all
right conceptions of the Church Government of the New Tes-
tament. Accordingly all the acts of our church courts are acts
of the church through her representatives, and her representa-
tives are those whom ske has chosen to rule and govern her.
Our church is not governed by officers having only such powers
as the people possess, or as the people bestow, and assembling
to do only what the people might themselves do, or what the
people have instructed them to do; but she is governed by
officers whose powers come from the Lord who instituted the
office—by officers whom the people freely elect, and then must
obey—by officers to whom the consideration and the deter-
mination of all the affairs of the church are, under God, com-
mitted for absolute decision by them. Nor, on the other hand,
is our church governed by a hierarchy in any form, even the
most qualified. Her officers that rule over her are not priests,
any more than is every member of the Christian brotherhood
a priest. She is not ruled even by a body of ministers alone,
but constantly it is provided that there shall be the presence,
and the complete jurisdiction also, of ruling elders—elders of
the people, coming as directly as possible from amongst the
people, and as directly as possible representing them; and,
moreover, it is provided, that the ministers themselves shglll
only appear among the rulers or representatives because they
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are themselves also rulers or representatives. Such is th
representative government which the Lord has given to His
Church. Her ministers are her representatives, for none of
them ordinarily is ordained except upon her call. She must
choose them, and they appear in all the courts as chosen by
her. It is as being a Ruler that we meet the minister in the
gession. 'The particular church governed by that session has
chosen and called him to be her pastor and her shepherd, to
feed and guide, and direct and rule her; and, accordingly, she
is bound to obey him in the Lord. When the various sessions
of a particular district are associated together in a Presbytery,
orin a Synod, then do all the ministers appear there respec-
tively as the chosen rulers of the several churches, governed by
that Presbytery or that Synod. And when that Presbytery -
sends delegates to the General Assembly, it is from amongst
these ministers who have all deen chosen for rulers by the
church, that she through that Presbytery sends some to repre-
sent her in that highest of her courts. In like manner her
elders are her representatives. 'When our Book says (chap. v):
“Ruling elders are properly the representatives of the people,”
it proceeds immediately to add, by way of explanation of this
term, ¢ chosen by them for the purpose of exercising government
and dzscipline.” They are representatives of the people, be-
cause they are chosen rulers of the people; and the Book says
they are “properly such representatives,” because they are
nothing more than such representatives, or chosen rulers, and
do not, like ministers, have the function, also, of laboring in
the Word, and administering the Sacraments. Perhaps the
Book says they are “properly” or specifically representatives
of the people, for the reason, also, that not every elder in any
district may be a member of Presbytery; but by conventional
arrangement, for the sake of putting the feeble churches in
some necessary and just degree on a level with the strong ones
in their mutnal government, it is provided that each session
shall send one elder only with the minister, to represent that
session, and so to represent that church or people.
This view of the elder’s office, I am free to confess, brethren,
I find in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament, and in
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the history of the Primitive Church. I find it revived in the
writings of Calvin, and in the Discipline of the Scotch Church.
Our General Assembly did, indeed, decide against this view,
both in 1843 and 1844; but there is considerable reason to
believe that the opinions of very many who acted with those
Assemblies, have been considerably modified in the course of
the fifteen years that have since passed. It may be well doubted
if a General Assembly would now decide that way. Certain
it is, as I conceive, that great good came out of that contro-
versy. We never hear now of what formerly sometimes
occurred, viz: that “a minister in Presbytery moving for a
committee would suggest that, as the business was important,
and required direct action, the better eourse would be not to
appoint any ruling elder.” Our ruling elders are not the
cyphers they were, when “ for a long period there can be found
in the records of our highest courts no instance of a ruling
elder ever being appointed on a Committee.”

But, brethren, whatsoever difference in views may still exist
amongst us on this subject, there is one point relating to it on
which we all agree, and that is, that the church needs better
ruling elders. We ministers come far short of our own duty,
and must confess ourselves very unfaithful, as well as very in-
competent. The church wants better preachers than most of
us can pretend to be. We all have reason to lament our
numerous imperfections. But, brethren, the church can ask,
and could receive from her Head, no better blessing than a
ruling eldership thoroughly qualified for their work, and truly
faithful in it! When He ascended up on high, He gave some
Apostles, and some Prophets, and some Evangelists. These
were extraordinary officers, that do not belong to a settled state
of the church. Then he gave, also, for ordinary officers, some
Pastors and Teachers. I do not say the office of rule is supe-
rior, Ror yet in every respect even equal to that of instrnction ;
but I say the Holy Spirit here names it first: “Some pastors
and teachers.” And I feel warranted in saying, that in this
settled Church State which our lot is to enjoy, the Lord him-
self has no better blessing to give us in the shape of a human
instrumentality, than a ruling eldership after His own heart.
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"My brethren, you are looking to the Seminary, under God, to
farnish you & better article of preachers. God help us to do
faithfully the solemn and responsible duty committed to us!
To what quarter amongst men will you look to get a better
article of elders? You must look to the faithful labors of min-
isters in training better the rising generation of disciples, and
in holding up to ruling elders a full and complete view of all
their duties. But you are also to look to & true testimony by
our church courts respecting the nature of this office. There
prevails amongst us too low a conception of what the office is,
and what it involves. The ruling elder is not a mere assistant
of the minister. He is a high spiritnal officer in Christ’s
house. He is a shepherd of the blood;bought flock. He rules
in Emanuel’s kingdom. He is & judge in the courts of the
Lord. Sitting in that court he has committed to him the keys
of the kingdom of heaven—and as he binds or looses on earth,
it is bound or loosed in heaven! (See Calvin’s Institutes, Vol.
101, p. 280.)

If it be objected by any that there is danger of exciting in
the eldership a spirit of vain glory by the expression of such
views as these, and that in some cases even now, because pos-
sessed of wealth or station in society, elders lord it over their
minister, and are dictatorial and domigeering, I need only, by
way of reply, quote (with a slight alteration) John Owen’s words,
who says, ¢ let them remember on the other hand how, upon the
confinement of power and authority unto the bishops of the
church, they have changed the nature of church power and
enlarged their usarpation, until the whole rule of the church
issued in absolute tyranny. Wherefore, no fear of consequents
that may ensue and arise from the' darkness, ignorance, weak-
ness, lusts, corruptions or secular interests of men, ought to
entice us unto the least alteration of the rale (or governmenty
by any prudential provisions of our own.”—Owen on the true
nature of a Gospel Church—Works, Vol. XX, p. 504.

Suffer me, then, by way of enforcing all I hava said, to draw
a plain, unvarnished, faithful picture of the real state of the
ease in our church as respeets-this office.

There are some ruling elders to whom does not apply what I
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am about to utter very frankly, respecting their class generally. -
Many however are utterly unacquainted with our system of doc-
trine and order. They do not know what the Book contains,
whose laws and rules they are to administer. They have never
carefully studied the Confession of Faith, the Form of Govern-
ment, the Book of Discipline, nor the Directory for Worship.
Perhaps they have never read them once through consecutively,
and compared them with the Scriptures! The consequence of
this, and other failings and imperfections, is that, when as-
sembled in the session, they are entirely dependent on the
minister, and must succumb to his judgment in every case.
They take no independent part in the proceedings of that court.

They come to the meeting when summoned, and they hear

what is said by the Moderator, and they agree to what he pro-
poses! Instead of the minister simply moderating the court,

and proposing to that body whatever questions come up for
them to judge of and decide according to the votes of the
majority, very often that minister is not only Moderator of the
session, but actually and practically the Session itself! And,
accordingly, much more, when elders appear in Presbytery or
Synod, or General Assembly, it is to take no part worthy of
responsible and independent judges and rulers of the Lord’s
house!

In their own congregations many elders there are whom the
people respect as good citizens; industrious, honest men; kind
neighbors and pious Christians; but they get none of the re-
spect which is demanded by the high spiritual office they wear.
The reason is, that the elder himself is not sensible that ¢the
Holy Ghost hath made himn an overseer over the flock, to feed
the Church of God;” and, accordingly, he does not go about
as he ought, both with and without the minister, *‘from house
to house, warning every one night and day with tears.” The
people do not have the remotest conception that he is a pastor
of the flock, because there is no visitation or other pastorship
of the flock by him. I have heard it said that in the old coun-
try the children look on the visit of the elder with tHé same
reverential awe, and yet the same filial delight, as on the visit
of the minister. Z%ere, he is & minister; he is a pastor; he is
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a bishop of souls. ¢In this country, sir,” (said an old Scotch-
Irish-Presbyterian to me not long since,) “there is no respect
for the face of the elder.”

Now, perhaps the.one sufficient cause of this low estate of
the elder’s office amongst us, is the low conception referred to
already, which is commonly entertained respecting the nature
of the office. Our Church, to a great extent, has unfortunately
conceived of them as only assistants of the minister and
deputies of the people. “Who is your elder, sir?” was the
mode formerly of enquiring at each minister in order to make
the roll of the representatives of the churches. I have looked
over the Minutes of the last General Assembly, and found
there particular information upon almost every conceivable in-
terest or concern of the church, but none at all about her rul-
ing elders. I found all about the funds of her Seminaries, and
the names of their students and professors; all about her vari-
ous Boards; all about the number of communicants added to
each church on certificate and on examination; the number of
colored communicants; of infants and of adults baptized; of
children in the Sunday Schools; all about the funds raised for
Foreign Missions, Domestic Missions, Education, Publication,
Church Extension, Presbyterial purposes, Congregational pur-
poses, Miscellaneous purposes; all about the ministers and
licentiates; every one’s name and post-office, his titles of honor,
his station in the church; the number of ordinations and in-
stallations of ministers, of ministers received and ministers
dismissed to other denominations, of ministers deceased; the
names of all the Moderators, all the stated clerks and all the
permanent clerks the Assembly ever had; and the names, &c.,
of all the Presbyterian periodicals publighed in all the land—
the whole closing with (a very useful thing by the way) a second
list, in alphabetical order, of all the ministers and licentiates
in the church. But, with all this extreme particularity of in-
formation about every other matter, not & word to let us know
any thing about even the number, much more the names, of
all the ruling elders! The whole volume seems to say that
the Church does not value much her ruling eldership, that
very special Ascension Gift of her Lord! Accordingly, when
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an elder is to be elected and ordained in a congregation, very
often, simple personal respectability, conjoined with hopeful
piety, is considered as amply qualifying any man for the office.
Rarely is it insisted upon that he shall be well acquainted with
our Book or thoroughly grounded in his attachment to our
gystem—and yet he is to administer the rules of that Book and
govern according to the principles of that system! Some-
times a very moderate share of ordinary education is deemed
gufficient for this pastor or bishop;—and yet this pastor or
bishop must be “apt to teach!” Frequently the office is given
to a man deeply immersed in worldly cares;—and yet he is a
high spiritual officer, who must be devoted to the interests of
the kingdom! How can it be imagined that an hour or two
of some evening every week, or even perhaps every month, to
be spent in attending the meetings of the session, is enough for
the discharge by such an officer of that awful cure of immortal
souls which he has suffered to be bound for life upon his
shoulders!

Mr. President and brethren of the Board of Directors and
of the Synod, I feel my epirit rise within me, and my heart
glows as I look forward and anticipate the day, which appears
to be approaching, when thoroughly Presbyterian views will
prevail amongst us! 'We have a Divine system of government!
‘We have Divinely instituted officers for the edification of the
church!! What we want is life, flowing through God’s own
ordinances into the church—the life of God—the grace and
power of the Almighty Spirit! We need to have more confi-
dence in God; in His Word; in all that He has given to us
as means of communicating His grace! We need to have a
higher conception and a better appreciation of the Redeemer’s
Ascension Gifts for the permanent use and benefit of His
Church—His gifts of Pastors and Teachers! If the pastors
and the teachers that now belong to us are sa great a blessing,
what a rich gift would be such as are really worthy of the name!
If the elders we have now, imperfect as they are, help to make
the Presbyterian Church what she is, in distinction from other
non-Presbyterian Churches that are around her, what benefits
would be conferred on her in an eldership such as Ged gave
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the primitive church, and can give us also! We have several
ruling elders in every church—in the whole body there must
be several thousands. Just imagine all these office-bearers to
be worthy of their high vocation; to be spiritual men, devoted
to the service of the church; to be real workers in her service,
real pastors or bishops, carrying into every house and family
the doctrines faithfully preached in the pulpit by the teacher,
and in the high and worthy sense of the term, his assistants
and his supporters! How would such a ruling eldership re-act
on the ministry itself, and help to push it up higher in efficiency
and in power! Our teaching and our ruling elders thus
become, by God’s blessing, what they should be, then would
our church begin to understand the greatness and the value of
her Lord’s Ascension-Gifts for her permanent use and bene-
fit,—then would she find out the real power of that simple yet
mighty Ministry which Christ Jesus himself established, the
ministry of pastors and teachers!

ARTICLE VIII.

THE NEW THEOLOGICAL PROFESSORSHIP—NATURAL
SCIENCE IN CONNEXION WITH REVEALED RELIGION.

The importance of having in our theological seminarics an
additional professorial chair to teach-~—not natural science in
its minute and technical aspects, but the connexion existing be-
tween the natural sciences and revealed religion—has, by
those who have observed the rapid progress in this department
of buman knowledge, and especially the use made of it by
infidelity to invalidate the authority of Divine revelation, long
been felt by many individuals. Public attention was called
to this subject some eight or ten years ago by Professor Hitch-
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cock, in his valuable book, “The Religion of Geology.” And
all of us, whose lot it has been to combat Infidelity, within the
last score of years, are perfectly aware of the fact, that the
great ¢ Battle-field with scepticism does not now lay in the
regions of metaphysics, or history, or biblical interpretation, as
- formerly, but within the domains of natural science.”

No steps, however, were taken towards the establishment of
such a professorship, until the autumn of 1857, when the Tom-
beckbee Presbytery adopted, unanimously, the following pre-
amble and resolutions, viz:

Whereas, We live in an age in which the most insidious at-
tacks are made upon revealed religion, through the Natural
sciences, and as it behooves the church, at all times, to have
men capable of defending the faith once delivered to the
Saints, therefore

Resolved, That this Presbytery recommend the endowment
of a professorship of the natural sciences, as connected with
revealed religion in one or more of our theological seminaries,
and would cheerfully recommend our churches to contribute
their full proportion of funds for said endowment.

Resolved, That the same be brought before our Synod (of
Miss.), at its next meeting, for consideration.

This action of the Tombeckbee Presbytery was referred to
the Synod’s Committee on Bills and Overtures, which did not
report it to that body until the last hour of its session, when
there was not sufficient time to discuss its merits. It was ac-
cordingly laid on the table ¢“for the want of time to consider
it.” At the next (the last) meeting of the Synod of Mississippi,
which took place at Vicksburg, the aforesaid overture was
taken up and discussed, when the following resolution was
unanimously adopted, viz:

Resolved, That this Synod approve of the overture of Tom-
beckbee Presbytery, in relation to the endowment of a profes-
sorship in our theological seminaries of natural science, in re-
lation to revealed religion, and cordially recommend the same
to the consideration of the next General Assembly.

The Synod, in the aforesaid action, were influenced by facts
and considerations something like the following :
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I. In the first place, in even the highest and best of our col-
leges and universities, the amount of time devoted to the
study of the natural sciences is exceedingly meagre compared
with the wide and ever-widening field now embraced by that
subject. And not only so, but the great majority of our col-
lege students are too young and thoughtless to appreciate the -
value of this kind of knowledge; and consequently regard
their attendance in the scientific lecture room, for the most
part, as a great bore. So that, in fact, the minds of most of
our college graduates have scarcely reached that degree of de-
velopment and discipline that would enable them to estimate
even the limited advantages they enjoy. Moreover, there is no
college, from the very nature of the case, that can keep even
pace with the rapid advance of science ; so that if the student
did actunally receive the full amount of knowledge in this de-
partment provided for in the curriculum, yet the science is in
advance of the text-books. Consequently, it is easy to infer—
a conclusion, too, not wanting in multitudinous examples, both
to verify and illustrate it—that it the student stops short in
his scientific pursuits with mere college attainments, he not
only stops short of the real goal at which every one making -
any pretensions to learning should aim; but, without a taste
developed, and to some extent cultivated for such studies, he
will soon find himself an immeasurable distance behind it!
Our colleges do not, and cannot, from the nature and circum-
stances of the case, furnish that kind of preparation which the
present wants of the church demand in her young ministers.
It is perfectly manitest, therefore, that however well posted up
and learned in theology, ecclesiastical history, and Biblical in-
terpretation, our Seminary graduates may be, they are sadly
deficient in ability to defend Christianity against the virulent
and oft-repeated attacks made upon it through the medium
of the sciences.

How perfectly at default does a newly ordained minister
feel, who has settled in some new State or back-woods settle-
ment, far removed from books and libraries, and learned
advisers, when some young physician, fresh from one of our
infidel medical colleges, comes along, and in order to attract
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public notice, or from the impulses of insurmountable vanity,
or unmitigated depravity, begins to deal out his recently
acquired infidel cant—for it is a lamentable fact, that at some
of our medical schools, whilst our young men are taught how
to heal the body, they are at the same time instructed how to
to kill the soul! On the subject of “Materialism,” or “the
Unity of the races!” such an assailant ean deal out in one
lecture of a half an hour’s length, as many dogmatical asser-
tions impugning the Bible account of the origin of man, and
of his moral responsibility, as would require a young minister,
without previous training, a half a year to answer; nay, such
as he could not answer at all, for the answer would depend
entirely upon an appeal to facts, without suitable books or
other helps. Some disciple of the ¢ Westminster Review,”
for example—and it is not wonderful that that journal, con-
sidering the ability with which it is conducted, has readers
throughout the length and breadth of our land—reads in it an
article on the “ Vestiges,” or on the Development theory, or on
Ethnology, or Geology, or something else adverse, as a matter
of course, to the claims of the Bible, and infects all the think-
- ing young men of the village. But the village pastor, how-
ever strongly his faith and inward convictions may be fortified
by his own religious experience, and the “witness of the
Spirit,” yet is unable to stay the contagion amongst the young
of his charge! Another reports from the same or like source,
that certain “monuments,” “inscriptions,” ‘astronomical
hieroglyphics,” &c., have been discovered in Egypt, India, or
the ruins of Nineveh, proving incontestably that the human
race has been living upon the earth not less than ¢Asrty thou-
sand years, instead of six or eight thousand, according to the
Bible account!

These, and similar assault.s, are constantly being made upon
Christianity, and as they consist entirely of an array of sup-
posed facts, of course it is only by an appeal to facts that they
can be answered—a voluble tongue, an engaging address, the
arts of rhetoric, will not serve the purpose. Supposed facts
must be rebutted by real facts. Here comes the grand diffi-
culty. How shall the young minister, in some frontier settle-
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ment, far removed from sources of information, living on a
small salary requiring stinting economy, meet and repel their
dangerous assaults?! He does not in the first place know
where to find the necessary information, what books have been
written, or whether any on these subjects—or if he should, by
writing to some friend of rare learning, have recommended to
him a list of books, such as he needs, he may not be able to
purchase them—or if purchased and read after a year or two’s
delay, so long a time may have elapsed since the poison was
first imbibed, that he can scarcely hope ever to neutralize all
its baneful effects!

If, however, this young pastor had been taken over this very
field in his Seminary training—had his attention been called
to these very assaults, and the manner in which they were
usually made—had he heard the answer of the professor, and
noted down the books referred to, &ec., &c., he would, without
hesitation, at once have been able to meet and repel such in-
sidious and captivating attacks.

Hence the importance of a chair in all our Theological
Seminaries, one of the primary objects of which shall be te
forearm and equip the young theologian to meet promptly
the attacks of infidelity made through the medium of the
natural sciences.

II. A second object, of scarcely less importance, to be accom-
plished by such a provision, is to furnish our young theologians
with such enlarged views of science, and its relationship to
revealed religion, as will prevent them from acting with
indiscreet zeal in defending the Bible against the supposed
assaults of true science. If Christianity be the truth of God,
and the works of nature the products of His hands, then, of
course, 88 God cannot contradict himself, it is impossible for
these two emanations from the Divine Mind to oppose—but
most reasonable to expect them mutually to explain and illus-
trate—each other. Christianity need fear no test, however
scrutinizing. Tertullian said that “Truth dreads nothing but
concealment ;” nothing can be more true. If Christianity be a
fable, then the sooner the world gets rid of it the better.
Falsehood, from its own natare, is necessarily productive of

24
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misery. An “evil tree” cannot bring forth good frnit. But if
Christianity indeed be God's truth, it is mighty, and the gates of
hell shall not—can not prevail against it. Therefore, let us not
tremble at the vauntings of “science, falsely so called,” nor
bristle up with indiscreet and ignorant zeal in opposition to true
science. In this case defeat, sooner or later, is certain; and this
is not the worst of it. The great cause which the zealous com-
batant defends, is wounded through him,and suffers temporarily
by his overthrow. Indeed, we think we hazard nothing in
saying that the heaviest blows and deepest wounds ever inflicted
upon Christianity, have been at the hands of her friends! Her
greatest foes have been they of her own household. Such
wounds are peculiarly aggravated; they fester long, and are
hard to heal: for, in exposing the error of a rash defence, we
do thereby destroy, or weaken, at least, confidence in the
defender. Many such gashes and wounds Christianity has
already received. There has scarcely been a new science
promulgated, or a new principle in science proclaimed for the
last three centuries, that has not been fiercely assailed, and its
~ advocates denounced as Infidels and Atheists by some religious
zealot! The remarks of Lord Bacon, in his Novum Orga-
num, Book I, Aph. 89th, are so much to the point, on this
subject, that we cannot refrain from quoting the following, viz:

¢In short, you may find all access to any species of philosophy,
however pure, intercepted by the ignorance of Divines. Some, in
. their simplicity, are apprehensive that too deep an inquiry into nature
may penetrate beyond the proper bounds of decorum, transferring and
absurdly applying what is said of sacred mysteries in Holy Writ against
those who pry into Divine secrets, to the mysteries of nature, which
are not forbidden by any prohibition. Others, with more cunning,
imagine and consider that, if secondary causes be unknowsn, everything
may more easily be referred to the Divine hand and wand—a matter
as they think, of the greatest consequence to religion,but which can
only really mean that God wishes to be gratified by means of falsehood.
Others fear, from past example, lest motion and change in philosophy
should terminate in an attack upon religion. Lastly, there. are others
who appear anxious lest there should be something discovered in the
investigation of nature to overthrow, or, at least, shake religion,
particularly among the unlearned. The two last apprehensions appear
to resemble animal instinct, as if men were diffident, in the bottom
of their minds and secret meditatiors, of the strength of religion and
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the empire of faith over the senses, and therefore feared that some
danger awaited them from an inquiry into nature. But every one who
properly considers the subject will find patural philosophy to be, after
the Word of God, the surest remedy against superstition, and the most
approved support of faith. She is, therefore, rightly bestowed upon
religion as a most faithful attendaut, for the one exhibits the will, and
the other the power of God. Nor was he wrong who obse:ved,
‘Ye err not knowing the Scriptures and the power of God,’ thus
writing in one bond the revelations of His will and the contemplation
of His power. In the meanwhile, it is not wonderful that the progress
of natural philosophy has been restrained, since religion, which has so
much influence on men’s minds, has been led and hutried to oppose
her, through the ignorance of some, and the impudent zeal of others.”

We Protestants are accustomed to laugh at the Romish
Church for compelling Galileo to recant his doctrine relative
to the rotation of the earth upon its axis. But we forget
that some of our ablest Protestant leaders, Turrettine amongst
others, for example, took ground with the Pope in all save the
inquisitorial persecution. Nor need we go back three hundred
vears for similar illustrations of this folly. The Church of
Christ at the present day and hour—the Protestant Church,
the Presbyterian Church—nay, the Old School Presbyterian
Church (which is saying a great deal when we consider that
this great and influential branch of Christ’s kingdom has
hitherto taken the precedence in learning and science), is not
wanting in men pretending to be learned, who, with Uzzah’s
zeal, must lay hold of the Ark of God, fearing that it cannot
stand the jostling of science—thereby delaying and hindering
its ownward progress to its final resting place—its certain con-
quest of the whole world. What a ridiculous book might be
made—and we know not but that it would serve a good pur-
pose, like the ¢ Hill of Error” bestrewed with dead men’s bones
in Bunyan’s pilgrim,—if all that has been written by impul-
sive and self-conceited zealots in defence of the supposed
assaults of science upon the Bible, was collected into one huge
conglomeration!

In view of the foregoing, the position we take is this: that
such rash inconsiderate haste—this zeal, emphatically not
according to knowledge—does infinitely more harm to the
cause of religion than any thing we have to fear from science.
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8o, that if the aforesaid new theological professorship shonld
accomplish nothing more than to furnish our young divines
with such enlarged views of science, and its true relationship
to revealed religion, as would put themn on their guard, and
enable them to distinguish a real from a pretended danger—to
discriminate between the lion, and the ass with the lion’s skin—
thereby preventing them from unwittingly taking false posi-
tions, from which they must eventually recede, thus bringing
reproach upgpn the cause of Christ, and turning his ministers
into merited ridicule, it will abundantly justify its establish-
ment.

IIL. But a third consideration of more weight, if possible, than
either of the preceding, in recommending the establishment
of the new chair, is derived from the fact, that the works of
nature, of which natural science is but a systematic delineation,
constitute the first great revelation that God has made of
himself.

Nature, with open volume, stands

To spread her Maker's praise abroad,
And every labor of his hands

Shows something worthy of a God.

This great “Open Volume” of revelation is just as authori-
tative—just as much inspired—just as infallible in its utter-
ances, so far as they go, and just as much needs an expounder
in our Theological Seminaries, as does that other great volume
called “The Bible.” Not an expounder of it, in its elemen-
tary and minute details, (here is where many of the authors of

" the celebrated “Bridgewater Treatises” made their grand mis-
take,) not an expounder of it in the midst of crucibles, retorts,
tests, solvents, and the fumes of a laboratory! This no more
belongs to such a chair than does the art of spelling and pro-
nouncing, reading and parsing, to the chair of Didactic Theo-
logy! What is wanted is an expounder of it in its relation-
ship to the Bible—an expounder of the connexion existing
between natural science and revealed religion. The design of
this professorship is, as it were, to take science already pre-
pared to hand, as material hewed in Lebanon, wrought in the
quarries, cast in the clays of Jericho, brought from Babylen, or
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imported from Tarshish, and work it into the foundations, and
walls, and domes, and pinnacles, and glorious vail of the great
Temple of Christianity! ¢Revelation,” technically so called, is
but a supplement to Nature, rendered necessary by the intro-
duction of sin into the world. Indeed, God has made three
great revelations of himself—or shall we say, each person of
the Holy Trinity is revealed and represented by a separate and
distinct volume? TrE works or NATURE reveal God the Father
and Creator in the midst of his natural attributes, infinitely
powerful, wise and good. But they tell us nothing of mercy,
forgiveness and pardon. Tre BisLk is the revelation of the
8on of God, in the midst of his redeeming attributes, working
out redemption for fallen man. Its first utterance, after the
fall is, that “the seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s
head ”—and all subsequent revelations were only the carrying
out and the fulfilment of that first promise. PROVIDENCE re-
veals God the Spirit in his moral government over the world—
and in his regenerating and sanctifying influences upon the
hearts and consciences of men. We denominate it History—
and we sometimes distinguish between ¢ Church History” and
« Civil History ”—*“Sacred History ” and ¢ Profane History ;”
but, strictly speaking, it is all ¢ Church History,” since a com-
prehensive and intelligent view of God’s providential dealings
towards our race will convince the pious and thoughtful stu-
dent that all the great events, and small ones too, so far as we
are capable of tracing their bearing, in the world’s history, will
be found, when properly investigated and understood, to be so
many wonderful providences, all pointing as the needle to the
Pole—and all tending as the rivers to the Ocean, to the one
glorious result, no other than the restoration of fallen man to
his primitive holiness, and the final triumph of the Gospel!
8o that all true History is Church History, in its enlarged and
comprehensive aspect——and true history is but a record of the
dealings of providence, which is but another name for the ope-
rations of God’s Spirit in the world. It is therefore a revela-
tion of God the Spirit. And it is perfectly manifest that these
three revelations are the complements of one another. With-
out & “Bible” we could know nothing of the great work of
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redemption by the Son of God. Without a * History” we
could know nothing of the operations of God’s Spirit in the
world, in applying this redemption. Consequently no compre-
hensive system of theology is complete that does not embrace
all these three great revelations. And yet it is a fact, and a
remarkable fact, that hitherto the Church has virtually—almost
literally—ignored one of them, the first, in its theological
training! History has its chair, generally filled by one of our
most learned men. The “Bible” has its ¢wo chairs, occupied
by the ablest and wisest that our Church can produce. But
Natural Theology, the first great revelation that God made of
himnself, has had no chair in any of our Theological Seminaries.
Is not this, in view of the foregoing considerations, a most
marvellous fact? Why isitso? Why should this great de-
partment of Ministerial training be repudiated in all our Theo-
logical Seminaries? Is it because our Colleges are supposed
to furnish a sufficient training on that subject before the Sem-
inary is entered? We have already seen, in the outset of this
article, that our Colleges are wholly incompetent to that task.
They have not the time—nor is it their province. A smatter-
ing of science, nothing more, in its elements, in its details, in
its technical aspects, is all that they, in so short a time, pretend
to give. Moreover, the College lad, for the most part, is too
young and inconsiderate to appreciate that kind of informa-
tion, (the relationship between natural science and revealed
religion,) or even to acquire a taste for it. Is it then hoped
that this indispensable part of clerical training will be attended
to by the young theologian after he has entered npon the
active duties of the ministry? This may be, and ¢ truein a
few rare instances, where accident, natural proclivity, or pecu-
liar circumstances happen to turn the mind of the young min-
ister into that channel. But this very seldom happens, and
therefore ought not to be depended upon. On the contrary,
the young divine who leaves the Seminary without a taste for
this kind of knowledge being previously developed and culti-
vated, and enters upon his field of active labors with heavy
cares and small means,—and consequently a meagre library,
containing probably not a single volume on the subject—will be
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very apt, to say the least, to neglect it altogether. This, of
course, we regard as a great misfortune; for even though he
should not be under the necessity of defending Christianity
against infidel attacks made upon it through the medium of
the natural sciences, yet his preaching will not be enriched
and ornamented, and rendered savory and nutritious, by
numerous illustrations drawn from that inexhaustible treasury
which God himself has provided for our use. Did not the
Bible preachers, headed by Christ himself, draw most of their
illustrations—and they were many, for * without a parable
spoke he not unto them ”—from the wide domains of natural
science, from trees, flowers, birds, beasts, dew, rain, clouds,
san, moon, stars,—or, to use technical terms, from Botany,
Zoology, Meteorology, Astronomy? Natural Theology is
altogether too great and mighty a theme to be left to
mere chance, or to the incidental and casual instruction of
existing chairs, already surcharged with matters of transcen-
dent importance. We want a special professorship, to which
shall be committed this great subject in all its varied aspects
and bearings.

IV. But there is a fourth consideration, net often taken into
the account—it is this: That natural science is not only a
forerunner of the Bible, and an introduction to revelation, by
establishing Theism in opposition to Atheism, without which
the idea of a revelation would be absurd; but it is an indis-
pensable concomitant of the Bible, in order to unfold and
illustrate its great and ever-expanding truths. Whilst we do
not assume nor admit that any new truths may be extracted
from the teachings of the Bible, nor that improvements may
be made in theology, yet we do hold to the doctrine of human
progress, and maintain that the mind of man, as the result of
study, research and accumulated knowledge and wisdom, is
constantly growing in strength and intellectual attainments,
and consequently is capable of taking in new and enlarged
views of truth—even Divine truth, And we also maintain
that the truths of the Bible are, as it were, germinal, living,
growing, rising, expanding, and not only keeping pace, par:
_passu, with the developing mind of man, but the great truths of
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the Bible are the prop, the support, the upright and topless
pillar, to which the mind with tendril grasp clings and draws
itself upwards, approximating the stature of angels and of God
himself! They are the Jacob’s ladder, on which the mind of
man climbs from earth to heaven. But these great germinal
truths of the Bible need to be developed and illustrated as
any other great truths. To this end natural science is essen-
tial, and consequently is an indispensable concomitant of the
Bible. For example, the glory of God in the physical uni-
verse is set forth in sublime strains in the Bible—¢ When I
consider Thy heavens, the work of Thy fingers ; the moon and
the stars, which Thou has ordained—what is man, that Thou
art mindful of him, and the son of man, that Thou visitest
him?” “The heavens declare the glory of God, and the fir-
mament showeth His handywork. Day unto day uttereth
speech, and night unto night showeth knowledge.” Now,
what may have been the views of the rapt psalmist in
giving utterance to this sublime description of God’s glory in
the heavens, we pretend not to say, as we do not know. He
may, for aught that has been revealed to us, have had glimpses,
by the light of inspiration’s fires, of the immensity of the uni-
verse! But one thing is certain, that mankind in his day, and
for twenty-five centuries afterwards, had necessarily limited,
and exceedingly circumscribed views of God’s glory in crea-
tion, compared to what they now have in the light of modern
science. What an amazing contrast between the views of the
shepherd astronomers, in Abraham’s and David’s day, who
watched their flocks by night on the plains and hills of Chaldea
and Palestine, and those of the philosophers of the present
time, who nightly fathom the starry deeps from a thousand
different and distant observatories! Then they observed the
stars with the naked eye, counted them only by hundreds, and
measured their supposed distances by feet and yards! But
now millions are converted into units, with which to tell their
numbers ; and length of space is substituted by length of time,
measured by ‘“the swift-winged arrow of light,” to designate
their distances! And even then the mightiest imaginings of
the human mind fail adequately to describe, as revealed by
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science, the grand pavilion in which God’s creative glory
dwells! Here is one illustration of the manner in which
modern science developes and sets forth a great Bible utterance :
“The heavens declare the glory of God.”

Take one other example: The Bible repeatedly sets forth
that most defiant and incomprehensible of all its great ideas,
viz: the eternity of God. “From everlasting to everlasting
thou art God!” How often has the thinking mind been
repelled, even painfully, in its vain efforts to grasp this thought?
How utterly inadequate, for the most part, are the conceptions
of mankind generally, of this perfection of Deity? Itis con-
fessed that the greatest conceptions of which the human, or
any created mind, is capable, are infinitely inadequate, in
comparison with the thing itself; yet it is essential to our
well-balanced and harmonious views of the Godhead, that our
idea of His eternity keep pace with our ever-growing ideas of
His other attributes and perfections; and, in order to this, we
must call in the aid of natural science. ’Tis true that the
traveller, gazing upon the mouldering ruins of ancient Rome,
or the half sand-buried pyramids and monuments of Egypt,
or like Volney, musing upon the ruins of Palmyra, Petra,
or the Birs of Babylon, is impressed with a peculiar sensa-
tion of the lapse of time, which carries him back to hoary
antiquity! But this is a line quite too short to measure off
enough of eternity’s years to bring up the thought in his mind
to an equality with his other ever-swelling conceptions of the
Deity! He must look about for some other mightier guage—
a longer “rod” with which to measure past duration, in order
to attach a proportionate meaning to the awful words, from
everlasting to everlasting!” This mightier standard, this longer
rod, is furnished by science in the unfolding of geological eras
and periods, in comparison with which the whole of historic
time is but a day—an hour! In this way science is a neces-
sary attendant of the Bible, and a hand-maid to revelation in
unfolding and illustrating its sublime truths, and enabling our
minds to attach a more intense meaning to them.

Other, scarcely less important reasons might be urged in
favor of the establishment of the new professorship. The

25
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above, however, afford a fair specimen of the considerations
that had most weight in the minds of those who have been
active in originating and carrying forward the scheme. We
can conceive of but fwo objections that may be urged, with
any show of plausibility, against it. The first is @ want of
time. It may be objected that the three years allotted for
the course in our Theological Seminaries is already filled up.
This objection, however specious, is not valid, for two reasons:
First, If more time is necessary to a thorough theological train-
ing, let it be appropriated. No good reason can be assigned
for a superficial course in preparing to become an ambassador
of the Lord Jesus Christ. We very much doubt whether four
years, instead of three, should not be the term of study in our
Theological Seminaries. This is a question, however, that we
ghall not now discuss. But secondly, The time in our Theolo-
gical Seminaries is not filled up. We are not aware that the
classes, in any of our schools of the prophets, go into the
lecture-room more than twice a day, and not nore than once
during the senior year.* But suppose they did go in three or
four times every day, and during the whole term of their theo-
logical studies: still the time is not filled up. Qur medical
students, without incoftvenience, attend hal( a dozen lectures a
day. Indeed, where instruction is communicated by lecture,
which is, beyond all question the most efficient method, the
oftener the mind of the pupil is brought into direct contact
with that of the Professor the better, so that there be sufficient
intervals for posting up notes, and taking rest and recreation.
The objection, therefore, urged on the plea of the want of time
is not valid.

*In this Seminary, the Classes all meet some one of the Professors twice nearly
every day, and the Junior Class three times on some days. As the instruction is
partly by text boeks, the classes are, of course, occupied several hours every
day in preparing to meet their teachers. Besides these duties, there are various
other exercises which demand considerable labor on their part to prepare for.

Respecting the question of instruction wholly by lecture, we should be inclined
to differ from our respected friend and brother. But this is not the place to ex-
press ourgelves fully on this point.—[Ens. 8. P. B,
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The second objection is founded on the want of means, the
large amount of money that it will take to endow half a dozen
new professorships! This objection is ignoble and degrading.
What! shall we put “money” over against qualifications in
the ambassadors of the Lord Jesus Christ, to preach the
Gospel - to dying sinners? The very asking of the question
reveals its craven absurdity! No; the only question for the
great and wealthy, and powerful Presbyterian Church, that
has hitherto been the standard bearer in point of intellectual
and learned qualifications in Christ’s Ministers to settle, is this—
Is this arrangement right, proper, desirable? Let this question
once be answered in the affirmative by the voice of the Church,
and the means will not be long wanting to accomplish all that
the church desires. When the action of Tombeckbee Presby-
tery, relative to the new chair, was reported to the honorable
and venerable John Perkins of “The Oaks,” near Columbus,
Missiseippi, he did not hesitate a moment to appropriate thirty
thousand dollars for the endowment of such a professorship in
the Theological Seminary, at Columbia, South Carolina, there-
by transmitting his name to posterity, to be remembered with
gratitude by generations yet unborn—and setting a noble ex-
ample to others on whom God has imposed the responsibility
of great wealth. No, no! our church is not wantingin men of
- like enlarged views and philanthropic spirit, who stand ready
to contribute a portion of the wealth that God has placed at
their disposal, if by so doing they can increase the amount of
human happiness, diminish the amount of human misery,
and advance the Redeemer’s Kingdom amongst men! But
suppose the wealthy do not come forward, as Judge Perkins
has done, and appropriate to themselves the rare honor of en-
dowing said professorships. Then it only remains to appeal to
the open hands of the generous poor who have not forgotten
¢ the words of the Lord Jesus, how He said, It ie more blessed
to give than to receive,” when it will not be long until the
wants of the Church are met. So that the second objection

also is not valid.
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ARTICLE IX.
. NOTICES OF RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

1. A Collection of the Acts, Deliverances and Testimonies of the
Supreme Judicatory of the Presbyterian C'/mrck Jrom its
origin in America to the present time: with notes and docu-
ments explanatory and historical: constituting a complete
tllustration of her polity, faith and history. By SamueL J.
Bamep. Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of Publication,
No. 821 Chesnut street, pp. 880, 8vo.

This is a new and revised edition of Baird’s Dlgeet It con-
tains considerable matter not found in the previous edition,
and brings down to the present time the proceedings of the
General Assembly. The work needs not now any commenda-
tions in words. Its value is felt and admitted—as the demand
already for a new edition would seem to attest. Let those who
can do without this book decline purchasing it; but to every
minister and every elder and every deacon of the Presbyterian
Church, it is perfectly indispensable—and so it is also to any
private member of the church who has intelligence and zeal
enough to make him or her anxious to comprehend the actual
interpretation of our standards by our highest court. To the
readers of this Review, we need hardly remark that the author
of it is the same Rev. S. J. Baird, whose contributions have so
often enriched our pages. If Mr. Baird had never performed
any other service for the church than simply the preparation of
this digest, he would have lived not in vain.

Ouar own copy of the constitution of the church is some
years old, and we do not know whether the more recent editions
of our Book present us with the “General Rules for Judicato-
ries” in the form under which they are arranged in Mr. Baird’s
Digest; thatis, according to their subjects. It is the form, how-
ever, in which they ought always to be published, for it greatly
facilitates reference to them, and would often help an embar-
rassed Moderator to find immediately the rule by which to
guide him through his official perplexities.
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2. The Presbyterian Historical Almanac and Annual Re-
membrancer of the Church for 1858-1859: By Josern M.
Wirson. Philadelphia: Joseph M. Wilson, No. 111 South
Tenth street, below Chesnut;street. James Nisbet & Co.,
No. 21 Berner’s street, London. C. Atchison, No. 9 High
street, Belfast. D. McLellan, Hamilton. "'C. W. J. Durrie,
Ottawa, C. W. W. Elder, St. Stephens, N. B. Spratt &
Lyle, Alleghany City, Penn. J. Culbertson, Pittsburgh,
Penn. J. A. Rayl, Knoxville, Tenn. B. Wayne, New Or-
leans, La. 1859: pp. 316, 8vo.

Mr. Wilson aims in this volume to introduce the various
members of the great Presbyterian family to one another. It
is, indeed, a Presbyterian family-gathering which he has con-
trived to bring about. We meet here not less than twenty-
eight different Presbyterian bodies in the United States,
Canada, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, England, Scotland and
Ireland; and we are furnished with historical sketches of some
one Church belonging to each of them, together with statis-
tical tables, lists of ministers and licentiates, opening dis-
courses at their last Assemblies, and with engravings of a
dozen of their church edifices in various parts of this country
and in England and Ireland. Mr. Wilson proposes to furnish
annually a similar volume. It is a capital idea that 'he has
struck out. We like it, not only because this Almanac
will constantly furnish minute and exact information re-
specting churches that we desire to be acquainted with, but
also because it will hold up these bodies to one another as
peculiarly and closely related, and must tend to bring them
some day (so far as they may be found to deserve really the
honored name common to them) into an actual and visible
union with each other.

We would suggest to Mr. Wilson, though probably he has
conceived the same idea himself, to furnish us in subsequent
years, a statement by each of these bodies of its own peculiari-
ties, by way of acquainting all the rest with the grounds and
justifying reasons of its separate existence.

We have but one fault to find with this book, and that we
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would forbear to speak of, were we not well assured that what
we put into these pages is never read by any but Presbyte-
rians of the right stripe, so that whatever we say is, of course,
—“all in the family.” We are presented in this volune with
fourteen portraits of distinguished Presbyterian Ministers,—
many of them the Moderators of last year. The fault that we
find is, that Mr. Wilson has most certainly done great injustice
to the personal beauty of many of these brethren. If we be-
lieved these were all of them true likenesses, we should have
no difficulty in comprehending perfectly why they used to
reproach us Presbyterians with being “sour.” If we thought
these likenesses were fair samples of Presbyterian Moderators
generally, we should call on the Assemblies to see to this
matter from year to year when electing these officers. We
make no pretensions ourselves to personal good looks, and
respect many an ugly man for his real and solid merits. But
so many of these representative men are here set forth with so
much uncoméliness, that we are forced to believe Mr. Wilson
guilty of some injustice to them, and through them to the
Presbyterian denomination generally. We think he has given
a great advantage to our Episcopalian, Methodist and Baptist
friends, which we fear they will not fail to lay hold upon. ’

3. A Memorial of the Futtehgurh Mission and her Mar-
tyred Missionaries, with some remarks on the mutiny in
India. By the Rev. J. JonnstoN WaLrsh, sole surviving
member of the Futtegurh Mission of the Board of Fo-
reign Missions of the Presbyterian Church. Psalm lxxix,1-3.
Philadelphia: Joseph M. Wilson, No. 3 South Tenth Street,
below Chestnut Street. London: James Nisbet & Co., No.
21 Berner’s street. 1859 ; pp. 338, 8vo.

‘We have never found any book of missions so intensely
interesting as these memoirs. Indeed it could not well be
otherwise ; for where, in all the history of modern missions, are
such events recorded as we find written on these pages? That
terrific rebellion of the Sepoys will be remembered ¢ to the
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last moment of recorded time!” And the martyrdom of these
four brethren and sisters of our own never can cease to present
its appeal to the tenderest and holiest sympathies of the
church. Their death was strictly that of martyrs, for the out-
break was of Mahomedan and heathen animosity to the gospel,
They died for the name and the faith of Jesus, amidst the
reproaches of His bitter foes! Mr. Walsh, the author of
these memoirs, appears to have executed his mournful task
with judgment and skill. Mr. Wilson, the publisher, has
presented the work in the best style of execution. The
engravings of these martyrs are extremély beautiful, and add
very greatly to the attractiveness of the work. We trust it
may extend and deepen the Missionary zeal of our church,
and especially of our young men. ¢ Close up the gaps made
in the ranks by the fall of your brethren !” is the command of
the Captain of our salvation unto young men, and especially.
young ministers in America. Who will be fired with zeal to
take the places thus made vacant? Oh, Lord! pour out thy
spirit upon our youth, and raise up many soldiers of the cross
from amongst them !

4. A Message to Ruling Elders; Thewr Office and their
Duties. Intended, also, for the Ministers of the Churches,
they being likewise Elders, Overseers or Bishops. New York:
Board of Publication of the Reformed Protestant Dutch
Chuarch Synod’s Rooms, 61 Franklin Street; pp. 48, 16mo.

This is one of the admirable treatises which the Board of
Publication of the Dutch Church has recently been publishing
abroad with commendable zeal, not only in their own imme-
diate communion, but also amongst us. The character of it
will appear from the following extracts, which we earnestly
commend to the perusal of the brethren of the Ruling Elder-
ship:

¢¢The Holy Ghost hath made you oyerseers, to feed the Church of
God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.” Acts 20: 28.
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Peter says, ¢ The Elders which are among you I exhort, Feed the flock
of God which is among you, taking the oversight thereof, not by con-
straint, but willingly.” 1 Pet. 5: 1. Your first duty is to feed the
flock. These injunctions are not to the pastor only, but they are spoken
directly to the Elders—to you. Have you grepared yourself, and are
you fit to feed the flock ? Are you doing it 7 You are not called to
preach the Gospel to the world, nor to baptize, but you are commanded
to feed the flock, by the Holy Ghost, and should be moved to do so by
love to Christ. ¢Lovest thou me? Feed my lambs. Lovest thou
me? Feed my sheep.” It is your specinl duty to see that the lambs
and the sheep in your flock are properly and continually fed. Again,
the question comes: Do you know that the lambs in your flock are
fed, every one of them, and fed with the right food? Are you feeding
them? It is not enough to answer, They are taught in the Sunday
school, or, that you yourself have a class there. That is not
sufficient ; the Sunday school was begun, and is intended for the
benefit of the children of the world, and not for the lambs of the
flock. The lambs do not receive the food there to which they are
entitled ; they often mingle with persons there with whom they ought
not to assoclate they are frequently taught there by persons neither
suitable, nor quahﬁed nor appointed, to feed the lambs of the flock.
They are often %given up to teachers who know not the truth, who do
not believe the truth, and who are more likely to teach error than
the truth ; teachers who need teaching themselves. God has expressly
warned you against false teachers, and you have no right to commit
the lambs of the flock to them. He has expressly named who are
appointed by him to be teachers of his lambs ; they are, first, parents,
and then, you, Elders, with the pastors; you, although you should be
as exalted as Peter the Apostle; for even he was directed to feed
Christ’s lambs. There is a fearful neglect in the Church of the pre-
sent day in this wratter, and a woeful departure from the rules and
practice of the Church in the time of the Reformation. Then, the
Catechism, because embodying the prominent doctrines of the Bible,
was not only constantly preached upon in the church on the Sabbath,
but the lambs of the flock, then especially cared for, were thoroughly
instructed in it. They were from infancy to be constantly taught the
Catechism, so as to be rooted and grounded in the truth, and to grow

np in it. They were to be taught it at home, in the school and by
the pastor and Elders. The pareat, the school teacher,and the Elders,
were all made teachers of the Catechism to the children. Periodical
inquiries were to be made on purpose, to know whether it was done or
not ; and all were liable to discipline if it were neglected. No wonder
that those times produced men that were ready to sacrifice property,
life, everything, for the sake of the truth as it is in Jesus. They
knew what the truth was, and they loved it. Good would it be for the
lambs, and glorious would our Zion be, and great would be her influ-
ence for good in the Church and in the world, if God’s covenant with
his people and their seed were duly regarded, and the children

-
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embraced in that covenant were duly cared for. Then they would be
kept in the flock, where they would receive the best care and the best
food, by love of the truth. They would know the difference between
good pasture and bad ; between truth and error ; between that preach-
ing which holds up the Lord Jesus Christ, and the preaching which
seeks to please man. They would not look upon all denominations and
all teachers as equally good. They would not, as is now so often the
case, follow the inclination of the carnal heart, and leave their own
fold to go to another, where they may enjoy worldly display and musi-
cal performances; and where, being freed from the watchful care of
the overseers apnointed by the Holy Ghost, they can, whilst calling
themselves Christians, live a life of continued dissipation and worldli-
ness without restraint. You are called upon to prevent all this. The
lawbs will naturally stray. You are told how to keep them in the
fold, in your fold, for you are made their overscers or bishops. One
great way to keep them is to feed them; to feed them with food suitable
for them ; food already prepared for thewn by the church in which you hold
your office; food which you are personally to give them. Have you ever
noticed how a lamb shows its love, runs after, and wants to remain with
him who feeds it? ¢For they know his voice, and a stranger will they
not follow, but will fice from him; for they know not the voice of
strangers.” John 10: 4. So should it be with the lambs of your
flock. Do they know you, and love you, and follow you, and cling to
you? If they do not, it is not their fault but yours; and it is a sure
sign that you are unfaithful to the trust committed to you by the Holy
Ghost. Take heed, therefore, that you do not neglect that trust. You
have no right to transfer it to another. You will be held accountable
for it.
4As the preaching of Christ and him crucified is the great ordained
means of sustaining life as well as of giving it, you are to feed the
flock by seeing, so far as may be in your power, that your pastor is
roperly supported, so that he can give himself wholly to his work. If
Ke is occupied or embarrassed with the cares of this life, the flock
must starve, or have food not duly and properly prepared.
“Remember, also, that you are made an overseer personally to feed
the Church. You are to do this yourself, and not to leave to the
preaching Elder to do that which you are appointed to do. Being con-
staontly with the flock, and among them, you will have opportunity to
feed and strengthen them. They are to be fed in catechetical and
Bible classes; they are to be fed in meectings for exhortation and
prayer, where you particularly should always be found filling your
place as a Christian and an Elder, obeying the injunction, ¢ Let us
oousider one another to provoke unto love and good works; not
forsaking the assembling of ourselves together, as the manner of
some is, but exhorting one another.” Heb. 10: 24. ¢ Exhort one
another daily.” ¢Comfort [exhort] one another with these words.”
¢ Comfort ‘;exhort] yourselves together, and edify onc another, even as
also ye do.” You are not required to preach, nor are you to surfeit
26
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the flock and sicken them with prosy harangues; but you are required
to seek the teachings of the Holy Ghost ; and, guided by his word and
his providence, your duty is to exhort, and comfort, and edify the
flock. A single sentence, spoked in love, is often sufficient. ¢ A
word spoken in due season, how good is it V’

“You are especially to teed the flock, as Paul showed the Elders of
the Church in Ephesus; not only publicly, but from house to house ;
and thus, without ceasing, to warn cvery one. Acts 20: 20, 31.
Seeking the good of the flock, at all times and in all places, as duty
way call and opportunity offer, you are to ‘be instant in season and
out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort with all long suffering and
doctrine.” This great means of feeding the flock, by particular over-
sight, by dealing a portion to each in due season, by knowing the
condition and wants of the individual members of the flock, 1s too
much neglected. An occasional social visit, after the manner of the
world, with worldly thoughts and worldly conversation, is oot visiting
after the manner of Paul; is not what the flock needs; and,
therefore, something more is required from you. You are to ¢ warn
them that are unruly, comfort the feeble minded, support the weak.’
You cannot know the state of the flock without personally knowing
each one of them. There are many of them that cannot be fed except
by the way side or at their own house. There are many that require
to be fed separately, alone. It is not enough to say, your pastor visits.
You, with him, are the appointed overseers. You are ready to say,
Our pastor ought to visit more; he ought to turn the conversation
to religious topics; he ought to inquire more into the state of the
family; he ought to be more familiar with the children. In all
this you condemn yourself. Thou art the man! Thou art made
an overseer. Who has authorized thee to transfer thy charge to
another ? If the preaching overseer neglects his duty in not properly
visiting, and, when necessary, separately feeding his flock, he is to render
an account to his Master. His duty in this respect is also yours ; as you
judge bim, so shall yoube judged, if you neglect your duty. Take heed
lest the Lord God should say to you,  Woe be to you! The diseased
have ye not strengthened, neither have ye healed that which was
gick, neither have ye bound up that which was broken, neither have
ye brought again that which was driven away, neither have ye sought
that which was lost.” Ezek. 35: 4. ¢Is any sick among you? let him
call for the Elders of the Church, and let them pray over him, anoint-
ing him with oil in the name of the Lord.” James 5: 14. From
house to house.  There, in your charge, is a house in which God is not
openly and regularly acknowledged or recognized. The heads of it,
although members of the flock, through false diffidence, or the cares
of this world, neglect family worship. They are continuing to do so,
although urged ‘to this duty from the pulpit. Tere, is another, where
the parents are neglecting the religious personal ins