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ARTICLE I.

WHAT IS INDUCTIVE DEMONSTRATION ?

The terms deduction, induction, are very currently used, and

they seem to be regarded as signifying two contrasted methods

of ascertaining truths. The description usually given in popular

statements is, that, while deduction is the drawing down of an in

ference from a more general truth , induction is the leading in

of a general truth from individual facts. There has doubtless

been much bandying of the terms, which was not more in

telligent than the word-play with that other pair of ambiguous

terms, " analysis and synthesis.” It is customary to say that

Aristotle first examined and formulated the deductive logic or

syllogism , and Bacon the inductive method. While almost

entire barrenness is imputed to the syllogism , the glory of

great fruit and utility is claimed for the induction . Some, in

deed , are perspicacious enough to see that neither Aristotle nor

Bacon was the inventor of the one or the other method of rea

soning, any more than the first anatomists of human limbs were

the inventors of walking. Nature has enabled men to walk , and

ensured their doing so , with at least imperfect accuracy, by fash

ioning the parts of their limbs, nerves, bones , tendons, and mus

cles. The anatomist has only described what he found in the

limbs by his dissecting knife. Men virtually syllogised before
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Aristotle, and found inductive truths before Bacon . Yet even

these more accurate historians seem to think that the two are op

posite methods of logical progression .

These vague opinions of what induction is, are obviously un

safe. They lead to much invalid and even perilous reasoning.

Nostronger testimony against the unauthorised character of much .

that now calls itself physical science, under the cover of sophis

tical inductions, need be cited than that of J. Stuart Mill. “ So

real and practical is the need of a test for induction , similar to

the syllogistic test of ratiocination , that inferences which bid de

fiance to the most elementary notions of inductive logic are put

forth without misgiving by persons eminent in physical science,

as soon as they are off the ground on which they are familiar

with the facts, and not reduced to judge only by the arguments ;

and as for educated persons in general, itmay be doubted if they

are better judges of a good or bad induction than they were before

Bacon wrote. . . While the thoughts of mankind have on many

subjects worked themselves practically right, the thinking power

remains as weak as ever ; and on all subjects on which the facts .

which would check the result are not accessible, as in what re

lates to the invisible world , and even, as has been seen lately , to

the visible world of the planetary regions, men of the greatest

scientific acquirements argue as pitiably as themerest ignoramus."

In these days, when the followers of physical research so often

imagine the theologians to be in an active state of hostility against

them and their sciences , it is well that we have this accusation

from one as remote as possible from alliance with theology. This

able witness proves at least so much : that every beam of light

which can be thrown on the true nature of the inductive logic ,

though slender , is desirable ; and will be useful both to purify the

sciences of matter and to reconcile the conflict, if any such ex

ists, between them and philosophy and theology.

Wepropose first to account for the vagueness which Mr. Mill

has noted in the applications of this species of reasoning, by

briefly displaying the uncertainties and discrepancies existing

Logic, Vol. I., pp. 480, 481. * 7th Edit., London, 1868.
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among the logicianswho have professed to treat of it. The mod

ern admirers and expounders of Aristotle are found to deny that

he did overlook the inductive method, and confine himself to the

syllogistic ; they claim that he formulated the one as really, if

not as fülly , as the other . But when they proceed to exhibit

what they suppose to be the Aristotelian form of induction , they

are not agreed . Thus, Grote's Aristotle (Vol. I., p . 268 etc.,

Murray, London ) interprets him thus: “ In syllogism as hither

to described , we concluded that A the major was predicable of C

the minor, through B the middle . In the syllogism from induc

tion we begin by affirming that A the major is predicable of C the

minor ; next we affirm that B the middle is also predicable of C

the minor. The two premises, standing thus, correspond to the

third figure of the syllogism (as explained in the preceding

pages), and would not therefore justify anything more by them

selves than a particular affirmative conclusion. Butwe reinforce

them by introducing an extraneous assumption that theminor C

is co-extensive with the middle B , and comprises the entire ag- .

gregate of individuals of which B is the universal, or class term ."

The instance Mr. Grote gives from Aristotle to explain the above

is : :

( 1) Horse, mule , etc ., etc., are long-lived .

( 2) Horse, mule, etc., etc., are bileless.

(3 ) (Extraneous assumption.) Thehorse, mule, etc., etc., com

prehend all the bileless animals

(4 ) (Conclusion .) Hence, all bileless animals are long- lived .

Now , it is obvious to remark on this : that without the extra

neous assumption the fourth proposition would not hold good as

a universal truth . The third proposition , or extraneous assump

tion , then , is not an accessory, but an essential part of the logi

cal process. But if Aristotle correctly defined syllogism as a

process including the proof and conclusion in three terms and

three propositions, this inductive process here supposed, whether

valid or invalid , is not syllogism . A still more formidable ques

tion remains: How do we see that the extraneous assumption is.

warrantable ? Are we entitled to assume that horse , mule, etc.,

etc., (an incomplete enumeration,) do contain all the bileless ani
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mals ? Evidently, nothing contained in this formula authorises

us. The process, then , as a proof of a general proposition , is in

conclusive. It does not give us the form of a valid inductive

proof, and is not the correct analysis of that mental process.

But Mr. Grote himself states that the prior commentators on

Aristotle understand him differently. Thus

( 1) All horse, mule, etc., etc., is long-lived .

( 2 ) All bileless is horse, mule, etc., etc.

( 3 ) Ergo, all bileless is long-lived .

But Mr. Grote correctly remarks that, while, in form , this

comes correctly under the first figure , it manifestly leaves the

second proposition unwarranted, and authorises no universal con

clusion . He also quotes M . Barthélemy St. Hilaire as explain

ing Aristotle thus : “ Induction is, at bottom , but a syllogism ,

whose minor and middle are of equal extension . For the rest,

there is but one sole way in which the minor and middle can

be of equal extension : this is, that the minor shall be composed

of all the individuals whose.sum the middle represents. On the

one part, all the individuals ; on the other, the whole species

which they form . The mind very readily makes the equation

between these two equal terms." M . St. Hilaire is right, so far

that, if this is the Aristotelian induction, it is perfectly valid .

But it is equally clear that it is perfectly worthless, as we shall

prove by the authority of Galileo. If we must ascertain the

predicate to be true of each separate individual of the class , by a

separate proof, before we can affirm that predicate of the class as

a whole, then our general affirmation is certainly a safe one.

But it can certainly teach us nothing, and authorise no progress

in knowledge, because we have already learned in detail all it

states, in our examination of the individuals. So Galileo. “ Vin

centio diGrazia objected to a proof from induction which Galileo

adduced , because all the particulars were not enumerated . To

which the latter justly replied that if induction were required

to pass through all the cases, it would be either useless or impos

sible : impossible when the cases are innumerable ; useless when

they have each already been verified ; since, then, the general

proposition adds nothing to our knowledge.” (Quoted in Whew

ell's Ind. Sciences, Vol. 2, p . 219.)
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Whewell himself explains Aristotle after that generalmethod

of the commentators which Grote reprehends. Thus the former :

“ Induction is when, by meansof one extreme term , we infer the

other extreme term to be true of themiddle term .” This Whew

ell explains thus : .

(1) Mercury, Venus, Mars, describe ellipses about the sun .

( 2) All planets do what Mercury, Venus, Mars, do.

( 3 ) Ergo , all planets describe ellipses about the sun. (Induc

tive Sciences, Vol. 2 , p . 50.)

Again , we repeat, in our anxiety to have the reader see the

real weak point in all these theories of induction , the fatal defect

is in the second proposition . What authorises us to say that all

planets do as Mercury , Venus, Mars, do ? The theory of these

authors gives us no answer ; the assertion is not authorised ; and

the process, as a proof, worthless.

Ueberweg , Hist. of Phil., Vol. I., p . 156 , represents Aristotle

thus: “ In induction (émaywyh, ó éĘ émaywyns ovahoycouós) we con

clude from the observation that a more general concept includes

(several or ) all of the individuals included under another concept

of inferior extension , that the former concept is a predicate of

the latter. (Analytics Prior. II., 23.) Induction leads from the

particular to the universal (anò tūv katékaota énì tà kablov čpodos.

Topics, I., 10). The term étayoyh, for induction, suggests the

ranging of particular cases together in files, like troops. The

complete induction , according to Aristotle, is the only strictly

scientific induction. The incomplete induction which, with a

syllogism subjoined , constitutes the analogicalinference (mapádecyua),

is principally of use to the orator.”

We pass now from the Stagyrite logic to themethod of Lord Ba

con, which it is customary to represent as its antithesis. Bacon's

claim to be the founder of modern physical science has been both

asserted and contested . The verdict of Mill seems to be just :

that he does deserve great credit, not so much for giving the real

analysis of the inductive method, as for pointing us to the quarter

where it lies. The very title of his Novum Organum , “ Concern

ing the Interpretation of Nature,” struck the correct key -note .

The problem of all science, mental as well as physical (and it is
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to be noted that Bacon claims, Book I., Aphorism 127 , that his

method is as applicable to mental and moral sciences as to ma

terial), is to interpret the facts given us by nature. The right

method was doubtless pointed out when Bacon told the world , in

the beginning of his Novum Organum , that instead of assuming

general propositions, and then audaciously deducing from them ,

by syllogism , what causes and facts shall be, we are to begin in

the opposite way, by the humble, patient, and accurate observa

tions of facts, and then proceed, by legitimate inductions , to gen

eral and more general propositions concerning nature's laws.

Bacon says, Book II., Aph. 1 , that as the work and design of

human power is to induce upon a given body a new property or

properties, so the work and design of human science is to discover

the “ form ” of a given property. The whole tenor of his dis

cussion shows that by " natura,” he means any permanent prop

erty of a concrete individual thing. He himself has defined the

sense in which he uses the word “ forin ," with a clearness which

admits of no debate. Thus, Book II., Aph. 17 : " For when we

speak of forms, wemean nothing else than those laws and deter

minations of pure activity which regulate and constitute some

simple property (naturam simplicem ), as caloric, light, weight,

in every material thing and subject susceptible thereof." He

admits that the old philosophy rightly declared , “ to know a thing

truly , is to know it through its causes." These causes Aristotle

had distinguished into four — thematerial cause, the formal cause ,

the efficient cause, and the final cause. In the investigation of

nature, the inquiry after the final cause is out of place. He

teaches elsewhere that it belongs to philosophy and natural theo

logy. Healso turns aside from inquiry into the material and

the efficient causes, in their abstract senses. The problem of in

duction is to ascertain the regular law of the formal cause.

The directions for the interpretation of nature fall, then , under

two general classes. The first show us how to derive general

truths from experience ; the second direct us how to apply these

general truths to new experiments, which may further reveal na

ture. To deduce a general truth from experience , individual ob

servations, there is, first, a task for the senses, that of accurate ,
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distinct observation of the individual facts of natural history ;

there is then a task for the memory , the tabulating of coördinate

instances ; and there is then the task of the intellect or reason ,

the real induction, which is the detection, among all the resem

bling and differing instances , of the universal law of cause. It

is the last task in which themindmusthave the aid of the proper

canons of induction , by all attainable comparisons. Thus : let

a muster, or array, be made of all the known individual in

stances in which the property which is the subject of inquiry is

present. Then let another array be made of the known in

stances in which that property is absent. Then let another array

be made of the known instances in which the property is present

increased or diminished . When these sets of cases or arrays are

carefully pondered and compared, the law ( forma) of the pro

perty will begin to reveal itself by this principle : that whatever

is always present with that property , or always absent when it is

absent, or is found increased or diminished with it — that is the

cause of the property . This inductive process is then illustrated

at tedious length by an application to the inquiry , What is heat ?

First, a list is made of all known individual things in nature

which exhibit heat, as solar rays, combustive masses, fermenting

masses, quick -lime moistened, animal bodies, etc ., etc. Then a

list is made of bodies which exhibit no caloric, as the fixed stars,

the moon , etc. Then lists are formed of objects more or less

warm ; and the vindemiatio, or induction to the true forma, or

law of caloric, may be cautiously made. This is, that “ Caloric is

an expansive motion , repressed , and striving in the lesser parts

of the warm body.” (Book II., Aph . 18.) This first vindemia

tio is then to be tested and confirmed by considering a number of

prerogatival instances ; which are particular instances presenting

the property under such circumstances- as give them the preroga

tive of determining the law of the property . Of such instances,

twenty- five are enumerated ! and with a refinement and intricacy

of distinction which must be utterly confusing to a practical in

vestigator.

The disparaging verdict which Mill pronounces upon this tech

nical part of the Baconian Organum , must be admitted to be
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just. Yet it should be mitigated by the fact that, cumbersome as

the proposed canon is, it seems to have led Bacon, centuries in

advance of his age, in the direction of the latest theory as to

what caloric is. That theory now is, that caloric is a mode of

molecular motion. Bacon 's conclusion was that it is the striv

ing of an expansive but restrained motion in the lesser parts of a

body'' ! His method was not mere groping : it foreshadowed an

imperfect truth . In the light of fuller inquiries, Bacon's errors

seem to have been these : that his contempt for the abstract in

metaphysics led him to neglect the fundamental notion of power

in the efficient cause, discriminating it so vitally from the material,

formal, and final causes, and thus to depreciate the inquiry into

efficient cause ; that he had not pondered and settled this other

truth of metaphysics , the relation between power and properties

in individual things ; and that he applied his induction , in his

favorite examples , to detect the forma, or law of a property , in

stead of the laws of effects. It is the latter inquiry in which

inductive science is really concerned, and the solution of which

extends man 's powers over nature. The thing we wish inductive

philosophy to teach us is, How may we be sure to produce, in

the future, a given desired effect, which has been known in the

past ?

The illustrious Newton, who did more than any other to throw

lustre on the new method by its successful application , presents

us, in his four Rules (Principia , 3d Book ), a substantive advance

upon the rude beginnings of Bacon. These rules are far from

being exhaustive ; nor are they stated in an analytic order, but

they are the sound dictates of the author 's experience and pro

found sagacity.

“ 1. Weare not to admit other causes of natural things than

such as both are true (not merely imaginary) and suffice for ex

plaining their phenomena.

“ 2 . Natural effects of the samekind are to be referred to the

same causes, as far as can be done.

" 3 . The qualities of bodies which cannot be increased or di

minished in intensity, and which belong to all bodies in which

we can institute experiments, are to be held for qualities of all

bodies whatever .
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64. In experimental philosophy, propositions collected from

phenomena by induction are to be held as true, either accurately

or approximately, notwithstanding contrary hypotheses, till other

phenomena occur, by which they may be rendered either more

accurate or liable to exception ."

Sir William Hamilton, in his Logic, Lect. 17th, describes his

" inductive categorical syllogism " as " a reasoning in which we

argue from the notion of all the constituent parts discretively , to

the notion of the constituted whole collectively . Its general

laws are identical with those of 'the deductive categorical syllo

gism ; and itmay be expressed , in like manner, either in the

form of an intensive or of an extensive syllogism .” This he

calls “ logical or formal induction.” The process is precisely

that which we have seen described by St Hilaire : When a given

predication has been found true of every individual of a class, it

is also trúe of the class as a whole. This is unquestionably true ;

but as unquestionably useless, as we have seen from the statement

of Galileo. It gives us only a truism , and no new truth . But

Hamilton proceeds to distinguish from this what he calls the

" philosophical or real induction,' in which the argument is not

from all of the individuals in a class to the class as a whole ; but

from a part of the individuals to the whole . He says that the

validity which this induction may have, is not from the logical

law of identity , but from a certain presumption of the objective

philosopher, founded on the constancy of nature . This species

of induction proceeds thus :

(1 ) This, that, and the other magnet, attract iron .

( 2) But this, that, and the other magnet, represent all magnets.

(3) Ergo, all magnets attract iron.

This doctrine he again enlarges in his 32d lecture, where he

treats of modified logic, and deals with the “ real or philosophical

induction ” expressly . Heagain makes it an inference from the

many to the all. To the soundness of such an induction two

things are requisite : that the cases colligated shall be of the

same quality, and that they shall be of a number competent to

ground the inference. But to the question , How many like cases

are competent ? he has no answer . This species of induction , he
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admits, cannot give a categorical conclusion . It only raises a

probability of truth , and leaves the conclusion a mere hypothesis,

sustained by more or less of likelihood. That likelihood is, indeed ,

increased as a larger number of cases is compared , as the observa

tion and comparison are mademore accurate, as the agreement of

cases is clear and precise, and as the existence of possible excep

tions becomes less probable after thorough exploration . Hamil

ton concludes by quoting with approbation these words from

Esser's Logic : “ Induction and analogy guarantee no perfect cer

tainty , but only a high degree of probability.”'

The objection against the Aristotelian syllogism of induction ,

which we urged on pages 3rd and 5th , had been stated by Arch

bishop Whately . Let it be put thus :

( 1) This, that, and the other magnet, attract iron .

( 2) But this, that, and the other magnet, etc ., are conceived

to constitute the genus magnet.

( 3 ) Ergo, the genusmagnet attracts iron.

Whately's objection is, that the second proposition is mani

festly false. Hamilton pronounces this, which appears to us a

fatal, “ a very superficial objection .” His reason is, that it is

extra-logical ; that logic is a formal science only ; and that hence

the correctness of its forms is not. vitiated by the circumstance

that some proposition expressed in them and correctly connected,

so far as these forms go, with other propositions, is in fact untrue,

and that the imaginary propositions with which the text-books of

logic illustrate the logical formsanswer just as well, whether they

be really true or not. Hamilton is here clearly misled by a con

fusion of thought. Because an imaginary, or even a silly , propo

sition may serve to illustrate a rule of logic, when that rule is the

subject of inquiry, it does not follow that, when the ascertainment

of other truth by the use of the rules of logic is our object, that

can be a good logic whose framework always and necessarily in

volves a false proposition. Blank cartridges may serve very well

for the purposes of an artillery drill ; it by no means follows that

blank cartridges are adequate for actual artillery practice in war.

Such artillery would be practically no artillery ; for it would re

pulse absolutely no enemy. And such logic would be practically
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no logic . Logic is a formal science. True. But it professes to

give the general forms of elenchtic thought, by which the truth

of the propositions of all other sciences,besides logic, may be as

certained . Hence, if it proposes to us a given form of thought

which is always and necessarily invalid in every real science to

which logic offers its method, that form is incorrect as a logical

form . We affirm Whately's objection, then , in order to call the

reader's attention again to the fatal weak spot in these theories of

induction .

What, then , is Whately 's own explanation of the inductive syllo

gism ? Seehis Logic, Book IV ., Chap. 1. Hebeginsby justly dis

tinguishing two uses of the word induction , which are entirely dif

ferent. The one process is not a process of argument to the con

clusion, but is wholly preliminary thereto, the ėraywyn ,or bringing

in of like instances ; the collecting process; and this is, in fact ,

nearer to the literalmeaning ofthe word . The other process called

induction , is the argumentative one, leading in the conclusion , as

to the whole class, from the instances. Now , of this logical in

duction , Whately remarks that, instead of being different from

the syllogistic , it is the same with it. And , indeed, unless we

assert its sameness , wemust give up the theory of the syllogism ;

for that theory is, that syllogism expresses the one form in which

the mind performs every valid reasoning step. The logical in

duction is, then , says Whately, a syllogism in the firstmode and

figure, with itsmajor premise suppressed. That suppressed major

is always substantially the same in all logical inductions: that

what belongs to the individual cases observed , belongs to their

whole class. The induction by which we predict, in advance of

individual examination , that all magnets will attract iron, would

then stand thus, according to Whately :

(1 ) What belongs to the observed magnets, belongs to all

magnets .

( 2) But these observed magnets attract iron .

( 3 ) Ergo, allmagnets attract iron.

Now the reader will observe that Whately's process only in

verts the order of the first two propositions in Hamilton's. For

Whately 's first is only a different way of expressing Hamilton's

second : that
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( 2 ) “ This, that, and the othermagnet, represent allmagnets.”

The order of propositions given by Whately seems obviously

the simple and correct one. But the difficulty he had propound

ed as to the Aristotelian form of the induction , recurs as to his :

How have we ascertained our major premise , that what belongs

to the observed magnets belongs to the whole class ? Are we en

titled to hold it as a universal truth ? The same difficulty virtu

ally meets Whately . It is amusing to find him attempting to

parry this fatal difficulty in a way similar to that which Hamil

ton uses to parry him : " Induction, therefore, so far forth as it is

an argument,may, of course, be stated syllogistically ; but so far

forth as it is a process of inquiry, with a view to obtain the pre

mises of that argument, it is, of course, out of the province of

logic.” The evasion is as vain for Whately as it was for Ham

ilton . For that universal major premise, viz ., that what belongs

to the observed individual cases belongs to the whole class, can

no more be the immediate non-logical result of a mere colligation

of cases, than the conclusion itself of the inductive syllogism can

be. Whately has himself admitted that if a premise used in a

syllogism now in hand was a conclusion of any previous reason

ing process, then our logic must concern itself about that premise

also , and the mode by which we get it , as well as about the form

of its relations to the other propositions in our present syllogism .

Now , the universalmajor he claims, is not the mere expression

of an extra -logical colligation — that is self-evident. Unless it is

an original intuition , it must be the conclusion of a prior logical

process. What is that process ? Is this universal major valid ?

Whately gives us no sufficient answer; and thus his theory of

inductive argument fails like the others. Yet, it presents us, as

we shall see, one step in advance of the others , towards the right

direction .

Dr. Whewell deservesmention also, by reason of his wide learn

ing , extending into the domains of physics and metaphysics, and

his authorship of a work, once a standard, devoted to this very

subject. This is his “ Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences.”

His view of induction may be seen in these citations (Vol. I., p .

22) : Where “ truths are obtained by beginning from observation
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of external things, and by finding some notion in which the

things, as observed , agree, the truths are said to be obtained by

induction ." Contrasting deduction with induction, he says,

“ Deductive truths are the results of relations among our thoughts.

Inductive truths are relations which we perceive among existing

things." And of the deductive process he thinks the geometri

cal demonstrations the best examples .

Now , the insufficiency of these descriptions is obvious from

these remarks. Lines, angles, surfaces, solids, in geometry, are

as truly things as any observed phenomena or effects in physics.

Thus the distinction wholly fails. Again , Whewell has com

bined, in his description of induction , two processes of mind

which are wholly distinct, and only one of which is a logical pro

cess. Both have, indeed, been called induction (in different

senses ), but the first is only a colligation of observed things or

facts . This process only completes a general statement which

gives correct expression to a series of individual observed facts,

when taken as a whole. The instance given by another presents

this process very simply : A navigator in unknown seas beholds

land ; he knows not whether it is continent or island. But he

sails along its shores , noting its bays and headlands, and taking

ocular evidence of the continuity of the whole coast, until he be

holds again the same spot he first saw . He calls the land now

an island . But he has made no logical inference ; he has but

colligated all his separate notes of the coasts , with their connect

ing continuity, into that general concept of which “ island" is the

correct name. Now , this is really what Kepler did when he per

formed what has so often been cited as a splendid instance of induc

tion : from a number of observed angular motions of the sun in

the ecliptic, he declared that the earth moved in an ellipse,

with the sun at one of the foci. The real process was but to plot

and colligate upon a plane surface, all the successive positions of

the earth ; whereupon inspection showed that the line she had

pursued was elliptical. A still simpler and equally illustrious

instance of this process was given when Maury enounced the

general facts of his wind-and-current charts. His results were

obtained by faithfully plotting, upon blank charts of the oceans,
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the directions of the winds and currents, with the successive dates,

from a multitude of actual observations in sailors ' log-books.

When this humble but noble work was patiently done, the gen

eral facts as to the directions of the winds and currents, at given

seasons, revealed themselves to inspection . Here was a grand

colligation , but, as yet, no inference. But we have a true in

stance of inductive inference when Newton derived the great law

of the attraction of gravitation, as expressing the true cause of

that elliptical circulation . Kepler had colligated only a general

fact; Newton inducted a law of cause. Whewell seems, p . 23d ,

to confound them .

But on p. 48th he speaks, if still too indefinitely , yet more

nearly to the truth . " Induction is familiarly spoken of as the

process by which we collect a general proposition from a num

ber of particular cases ; and it appears to be frequently imagined

that the general proposition results from a mere juxtaposition of

the cases, or, at most, from merely conjoining and extending

them .” . . “ This is an inadequate account of the matter." .

. “ There is a conception of the mind introduced into the gen

eral proposition , which did not exist in any of the observed facts.”

The phrase " conception of the mind" is indeed an inaccurate ex

pression for the missing but all-important element of the logical

induction. But Whewell had perceived so much : that this ele

ment of proof was not in themere colligation of agreeing instances

alone, but was to be furnished from another source. And he

points our inquiries in the right direction , in seeking this vital

premise among the intuitive judgments of the reason. It is to be

found in that judgment which so many of these writers speak of

as our conviction of the uniformity of nature! Thus, in sub

stance, answer the most of them , as Hamilton and his greatGer

man authorities, Krug and Esser. But this is the question .

The comments of Lord Macaulay on the inductive method, in

his famous Essay on Lord Bacon, justify the angry estimate of

his comrade, Brougham ,by their superficial character. Butthey

may also serve to show how just the complaint of Mill is as to the

confusion of the opinions of even educated men on this subject.

Macaulay, with his usual plausible brilliancy, assures us that the
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method of the Novum Organum was nothing more than the fam

iliar experimental argument of the English squire as to the cause

of his bodily ailments. The result of the squire's induction is to

trace his sufferings to his indulgence in his favorite dainties . On

the nights after free indulgence he suffered much . On nights

when he had wholly abstained,hewas free from pain . On nights

when he had indulged sparingly, he suffered slightly. Here, in

timates Macaulay, we have the whole Baconian process , the com

parentia instantiarum similium , the exclusiones instantiarum

negativarum ; the comparationes pluris aut minoris. He seems

to think that this embraces the inductive logic !

Fleming, in his “ Vocabulary of Philosophy,” after citing num

erous definitions of induction , which exhibit the uncertainties and

confusions criticised in these pages, gives his own statement thus:

" By the principle of induction is meant the ground or warrant

on which we conclude that what has happened in certain cases ,

which have been observed , will also happen in other cases which

have not been observed. This principle is involved in the words

of the wise man, Eccles. i. 9 : The thing that hath been , it is

that which shall be ; and that which is done is that which shall

be done.' In nature there is nothing insulated . All things ex

ist in consequence of a sufficient reason ; all events occur accord

ing to the efficacy of proper causes . In the language of Newton ,

Effectuum naturalium ejusdem generis eædem sunt causa . The

same causes produce the same effects. The principle of induc

tion is an application of the principle of causality,” etc. Of this

description we may say what was said of Whewell's, but with

more emphatic approval : that it points us in the right direction .

Wenow introduce the definitions of three contemporary Amer

ican logicians. The Rev. Dr. McCosh says ( Div . Gov., p . 289) :

“ Induction is an orderly observation of facts, accompanied by ana

lysis ; or, as Bacon expresses it, the 'necessary exclusions' of

things indifferent, and this followed by a process of generalisa

tion , in which we seize on the points of agreement.”

Professor Bowen, Logic, p . 380, teaches that induction is from

some observed cases to the many not observed ; and he passes

this verdict on the process : “ But just so far as they ” (induc
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tions) “ are means to these ends, they lose the character of pure

or demonstrative reasonings, the syllogisms to which they are

reducible are faulty , either in matter, as having a major premise

the universality ofwhich is merely probable ; or in form , as con

taining an undistributed middle .”

" Induction , properly so called, concerns the matter of thought,

and concludes from some to all.”

Dr. Porter, Elements of Intellectual Science, Abr. Ed., p . 393,

says : “ Judgments of induction differ from simple judgments in

several important particulars. ( In the simple judgments we bring

the individuals under the appropriate common concept.) In in

duction we proceed farther : we add to those simple judgments

yet another , viz., that what we have found to be true of these,

may be received as true of all others like them . The ground of

the first judgment is facts observed and compared. The ground

of the second is what is called the analogy of nature. A judg

ment of induction is, then , a judgment of comparing observation ,

enlarged by a judgment of analogy. The judgment of observa

tión is founded on an observed similarity ; the judgment of in

duction on an interpreted indication .”

We have postponed to the last the notice of two celebrated

philosophers, Dugald Stewart and John Stuart Mill, because they

both exhibit, as a common trait, the influence of their country

man , Hume, in wresting their views from the truth . Stewart

(Vol. 3d , Chap. 4th , of the Method of Inquiry pointed out in the

Experimental, or Inductive, Logic ), amidst many elegant, but con

fused, digressions, reaches substantially the same view ofinductive

reasoning with his predecessors. P . 246 . “ When ,by thus com

paring a number of cases agreeing in some circumstances, but

differing in others, and all attended with the same result, a phil

osopher connects, as a general law of nature, the event with its

physical cause, he is said to proceed according to themethod of

induction.” “ In drawing a general physical conclusion from

particular facts, we are guided merely by our instinctive expecta

tion of the continuance of the laws of nature ; an expectation

which , implying little, if any, exercise of the reasoning powers,

operates alike on the philosopher and on the savage.” . . “ To
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this belief in the permanent uniformity of physicallaws, Dr. Reid

long ago gave the nameof the inductive principle.”

Stewart seems to admit by implication whatwe have seen Ham

ilton and Bowen assert so plainly , that the physical induction can

give only a probable evidence, and can never demonstrate abso

lutely a universal truth . For Stewart, in commenting on the

interesting fact that the inductive method is applicable in math

ematics, reminds us that it was only by this method Newton

proved the binomial theorem ; and then proceeds to argue, pp.

318 , 319, that, had this theorem not really been sustained by

some principle more valid than is found in any physical induc

tion, mathematicians would not have accepted it as universally

true for all exponents of the (a + x ). All the proof, says he,

which Newton seemed to have of the binomial theorem , was to

expand the products, by actual multiplication , of the (a tx) to

the 2d , the 3d, the 4th, and to such a number of powers, as sat

isfied him that the laws he found prevailing for the number of

terms, and the exponents and coefficients in all the products ac

tually inspected , might be trusted to prevail in all other powers,

however high . Now , had this been really all, Stewart thinks we

should have had, in this mathematical formula , a specimen of in

duction exactly like physical induction . And he evidently thinks

it could not have been demonstrative of the universal truth , but

only evidential of the probable truth of the formula for untried

cases. Hethinks there is really , latent in the process of Newton ,

a further evidence, which is demonstrative: thatwhen the actual

multiplications are pursued to several powers, themind sees a

reason why the coefficients and exponents not only do, butmust ,

follow the law observed by inspection in the products expanded .

Does not this imply that in the case of physical inductions, a sim

ilar desideratum is lacking ? Surely. But Stewart does not

supply it. Surely, he cannot think that he finds it in " perma

nent uniformity of physical laws,” which he regards as the in

ductive principle ; for he thinks it is instinctive, rather than

rational. Thus he leaves his system of inductive logic as base

less of solid foundation as the others.

But the worst legacy of the philosophy of Humehe leaves us,

vol. XXXIV., No . 1 — 2 .
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is his distinction between the physical cause and the efficient

cause . The physical cause is the invariable actual antecedent of

the phenomenon regarded as effect. The efficient cause is the

secret unseen power the mind imputes ; and he declares the word

power expresses an attribute of mind, not of matter. He ex

pressly declares that the object of induction is to seek , not the

efficient, but the physical cause . Pp. 230, 231. And his rea

sons are but the deceptive ones of the sensationalistic philosophy

which misled , in part, even Brown and Stewart, and so much

more sadly, Mill: that observation of physical sequences gives us

nothing but a regular antecedent and consequent; so that physi

cal science should have to do with nothing more. That this often

repeated conclusion is utterly sophistical appears from these two

tests : observation of physical phenomena gives us no general

concepts ; for all philosphers agree that nature presents to the eye

nothing but individual things and phenomena. Shall physical

science , therefore, have no business with general concepts and

universal propositions? Again , nature presents to the eye no in

ference of any kind . Shall physical science then discard infer

ence ? Carry out this argument, and man's relation to nature

must sink to that of the cunning brute, the ant or the beaver.

Hence it appears that, if there is to be any science or any theo

ry, elements must be contributed to it from the subjective powers

of the mind, as wellas from the outward observed factsand things.

Stewart was the more unpardonable for making this concession

against the inquiry for the efficient cause, for that he is not really

a sensationalist, but admits the mind has intuitive notions and

judgments. He should have remembered that, granting what the

eyes observe in the rise of a phenomenon is only its regular ante

cedent, we rationally supply to the real causal antecedent, as its

own property ,the notion of power. Just as when by the senses we

perceive a cluster of properties of a concrete thing, the law of the

reason necessitates our supplying the notion of substance. It is im

possible for us to think the antecedent which seemsnext the effect

the real next antecedent, unlesswe judge it to emit the power effi

cient of the effect. In a word, the physical cause can , in truth ,

be none other than the efficient cause. If we do not know , by
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sense-perception , what the power is, we rationally know that it

is ; if wedo not know its tò tūs, we do know its tò örr. Hence, its

reality is as proper a ground for argument and inference as the

reality of any concrete body. Do we know what the energy we

call electricity is ? Yet we construct a thousand experiments to

seek it, and inferences from its power. Stewart ought to have

affirmed , then, precisely what he denied ; what Newton affirmed :

that the real object of the inductive inference is to find the effi

cient cause.

Weshall see that the chief, the only useful, problem of induc

tion is, to ascertain the certain laws of given effects. How can

an antecedent bring the effect certainly after it, unless it be

efficient thereof ? To limit induction, as Stewart and Mill do, to

the ascertainment only of the physical antecedent, is to forbid in

duction from ever rising above the probabilities of mere enumer

ated sequences, whose worthlessness to science Bacon has so well

exposed . Have we not the clue, in this refusal of the search after

the efficient cause, to the imperfections and confusions of their

treatment ? We repeat, the reversal of this dictum of theirs is

vital.

Mill is at once the best and the worst of all the English-speak

ing logicians, in his treatment of the inductive logic. His in

sight into its true nature is far the most profound and correct;

and his technical canons of induction the most simple and accu

rate at once. But his error as to the rudimental doctrine, which

underlies all his admirable discriminations, is the most obstinate .

To him eminently belongs the credit of vindicating for the in

ductive logic the character of a true demonstration , and of show

ing where that demonstration is founded . Having set aside the

inaccurate uses of the word induction , he defines as follows

(Bk . III., Ch . II., $ 1) :

“ Induction , then , is that operation of the mind by which we

infer that what weknow to be true in a particular case or cases , will

be true in all cases which resemble the former in certain assign

able respects." (Chap. III., Sec. 1.) “ It consists in inferring

from some individual instances in which a phenomenon is

observed to occur, that it occurs in all instances of a certain
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class ; namely , in all which resemble the former in what are re

garded as the material circumstances.” But since the mere ob

servation of a similarity of sequence in a number of instances

does by no means authorise this expectation as to instances not

observed — a truth which Mill here implicitly recognises, and else

where expressly acknowledges — the all-important question re

mains, What is it that authorises the mind to infer positively , in

the case of the valid induction , that the unobserved instances will

be like the observed ? He answers ($ 1) : " The proposition

that the course of nature is uniform , is the fundamental princi

ple or general axiom of induction .” “ If we throw the whole

course of any inductive argument into a series of syllogisms, we

shall arrive by more or fewer steps at an ultimate syllogism ,which

will have for its major premise the principle or axiom of the uni

formity of the course of nature." Again (Chap. V ., $ 1 ), recog

nising the general law of logic, that only universal premises can

yield universal conclusions in the mathematical reasonings, he

admits that it must be so likewise in inductive reasonings. “ This

fundamental law must resemble the truths of geometry in their

most remarkable peculiarity, that of never being, in any instance

whatever , defeated or suspended by any change of circumstances .”

But where do we find such a universal principle ? He answers :

“ This law is the law . of causation .” ( $ 2.) “ On the universal

ity of this truth depends the possibility of reducing the in

ductive process to rules.” “ The notion of cause is the root of

the whole theory of induction .” And most emphatically (in

Chap. XXI., $ 1) having expounded his canons of induction,

for discriminating between the sequences which authorise , and

those which do not authorise , expectation of the same phe

nomena recurring, he says: “ The basis of all these logical

operations is the law of causation . The validity of all the in

ductive methods depends on the assumption that every event, or

the beginning of every phenomenon, must have some cause."

Butthis excellent doctrine he then fatally neutralises by the

doctrineof the sensationalists concerning the notion of causation .

This he declares to be of empiricalorigin (Chap. V ., § 2 ): " The

only notion of a cause which the theory of induction requires, is
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such a notion as can be gained from experience.” Hedeems that

the tie of power, which we think the reason , but not the senses,

sees between cause and effect, is such as cannot, or at least does

not, exist between any physical fact and that other physical fact

on which it is invariably consequent, and which is popularly

termed its cause." He distinguishes, with Reid and Stewart, be

tween the physical and the efficient cause, and declares that in

duction concerns itself only about the physical cause. With him ,

causation is “ invariable, unconditional antecedence ;” nothing

more.

Again (Chap. V ., § 3), after referring to the truth that a

sequent effect is not usually found to be the regular result of a

sole antecedent, but of a cluster of several antecedent phenomena

and states, he claims thatall these regular antecedents are equally

cause, and that the mind has no ground for assigning efficiency

to one more than another. He seeks to abolish the distinction

between the efficient causes and the conditions of an effect. If one

eats of poisonous food and dies, we have no reason to call the

poison the cause of the death , rather than the idiosyncrasy of the

man's constitution , the accidental state of his health at the time,

and the state of the atmosphere, for all had some concurrent in

fluence to occasion the result. “ The real cause is the whole of

these antecedents ; and we have, philosophically speaking, no

right to give the nameof cause to one of them , exclusively of the

others.”

These dicta , as we shall show , are subversive of the author's

own better doctrine, cited in the previous paragraph. For it is

easy to see that, if they were true, they would be fatal to that

certainty and universality which he has himself correctly de

manded for the major premise of all inductions. · Waiving, for

the present, the discussion of the question , whether our notion of

causation is empirical, wewould point out that there is, obviously ,

no invariable , no certain connexion between the mere condition

of an effect and its actual rise. This condition must be present,

if it is a conditio sine qua non , in order to the rise of the effect ;

but it may be duly present, and yet the effect may not come.

This simple remark shows that, were efficient cause no more in
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variably connected with effect than is a condition, then cause and

effect would not have any of that uniformity and universal cer

tainty of effect which , Mill admits, is essential to ground the in

ductive argument. But he asserts that the condition is part

cause, and as much entitled to be viewed as real cause as any

other part of the antecedents supposed to bemore efficient. Thus

he contradicts himself. This suggests the further argument, that

· our common sense is not mistaken in ascribing an efficiency or

power to the cause such as it does not ascribe to the occasion ;

because we know , experimentally , that the true cause has a con

nexion with the effect more necessary than the occasion has.

Oftentimes conditions may be changed, and yet the regular effect

continue to occur ; but if the truly causal antecedent be lacking,

all the appointed conditions remain dumb and barren of effect,

though duly present. For instance: in order that germination

may result, there must be moisture, warmth , and vegetable vital

ity in the seed. Can any reasoning man believe thatmoisture or

warmth is as essentially efficient of the growth as the vital energy

is ? No. For he sees that all the water in the sea and all the

caloric in the sunbeams conjoined , would never produce growth

until the vital germ is added . But as soon as this is present, in

addition to the other two, the growth regularly takes place. They

are conditions, this alone efficient cause of living, vegetable

growth . Mill has evidently been unconsciously deceived by the

fact that there are effects in which more than one vera causa

concur as efficients, in addition to certain conditions. Thus, in

the case of a moving body, driven by two forces in different lines,

each force is true cause of the resulting diagonal motion , in ad

dition to the other conditions of mobility .

But to us this appears to be the crowning proof of error in this

doctrine of Mill, that often we find conditions of effects which

are merely negative. Yet they may be conditions sine qua non .

The burglar was enabled to effectuate his felonious purpose of

burning the dwelling by reason of the absence of the fire-engine.

How could an engine, which was absent, exert efficiency in the

destruction of the house ? The very amount of this condition

was, that this engine exerted absolutely no efficiency, did nothing

in the case.
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The error of Mill's doctrine appears also when it is carried

into psychology. Our author is, in a sense , a Necessitarian , or,

at least, a Determinist, in his theory of volition . Now , when a

given volition rose, the whole set of conditions attending its rise

included a certain subjective motive, which was a complex of a

certain judgment and appetency ; and a certain objective induce

ment, not to say other circumstances, conditioning the feasibility

of the volition. According to Mill, this whole cluster of con

ditions, taken together, should be regarded as the cause of that

volition ; and one element has asmuch right to be regarded as

efficient thereof as another . Then, the objective inducementand

the subjective motive were as really efficient, the one as the other ?

Where, then, was the agent's rationality and free agency ? In

the objective presentation of the inducement, the man 's spon

taneity had no concern , in any shape. To him , that presentation

was as absolutely necessitated as the fall of a mass unsupported .

Hence, if that objective inducementwas as truly cause of his vo

lition as his inward appetency was, his free-agency was a delusion,

and his act of soulwas absolutely necessitated . But of his ex

ercise of these attributes in that volition , his consciousness assured

him . We thus vindicate that philosophy of common sensewhich

distinguishes the real efficient from the mere conditions of an

effect. It is the presence of the former which determines and

produces the effect; the others are merely conditions recipient of

that effect.

This review of the history of the inductive logic the reader will

find to be not a useless expenditure of his time. It has not only

traced the growth of the doctrine in its progress towards correct

ness ; but it has familiarised his mind to the terms and ideas with

which he has to deal in the further study. It has given usop

portunity to criticise and establish the proper views on somepoints,

like the one last discussed , which will be found vital to the de

velopment. And above all, it has disclosed to us the true problem

which yet remains to be solved , to complete that development.

The most important points of this review to be resumed are these :

that “ induction ” has been used to describe three distinct processes

of the mind - of which the first is the colligating of many resem
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bling percepts into one general concept of the mind ; the second

is the inference to the truth of the predication concerning the

whole from its ascertained truth concerning each and all of the

individuals of that whole ; and the third is, the inference from

some observed instances to all the other unobserved instances of

the class.

That the first of these processes the writers we have consulted

declare to be no logical process at all, but only a preliminary

thereto ; that the second was found by us perfectly valid, but also

perfectly useless , except as a compendious form for recording

knowledge already ascertained ; that the third is the useful pro

cess of the inductive inquiry , and the only one which really ex

tends our knowledge or our power over the previously unknown .

But the vital problem about this process is, how the ascertainment

of only some of the resembling instances entitles us to infer a

universal rule , which shall be held true of cases absent in space ,

or future in time, from the sphere of the actual observation ?

That the answer given is, our expectation of the “ uniformity of

nature” is what entitles us ; and that the best of our teachers, as

Newton, Fleming, and Mill, ground that expectation in the law

of causation .

But that we may comprehend the difficulty and gravity of the

main problem , we must inquire whether this expectation of the

uniformity of nature is valid , and whence it is derived . Does

nature, in fact, presentan aspect of uniformity ? Far from it.

A very great part of her phenomena are unexpected and unintel

ligible to men . The unlikely and the unexpected is often that

which occurs. Whole departments of nature refuse to disclose

any orderly law to man 's investigations, as the department of

meteorology refused to our fathers ; so that the results which

arise are well described to our apprehension by the phrase , as

fickle as the winds.” That the aspect of nature is to the popular

and unscientific observer almost boundlessly variable and seem

ingly capricious, is shown by the sacrifices of the Romans to the

goddess Fortuna, whom they supposed to rule a large part of the

affairs of men , and whose throne they painted as a globe revolv

ing with a perpetual but irregular lubricity. What else do we
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mean by our emphatic confessions of our blindness to the future ,

than that the evolutions of nature are endlessly variable to our

apprehension ; and for that reason , baffle our foresight ? See

Mill, Chap. 21 : “ It is not true, as a matter of fact, that man

kind have always believed that all the successions of events

were uniform and according to fixed laws. The Greek phi

losophers, not even excepting Aristotle, recognised Chance

and Spontaneity as among the agents in nature," etc., etc . So ,

Baden Powell, Essay on the Inductive Phil., pp. 98 – 100. No

writer has made more impressive statements of this uncertainty

of the aspects of nature than that idolater of the inductive sci

.ences , Auguste Comte. His Philosophie Positive says of her

energies : “ Their multiplicity renders the effects as irregularly va

riable as if every cause had failed to be subjected to any precise

condition. It is only where natural causes work in their great

est simplicity and smallest number, that any appearance of inva

riable order is obvious to the common observer. As soon as the

number of concurring or competing causes becomes larger, and

the combinationsmore intricate, the resultant phenomena begin

to wear to us the aspectof a disorder which obeys no regular law

whatever.” Such is Comte's confession . This suggests the ques

tion , What, then , authorised the observer to postulate this pro

position , that " nature is uniform ” ? Shall it be said that he is

authorised to do so because his inductions have led him to detect

latent laws of order amidst nature's seeming confusions ? But

the postulate of nature's uniformity was, as it appears, necessary

to his first inductions. Whence did hederive it at thebeginning ?

Is his induction allreasoning in a circle-? The same philosopher

has also pointed out this general fact , that the departments of

nature, in which her causes are few and simple, and her move

ments therefore uniform , are the very ones which are farthest

from man and from his control ; while in those departments which

are nearest to him , which most concern him ,and which it ismost

desirable for him to control, causations are most innumerable and

complicated , and all principle of uniform order most latent. The

heavenly bodies move in orbits , under the operation of two forces

only ; and hence their movements are manifestly regular, intel
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ligible, and capable of exact prediction. Astronomy is the most

exact of the physical sciences . But these stars are the farthest

bodies from us, and the ones over which we can have absolutely

no control. As we approach nearer to our human interests and

persons, natural causations become more numerous and intricate.

The chemistry which governs in the composition of our food and

medicines, presents us with physical energies much more numer

ous and subtile than the two forces, centrifugal and centripetal ;

and in that science results are far less regular and capable of

prediction by us, just as they are nearer and more important to

us. But when we come still nearer, to the vital energies which

govern our health , disease, pain , or ease and death , there the ap

pearance of uniformity is least, and the fortuity seemingly great

est. No man knoweth “ what a day may bring forth ." How,

then , are we warranted to set out with this assumption of the

" uniformity of nature” ? How is it that we claim to account for

her actual complications and apparent fortuities , thus embarrass

ing us at every turn , by our hypothesis of the inter-actings of

latent laws, when the very question is, whether these irregulari

ties do not refute the very idea of permanent law in her realm ?

If it be urged that there are regularities amidst the seeming

fortuities of nature, and that induction may proceed from these

regularly recurrent instances, we shall be met with another diffi

culty . It is demonstrable that no amount of mere regularity in

a recurring sequence can amount to demonstration that the same

sequence will recur in the future. The customary apprehension

of the inductive argument seems to be thus: that if a given phe

nomenon be actually observed to go immediately before another

a sufficient number of times, this justifies the postulating of a

regular law . And such, in fact, is the amount of most of the

so-called scientific observation and argument. If one asks, How

many observations of the same recurring sequence are sufficient

to reveal, and thus to prove, a law ; no consistent answer is given

to us. And let it be supposed that any answer whatsoever were

given us — as that fifty or five hundred entirely agreeing in

stances would be sufficient to establish a law — then wemust ask ,

What is there different in the last crowning instance , say the
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five-hundredth , which makes it conclusive of a law , when the

four hundred and ninety -nine were not ? The argument was be

gun on the assumption that they were to be all agreeing instances ;

for the disagreeing instances would rather cross and contradict

the induction than strengthen it. And yet this five-hundredth

must have something in it different from the four hundred and

ninety -ninth, for that is conclusive where this was not. To this

difficulty also we get no consistent answer .

In truth , the inquiry has proceeded far enough among the in

ductive logicians, to prove thusmuch , absolutely , that this species

of induction , which does no more than count up agreeing instances

of sequence, can never be a demonstration. Bacon calls it the

“ Inductio per enumerationem simplicem .” His verdict against

its validity may be found in the Nov. Organum , L . I., Apothegm

105 : “ Some other form of induction than has been hitherto in

use, must be excogitated in establishing an axiom " (general prin

ciple ). “ And this is necessary , not only for discovering and

proving what they call first truths, but also the lesser and the

mediate axioms; in fine, all axioms. For an induction which

proceedeth by simple enumeration, is a puerile affair, and gives a

precarious conclusion, and is liable to peril from a contradictory

instance ; and oftentimes it pronounces from fewer instances than

is meet, and only from such as lie readiest at hand.” So Mill

(Book III., Chap. III., $ 2 ) : “ To an inhabitant of Central

Africa , fifty years ago, no fact probably appeared to rest on more

uniform experience than this, that all human beings are black .

To Europeans, not many years ago, the proposition , all swans are

white, appeared an equally unequivocal instance of uniformity

in the course of nature. Further experience has proved to both

that they were mistaken .” (See also Chap. XXI., Vol. II., p .

101.) So speak all the thoughtful writers. The invalidity of

such induction is also proved by familiar examples. Experience

observes the invariable death of our fellow -men . We confi

dently expect all living men , including ourselves, will die. Ex

perience has, with equal certainty, shown us night always pre

ceding day within the limits of twenty -four hours ; for we live

between the arctic circles. But no man dreams that night or
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darkness causes the day ; and if he concluded that the sequence

must hold as he has seen it, he would be refuted by the first

winter within the arctic circle . Every man who rises early

enough , hears the cock crow invariably before, the dawn ; no

man infers that the cock's crowing causes dawn, or must neces

sarily precede it. Babbage's calculating machine presented

a curious refutation of this species of induction . Its machinery

could be so adjusted by the maker, as to presentto the eye a cer

tain series of numbers, increasing by a given law , and this was

continued through instances so numerous as to weary the spec

tator. Did he now conclude that these numerous agreeing in

stances revealed to him the necessary law of themachine ? He

was speedily refuted by seeing it change the law of the series by

its own automatic action.

But does not such an enumeration of agreeing instances teach

anything ? We reply that it does raise a probability of a law

which may be found to regulate the future rise of similar in

stances. The more numerous the agreeing instances summed up,

themore this probability will usually grow ; and when, by our

own observation and the testimony of our fellow -men , the agree

ing instances become exceedingly numerous, and none of a con

tradictory character appear, the probability may mount towards a

virtual certainty . The ground of this will appear when we have

advanced farther into the discussion . It must also be conceded

that inferences which have only probability , may be of much

practical value in common life , and serve a certain purpose even

in the proceedings of science . Bishop Butler has taught us that,

to a great extent, probability is the guide of life. Junctures

often arise when it is not only man 's wisdom , but his clear duty,

to act upon' only probable anticipations of results . In science,

also , these imperfect inductions have their use, which is this, to

guide to someprobable but only provisional hypothesis, which is

taken only as a guide to experiments that are made for the

conclusive investigation of nature . What we observe, then , of

this induction by mere enumeration of agreeing instances is, that

it is not useless ; but it can never give demonstrated truths. But

science requires, in its final results, complete demonstration.
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Not a few logicians, among whom Hamilton is to be numbered ,

in view of this imperfection in the mere induction from the many

to all, have roundly declared that induction can never give more

than probable evidence of its laws. (Logic, Lecture 321, end.)

Heasserts that it is impossible for it to teach , like the deductive

syllogism , any necessary laws of thought or of nature ! Must

we concede this ? Is the problem , the gravity of which was in

dicated , indeed hopeless ? Must we admit that all the sciences of

induction , and all the practical rules of life, which are vir

tually also inductive, are forever uncertain , presenting us only

probabilities, and remaining but plausible hypotheses which await

the probable or possible refutation from wider investigations ? This

we cannot believe. We claim a demonstrative force for this

species of evidence, when it is properly constructed . Wemust

substantiate such a view , or else candidly surrender the proud

claim and nameof science for our opinions upon all the natural phe

nomena. Real demonstration cannot be grounded in uncertainties,

however much they be multiplied. They can only be grounded ,

as Mill has most truly declared — however inconsistently for his

own logic - in necessary truths. Moreover, the common sense of

mankind rejects the conclusion that all its inductions are only

probable. Someof them we know to be certain , and experience

never fails to confirm their certainty. The question , then , recurs,

which is the great problem of this species of logic , How does the

inference seemingly made from the some or the many to the all,

become valid for the all ? R . L . DABNEY.
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ARTICLE II.

THE BIBLE, A DIVINE REVELATION .

The purpose of this article is not at all ambitious. Its aim is

simply to present the recognised arguments in as plain a manner

as possible . Its character may be judged from the fact that it is

used with the class of young girls who come under the instruc

tion of the writer.

The first point made is, that a revelation from God to man ,

concerning his religious interests , is possible. We say, concern

ing his religious interests, because such we take the Bible to

be . While the book contains interesting matter to the geolo

gist, the historian , the ethnologist, the linguist, the poet, the ora

tor, the lawyer, the statesman , and themoralist, it is notdesigned

as a treatise upon any one or all of these subjects. These are

merely incidental features. Its purpose is to reveal to man the

scheme of his redemption from sin .

Such a revelation from God to man is possible . The possibil

ity of an intelligible revelation depends upon the intelligence of

the two parties, and a medium of communication between them .

Sir Isaac Newton could not tell the apple, when it fell, that its

descent was due to the law of gravitation, for the reason that the

apple was not a mind. Even Max Müller or Dr. Gildersleeve

probably cannot tell the simplest abstract truth to the Hottentot

or to the Corean . Because , while each is a mind, there is no

medium of communication between them . The Hottentot does

not understand English nor any other language with which Dr.

G . may be familiar, and Dr. G . has probably not yet mastered

the beauties of the Hottentot vernacular. .

God and man are both intelligent spirits ; and while man may

not understand God 's language, God does understand and can use

man 's. It is possible , therefore, for God to make a revelation to

man .

Advancing a step, we say that a revelation from God to man ,

with regard to his religious interests, is not only possible, but

probable. The point now is, that it isantecedently probable that
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God would make a revelation to man. This will appear whether

we look towards man or towards God. As far as man is con

cerned, the probability rests upon his need of such a revelation .

This need is apparent from man 's ignorance . He is in a state

by nature of helpless ignorance as to the most important facts

which concern his religious interests. Heis ignorant of his ori

gin . He is here a spirit embodied . His fathers were here be

fore him . But his own unaided science teaches him that there

was a time when he did not exist upon the earth . Some attempt

to answer the question by affirming that man sprang from the

lower orders of creation . This, however, does not settle the

question , even if it be true. It only carries it farther back . If

man came from the animals, and the animals from the vegetables ,

and the vegetables from the minerals, and the minerals from star

dust, fire mist, or nebulæ , the problem is not solved ; it is not

even lessened. Whence camethe star dust or the nebulæ ? Were

they eternal ? This is incredible, for no finite being can possess

infinite properties. If not eternal, they began to exist. If so,

how ? Ah, that is the question, and before it human science

stands dumb in baffled impotence. It is just as easy to make a

universe as it is an atom . No finite power, no chance ,no spon

taneity, can do either. Given the atoms, and the universe may

be finitely possible. But the bringing of a molecule into being

from absolute non-existence is not possible except by infinite

power. Indeed, to a finite being it is unthinkable. Whence ,

then, came man, and the universe, of which he forms a part ?

Science cannot answer . He who made both alone can do so .

Man is ignorant of his destiny. His fathers have died. Gen

erations have passed away. What has become of them ? Appa

rently they have ceased to exist. But doesman perish like the

brutes ? His moral nature is not satisfied with an existence here.

Not only are there so many things left unfinished , but especially

are there so many wrongs unrectified in this life, that there ought

to be a future. But who can say that there is ? Science cannot.

She is as mute at the grave as she is at the cradle. God alone

can tell, for man' s future as well asman 's presentexistence depends

upon the will of God . No finite power can create an element ;
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no finite power can annihilate one ; and yet no element possesses

the power of independent self-existence even for a moment. It

is all as God wills. God, therefore, must tell man whether he is

to live beyond the grave ; and if so, where, how long, and how .

Man is ignorant of his duty. Next to God, duty is the sub

limest thought that enters human conception. Man may afford

to be ignorant as to whence he came and whither he is going, but

hemust know what is his duty , what he ought to do. Better not

to exist, either in this or the future life, than to live irresponsive

to the claims of duty . Man cannot and ought not to be satisfied

with a partial recognition of the obligations under which he rests.

Hemust know his duty , his full duty , and know it clearly and

unmistakably . The principles of duty , though far-reaching, are

very few and simple . There are only two of them , “ Love thy

neighbor as thyself,” and, “ Love tlie Lord thy God with all thy

heart.” These are all ; and yet what human mind, untaught of

God , ever conceived or promulgated them ? They were divinely

revealed to man .

As illustrative of man 's religious ignorance , we adduce , as one

more instance , the fact that man, by his wisdom , knew not God.

All practical religion , whether reverential, as it looks towards

God, or redemptive, as it looks towards man, depends upon a cor

rect knowledge by man of God. All observation shows that man

has no natural correct knowledge of God. It is not necessary

here to settle the question whether man , by his own unaided pow

ers, conceives the idea of God . Wedo not believe that he does.

It is our conviction that the notion of a supernatural being or

beings, entertained outside of Bible lands, is but a corrupted tra

dition handed down from Babel. But let it be true that these

conceptions of divinity are natural ; that they are the original

results of man 's own unaided thought ; and still it is true that

man needs a revelation to teach him the existence and character

of God . Whatare these ideas of the Deity ? Take them as you

find them in the most enlightened of heathen writers. Whatwas

the Zeus of the Greeks and the Jupiter of the Romans ? A

character that would not be considered respectable in genteel

Christian society. It is a miserable and blasphemous burlesque
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upon the true God to assert that these creations of human thought

and fancy are to be considered , in any true sense, representations

of himself. Far more reasonable would it be to say that thesoul

less ape is a true representative of Socrates or Cicero. Man needs

not only a knowledge that God is, but also that he is, as he is , " a

Spirit, infinite, eternal, and unchangeable in his being, wisdom ,

power, holiness, justice , goodness,and truth .” No such knowledge

hasman outside of the Bible . Take but two of the divineattributes ,

unity and spirituality, and where do we find these conceived and

set forth by any man who had never read the Bible ? Man needs

such a correct knowledge ; for, as we have said , his religion will

be determined by his conception of God. A false god , or a

false idea of God, necessarily leads to a false religion , or to a

correspondingly low and degraded form of the true religion . A

true religion, based upon a correct conception of the true God , is

the food , the very life, of the soul. A false religion , resulting

from a false idea of the Deity , is the poison , the very death , of

the soul.

The probability of a divine religious revelation to man appears

thus from man 's need, as ignorant of his own origin , destiny,

and duty , and of the very existence and true character of God ,

It is equally manifest from man's need as a sinful being. That

man is a sinful being, no rationalhuman mind, acquainted with :

itself, will deny. He who dares deny it , is the saddest proof and

illustration of its truth ; for such a mind must be lamentably ig

norant of its own moral condition, and of any correct moral

standard. That man is a sinner, is to him the most infinitely

weighty and momentous of all truths. It involves two facts,

either of which is of transcendent interest. If man is a sinner,

he is under a penalty . What that penalty is , in its exact na

ture and extent, hemay not know . But it requires no revela

tion to assure him that he is under condemnation. “ Conscience

makes cowards of us all,” and conscience points her accusing

finger at every soul, and says, Thou art a guilty criminal.

If man is a sinner, he is morally polluted . It is a sad fact, and

a sad proof of man 'swoful moral state , that he does not realise -

this as he does the dread of punishment for his sins. Yet this is

VOL. XXXIV., no. 1 – 3 .
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far the worst feature of his sinfulness. Better far to suffer the

tortures of the damned than to have the spirit of a devil. Aye,

the latter is essential to , for it is the cause of, the former.

Man surely needsdeliverance from this evil in both of its forms.

In comparison, his ignorance is a trifle. Indeed, the ignorance

would not exist but for the sin ; for it is but one of the results of

sin . Man cannot save himself. Henot only does not know how

to do so , but it is impossible for him to know , until God shall re

veal to him the mode. This is manifest ; for the terms upon

which God is willing to save man must be fixed by God , who

alone, therefore, can reveal them , or cause them to be officially

and authentically promulgated .

For man's sake, then , a revelation of redemption is needed ,

andmay be said to be probable.

The argument, however , is manfestly incomplete , should we

stop here. A dovemay need deliverance from the talons of an

eagle , but that does not prove that the eagle will grant it. To use

a much more apposite illustration , an ignorant and debased crim

inal doubtless needs pardon, enlightenment, and moral renova

tion . That, however, does not prove that his justly incensed

sovereign and judge will grantthese to him . It will depend upon

the sovereign himself. This leads us to consider the probabilities

of the case, as seen from the divine standpoint.

Here two thoughts are suggested. First, God's character and

relations to man make it probable that he would interpose for his

recovery. God is infinitely just and holy, but he is also infinitely

gracious and loving. God is not only the Sovereign and Judge of

man, but he is also his Father. Will not the love and grace of

his fatherly heart lead him to deliver man from his estate of sin

and misery ? Let any parent look into the longing eyes of his

starving child and answer this question : If we, being evil, would

give bread to our famishing children , how much more would our

Father in heaven give knowledge and pardon and purity to us

thatneed them for the very life of our souls ? If he be a Father ,

surely we cannot expect less than that he would reveal a mode of

salvation to us.

The argument, is strengthened by the second thought, that
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God 's interests are identified with man's on this great question .

Man, ignorant, condemned, polluted , can only be a blot in the

universe. The world , built for man, would be a failure, and Satan

would laugh in triumph as he dragged the race down to darkness.

Is not God 's honor involved ? That is, would it not add to his

glory to snatch man from ruin , pardon him , educate him , elevate

him , sanctify him , fit him , as a redeemed , intelligent, and purified

spirit, to praise the Lord that made him and rescued him from

ignorance and sin ? ,

Man 's need , as an ignorant, sinful creature ; God's fatherly in

terest in him , as his deluded and helpless child ; the use which

God can make of him , as a ransomed spirit, to glorify his own

wondrous wisdom and grace — all taken together,make the proba

bilities mount up to a moral certainty that man will not be left

to his natural and hopeless fate , but will have revealed to him a

message from above, by which he can be pardoned and restored

to the forfeited favor of his Maker. It is rational to believe and

expect that God will make a revelation to man .

Weare ready now for the third general step in the argument.

A revelation from God to man has been shown to be possible and

probable. Wenow affirm that such a revelation is actual, and is

to be found in the Bible.

The proof is progressive , and is to be arranged under three

heads. First, the EXTERNAL evidences. These are the lowest

and least valuable .

I. The first of these is miracles . What is a miracle ?

It is a supernatural or superhuman act. It is supernatural in

that, though wroughtby the God of nature, who is the God of

the Bible, it is different from , and may be said in a loose way to

be above, his ordinary natural workings.

For the purpose of our proof, we prefer to consider themiracle

a superhuman act. There are two possible authors of the Bible :

man and God. We affirm the divine as against the human origin .

It is essential, therefore, that the evidence be such as cannot be

offered for man' s authorship . For our purpose, the miracle must

be superhuman . If man can open instantaneously the eyes of
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one born blind , or raise the dead, then such acts cannot be claimed

as proving God's direct connexion with the Bible.

The act may be one of superhuman power . All prophecies

may be considered to belong to the former class . The statement

by the Saviour, that Peter would find the tribute money in the

mouth of the first fish which he caught, is another example . Most

of the Scripture miracles, however , are exhibitions of superhu

man power.

A miracle mustbe wrought in proof of some important truth ,

or to attest the divine mission of one bearing an important mes

sage from God. It is altogether a low and mistaken view to con

sider God as a mere thaumaturgist, working these wonders that

men may stare and exclaim . They were intended to be the sig

net of his royal seal to the revelation of his plan of human re

demption . It was in effect God saying, I show that this Bible is

my proclamation of salvation , by my causing these servants of

mine to perform these acts which no mere man can do. If the

message uttered be not the truth , and such truth as is worthy of

a special divine 'revelation , then no miracle, or alleged miracle,

can prove it to be so . The miracle is not the only nor the highest

proof of the truth revealed . It calls attention to the truth re

vealed, and confirmsit ; but it must be the truth , else the miracle

is no miracle .

These miracles , like the prophecies, are proofs outside of the

Bible, and therefore are properly classed among the external

evidences. For while the miracles and prophecies are recorded

in the Scriptures , the mere record does not make them proofs .

The working of the miracle is the evidence and the fulfilment of

the prophecy ; and these are outside of the Bible.

The miracles offered as proofs of the divinity of the Scriptures

were actually wrought. Some such evidence as this was antece

dently probable. The higher and stronger and more enduring

proofs of the inspiration of the Scriptures, which we shall sub

sequently present, are not so well adapted to the important ser

vice of calling the attention of common people to the claims of

a divine revelation . They require thought, consideration , time,

for their proper influence. To a comparatively uncultivated
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people the Bible was originally given ; and they must needs have

something outward and striking to awaken their interest, and

to lead them to consider the higher evidence which the Bible

presents. There is nothing better adapted to this than the phy

sical miracle .

It is as easy for God to work a miracle as it is for him to

operate the ordinary laws of nature. To make this manifest,we

need only postulate the being of God . If he exists, the infinite,

spiritual, personal Creator, then he can do anything which is

not a violation of his own perfect nature. If he created one

atom of matter from nothing, then he is infinite in power and

can control matter at his will. If he is the author of life, he

can surely restore life to the body whence it has departed .

The so -called scientific objection to this is, thatGod has precluded

the possibility of a miracle by the stamp of invariability which he

has put upon all natural law . The same causes always produce

the same effects . This no rational intelligent mind will deny.

The laws of nature are just as constant as is the nature of their

infinite Author. The laws of attraction and repulsion , of de

velopment, of life, are uniform . They are so ; they ought to be

80. There could be no progress ; indeed , there could be no ra

tional, healthful life in this world , were it otherwise. But so far

from the constancy of law rendering a miracle impossible , it is

one of the necessary conditions of a miracle . There could be no

miracle, were the laws of nature fitful and capricious. This is

easily seen . Take the greatest of the miracles , the raising of the

dead. Suppose that the law of departed life not returning to the

body once dead was not uniform ; that, while living beings once

dead generally remained so , they yet frequently revived and re

sumed their animate existence ; would the restoring of a few dead

people to life be miraculous ? Would it not be properly regarded

as but one of the frequent caprices of nature ?

A miracle, to be a miracle , to accomplish the purpose of a mira

cle,must be something so extraordinary that no known human ordi

nary law of nature could effect it. It is not necessary that a law

of nature should be violated. Perhaps it is not necessary that

such should even be temporarily suspended . All of the phenom
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ena of the miracle can be explained upon the simple assumption

of the temporary introduction of a new force within the province

ofnature. A man makes a clock to run for a thousand years , and

he puts into it machinery which will strike the centuries . These

strokes are extraordinary . They happen only once in a hundred

years . They awaken the liveliest interest by their rarity. But

they do not violate the ordinary movements of the machinery.

They do not even suspend them . They are merely extraordinary

additions to the mechanism . So it may be with the miracle, even

if we take the low mechanical view of the universe .

The objection which many intelligent candid persons have to

the miracle will be removed , if proper consideration is given to

the purpose for which they were wrought. Itmust be admitted

that the unvarying uniformity of the laws of nature is so bene

ficial, and the temporal good resulting from the miracle is so

slight, that the presumption is decidedly against them , unless they

can be shown to subserve some purpose commensurate with their

importance. Such a purpose they have. While it is freely con

ceded that they are not the highest proof of a spiritual revelation ,

the point is made that the authentication of a revelation of re

demption from God to man is of such transcendent interest as to

justify God in using every variety of proof, so as to leave it be

yond the range of rational doubt. If the miracle serves no

higher end than merely to awaken the interest of ignorant, ruined

man to the fact of a divine revelation, so that he will be led

thereby to consider its higher and stronger evidences, then it is

clearly necessary and justifiable. We may expect God to use

every proper means to authenticate his revelation of salvation to

man .

The benign and dignified character of the Scripture miracles is

a proof of their divine character. In connexion with this, there

is significance in themanner of their narration by the Evangelists.

They are described or narrated, like any other historical fact, in

plain unimpassioned language. The force of this will strike any

competent critic who will read the record of them , in immediate

connexion with those given in the spurious New Testament

Apocrypha.
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Finally, that these miracles were actually wrought, is shown by

the fact that the historical testimony in their favor is greater than

that of contemporaneous events which are not doubted.

While miracles never were the most important proofs of the

divinity of the Scriptures, they are far less so now than in the

age and among the people when and where they were wrought.

As their office is mainly preparatory to the other evidences , since

these have come into full view , miracles have been ' virtually su

perseded .

II. The second of the external evidences is Prophecy.

Prophecy is to be distinguished from mere human foresight,

which foresees and foretells the future. Foresight is based upon

experience and the uniformity of causation. A man foresees the

future event in its present causes. Prophecy, on the other hand,

is a direct prevision of the future, and is, therefore, superhuman.

The value of a prophecy as a proof depends : 1. Chiefly , of

course, on its fulfilment. 2 . On thenumberof its details. 3. On

the length of time uttered before fulfilment. 4. On the proba

bility of its fulfilment at the time of its utterance . 5 . On the num

ber, knowledge, and friendliness of the agents that fulfil it.

Some remarkable prophecies have been recorded in the Scrip

tures. Concerning Christ, we find his parentage of a virgin ,

Isa . vii. 14 ; the place of his birth , Mic. v . 2 ; the time of his

birth , Dan. ix . 25 , 26 ; his character , Isa . liii. 3 ; his entrance

into Jerusalem , Zech . ix. 9 ; his betrayal for thirty pieces of silver,

Zech . xi. 12 , 13 ; his death -cry, Ps.xxii. 1 ; the non-breaking ofhis

bones, Exod . xii. 46 ; the piercing of his side, Zech. xii. 10 ; the dis

tribution of his clothing, Ps. xxii. 18 ; his association with crim

inals and with the rich in his death and burial, Isa . liii. 9., etc.

Concerning the four world -empires, Assyrian , Medo-Persian ,

Macedonian, and Roman, the prophecy is given twice — Dan .

ii. 31-45 ; and vii. 1 – 14. Though couched in the figurative lan

guage of prophecy, it is so true to its historical fulfilment, that

Porphyry declared it must have been written after the events had

occurred.

Concerning Egypt, it is twice declared that it shall lose its in
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dependence, and no more be governed by its own princes. Ezek.

xxx. 13 ; Zech . x . 11. This has been literally and strikingly

fulfilled for over two thousand years.

But the prediction to which special attention is called, regards

the Jews. Their leader and the founder of their nation , Moses ,

declared that, on account of their sins, they should be scattered

among the nations, where they would be a hissing and a by-word,

but should be preserved and finally restored to God 's favor and

their own land . Deut. xxviii. 37, 64, 65 ; and Lev. xxvi. 40 –45.

They have been scattered . Beginning with the first deportation

in 741 B . C ., then again in 721 B . C ., again in 606 B . C .,

again in 588 B . C ., and finally in 70 A . D ., they were thorough

ly extirpated from their native land and dispersed among the na

tions. To-day, go where you will, and you will find the Jew . In

their exile, they have suffered all that the great lawgiver fore

saw ; they have everywhere been despised , oppressed, persecuted.

Though thus widely scattered , and mingling freely with the

various peoples among whom they have lived , they have preserved

to this day their separate existence and their physical peculiarities.

This is a most interesting and important fact. It is nearly two

thousand years since they became exiles . They have not kept

themselves in a body, but have been scattered in small numbers

all over the earth . They do not keep to themselves , but associate

freely , especially in commerce, with the races with whom they

live. Yet, with rare exceptions, they never marry a Gentile,

and are now as distinct a people as when they first left their

native soil. We, in this country, can appreciate this marvellous

fact, as we look around us, and know that our community is com

posed of English , Scotch, Irish , Germans, and French . Though

we have been here only a century or two, half of our families do

notknow their lineage ; and the other half know it only by tra

dition . In not one instance in a hundred can it be told, by any

physical marks, whether an individual is of English or French

extraction , provided his family has been here one hundred years.

This preservation of the Jewish race during these long centuries

of exile and mingling with other peoples, may be illustrated .

Let one go to the head waters of the Missouri, and there dye one
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of the small streams, not three feet across, a scarlet red . Let

that stream empty into the Missouri, go with it, past and through

States, until it flows into the Mississippi and on to the Gulf. Let

that scarlet stream , like a thread, preserve itself during all this

journey of close union with the other waters, and you have a fact

no more wonderful than the preservation of the race peculiarities

of the Jews, scattered for hundreds of years amidst the ocean of

humanity. Truly may it be said that the Jews are the miracle

of providence and of history.

* III . The third external evidence of the divinity of the Bible

and of Christianity , the religion which it enshrines, is seen in the

success of the gospel under adversity .

Success of itself is not necessarily a proof of merit, much less

of divinity . Its conditions determine its value. If among the

ignorant and the vicious, and by means of low and sensual arts,

it evidences nothing that is laudable. If, however, it is without

and despite adverse human agencies, it shows the working of an

extra-human power. .

That Christianity became the recognised religion of the West

ern civilised world , within three centuries of the death of its

founder, is an historical fact. From a little handful of Jews in

the thirtieth year of our era, its followers grew to be the ruling

element of the Roman Empire in the first quarter of the fourth

century .

The human, earthly, sensual influences were all adverse to this

success . This fact may be viewed, first, negatively. It was

without numbers . When Christ was crucified , his followers, all

told , probably did not aggregate more than a thousand . They

were without wealth , education, social or political influence . It

has been said that Paul was the only educated Christian in the

first century. They could and did offer no earthly nor sensual

reward as an inducement to the reception of the new religion.

There were also positive adverse influences against which Chris

tianity was compelled to contend. Its founder was a Jew , at that

time a subjugated and despised race . See Juvenal for this. He

was a Jew in lowly circumstances, without wealth , learning, so
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cial or political prestige . He was rejected by the ecclesiastical

and secular authorities of his own people. Hewas condemned

by them as a blasphemous impostor. Turned over to the domi

nant Roman power, he was given the form of a trial, and judi

cially condemned on the charge of sedition . He was publicly

and ignominiously executed as a criminalby the Roman Governor.

His followers and early advocates, like him , were Jews, with

out any adventitious circumstances to recommend them or their

message to the favor of the people, Not only so, they were fre

quently at strife among themselves, and were sometimes compro

mised by hypocrites and self-deceived professors and teachers of

the novel doctrine of the cross .

The gospel preached , so far from catering to human passion or

to earthly interests, called all who professed it to deny their un

godly lusts, to crucify their selfishness in every form , and to live

soberly, righteously , and godly in this evil world . This fact

gathers strength , when we learn from the Epistles to the Romans

and to the Corinthians, from the writings of Juvenal and Mar

tial, and from the excavations at Herculaneum and Pompeii, the

extreme sensuality of this age of the Roman Empire. Such men

were not likely to be moved by a call to the rigid morality of the

Bible.

Finally , the sceptre of the Cæsars at that time was, in the

Western world , practically omnipotent. Taxes were paid to the

imperial government by one hundred and twenty millions of peo

ple , and the Roman eagles were the symbol of civil authority, un

disputed everywhere. The Roman Senate decreed the religion

of Jesus to be unlawful, and authorised and commanded the con

stabulary throughout the empire to suppress and eradicate it.

Socially proscribed, Christians were now civilly prosecuted and

popularly persecuted . No less than ten distinct efforts were

made by the imperial government itself to burn Christianity out

with the fires of martyrdom . It is said that Nero wrapped the

bodies of its professors in tarred cloths, or other combustible ma

terials, and, igniting them , set them as lamp-posts at the corners

to illuminate the capital city .

Let us collect and combine these facts. We have here a Jew
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ish peasant, crucified as a criminal, preached by a handful of

Jews as the Son of God and the Saviour of the world . By his

authority they call men to a life of virtuous self-denial. They

and their converts are bitterly and relentlessly persecuted by the

supreme civil power. Despite all this, Christianity grows steadi

ly , rapidly , and in less than three hundred years is the popular

faith and the established religion of the empire .

There is no effect without an adequate cause. Here is a mar

vellous effect. What produced it ? We look in vain to human

agencies and to earthly causes . These were all adverse. Elimi

nating these, we are shut up to the conclusion that the power

was superhuman, was divine.

IV . The last of the external evidences which will be presented

is, the results of the Bible. If we go into an orchard, wishing

to learn the character of the various trees that compose it, we ex

amine the fruits which are to be found upon them . If a tree pro

duces good fruit, we say that it is a good tree ; if the fruit is bad ,

we pronounce it a worthless tree. The same common-sense prin

ciple can be applied to the Bible. If its results have been benefi

cial, it cannot be a lie . If they have been evil, it cannot be true.

An examination might be made of its influence in the forma

tion and development of individual character . If the men in any

community who take the Bible as their guide and whose lives

are conformed to its teachings, are not made better by it, then it

cannot be a revelation from the God of truth and righteousness.

Without fear it can submit to this test and challenge the investi

gation .

But we prefer to apply this principle on a grander scale, by

observing its influence on communities and nations. Let two

maps of the world, as it is to -day, be made entirely independent

of each other. Let the first be the map of civilisation . Let the

nations which are the progressive ones in all the arts and

sciences, in political liberty, in the general diffusion of education,

in the advancement of agriculture,manufactures, and commerce,

where the masses are in the highest condition , be painted white

upon this map. Let those whose civilisation is still in the twi
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light of its advancing dawn, be marked by neutral colors. Let

those which are still in the night of ignorance, oppression , and

thriftlessness, receive a positive black .

Let another hand, unprejudiced and intelligent, make a Bible

map of the world . Let him put in white those countries where

the Bible is not only known, but is in the possession of themass

es, who believe it , love it , and practise it. Let the neutral shades

indicate those lands where this book is known, but is held in the

exclusive possession of the priestly few . Let the black designate

the regions where the Bible is unknown or discarded .

Hold up the two maps and compare them . They are the same

to a line. Every intelligentman will readily see that this is true.

Is there no significance in this fact ? The Bible and civilisation

go hand in hand. Where the Bible is , there you find civilisa

tion ; where the Bible is not, civilisation is also wanting. The

Bible goes before, and civilisation follows as its invariable atten

dant.

Such are the external proofs of the divinity of the Scriptures ;

superhuman miracles of beneficence ; fulfilled prophecy of the

most improbable kind, seen by eyes around us to -day ; success in

conquering the Western world , despite all earthly and human ad

verse influences ; and the fruits of progress, prosperity, intelli

gence, freedom , and morality which it has produced. Wemight

rest its claims here , and yet these are the lowest evidences on

which its divinity rests .

We are now to look INTO THE BIBLE ITSELF, and see whether

an examination of its contents will justify the claim made for its

divine paternity . Every rational mind will at once see that this

is a far more important part of the discussion than thatwhich has

been already given . However strong the external proofsmay be,

if they are not sustained by the book itself, they must be set

down as false , or ,atmost, as illusory. If the Bible isGod's child ,

it will surely bear the marks of its fatherhood, in no dim lines,

on its very face . If it does not, no intelligent man will or ought

to receive it.

The first thought suggested by a careful reading of the Scrip
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tures is a negative one : they contain nothing inconsistent with

itself, nor that is unworthy of its divine origin . There is nothing

inconsistent or contradictory in the book. On the presumption

that it is a human coin position, this is incredible . Weknow that

it treats, incidentally , of a great variety of subjects ; that its com

position covers a period of at least sixteen hundred years ; that

its human penmen were more than thirty different persons, some

of whom did not know of the writings of the others; that it was

composed in three different languages ; that the men who were

chosen to write it, were of very varied degrees of human intelli

gence ; and that it is a volume larger than any Greek or Latin

classic which has come down to us. It is not to be believed that

a book so composed, if it were a mere human composition, would

not contain many statements that would be irreconcilable with

each other, and with well-ascertained facts from other sources.

Of course, it is well known that there are and have been men

who have asserted that the Bible is inconsistent with itself and

with the facts of science and of history. But if this were true,

how is it that the most logical and intelligent men of every age

and country who have examined this book, have given their ad

hesion to it as the word of God ? If it were self-contradictory, if

it were inconsistent with scientific and historical truths, would

these men have given their faith to it ? Reference is not now

made to theologians, but to scientists and historians. Today, the

great mass of the scientific and historical students of the civilised

world believe the Bible to be divine.

Moreover, the book contains nothing unworthy of its heavenly

origin . While this is a negative proof for its divinity , it is a posi

tive proof against its human authorship . Let it be remembered

here , in addition to what was said above, that largeportions of the

Bible were written in an unlettered age and by unlearned men .

Can we believe that over thirty men , writing over a thousand

years apart, could unite in composing a book on no page of which

could be found a passage which God need refuse to own as writ

ten by himself ? It is incredible.

We do not mean by this that the Bible contains nothing which

is not sublime in its conception, and majestic in its utterance.
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It has much that is neither. If it were spurious, a pretended

revelation, it might have been throughout of a stilted style, using

" great swelling words of vanity.” Its language,however, is sim

ple, human . Nearly every page and sentence is such that " he

may run that readeth it.” A father talking to his little child

does not express himself in words of " learned length .” He

speaks plainly , simply, even when he discourses on the most im

portant subjects . The Bible is our heavenly Father 's revelation

of salvation to his earth-born child , and so he speaks to him in tones

that he can readily comprehend. But throughout all this sim

plicity of thought and expression , there runs an under -current of

heavenly dignity and sweetness .

Turning to the positive side of this examination , we find with

in the Bible a superhuman revelation of truth. We have al

ready learned that it was antecedently probable that God would

make a religious revelation to man, because man was hopelessly

ignorant of many important truths. We saw that he was igno

rant of his own origin and destiny, and of the being and character

of God. The book supplies this information. It tells him that,

while his body is of humble origin , it was fashioned by the plas

tic power of the infinite Creator,, and that his spirit is a direct

exhalation of the Spirit of God . It tells him that he was made

an immortal being; that his spirit never perishes; that, though

his body crumble into dust, it shall live a new and deathless life .

It tells him that God is the only self-existent, uncreated , eternal

being; that there is but one God ; that he is a “ Spirit, infinite

and unchangeable in his being” and perfections; that he made the

universe ; that he governs the universe ; and that he will finally

judge the universe. Thus his need is met. These are the truths

which man wants to know . His own reason could not bring

them to him . But his reason readily accepts them . They are

elevating truths. They lead man to the noblest thoughts and

feelings and aspirations. Such truths must have come from

above. They did not originate from man . They could not have

come from beneath.

The Bible, moreover, contains truths of a decidedly super

human character ; truths, which the human mind could not have
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invented , because man's reason cannot comprehend them . The

Trinity, for example. The Scriptures teach us plainly and re

peatedly thatGod is one. Our reason assents that this isand must

be so ; there cannot be two infinite beings. But the Scriptures

also teach that the Father is God, the Son is God , and the Holy

Spirit is God. God exists as the Father, as the Son, as the Holy

Spirit. The Father can and does address the Son . The Son

speaks of going away, and of sending the Holy Spirit to take his

place. This is an infinite mystery. We know that God is one,

and yet he is three; not in the same sense one and three ; and

yet here human philosophy staggers and human imagination folds

its wing, in utter inability to surmount the thought.

Take the two natures of Christ. He was manifestly a man .

As such he ate , drank, slept, grew weary, wept, died. He was

as manifestly God . His words and his works alike proclaim him

such . This is another transcendent mystery . Who can compre

hend the union of the divine and the human in the same being ?

It is incomprehensible. A distinguished United States Senator

solves it by speaking of the Saviour as “ part divine and part

human.” Ah, no ! he was wholly God, and yet he was wholly

man , “ in two distinct natures, and one person for ever.”

But still again , man is not only ignorant,he is also sinful. As

sinful, he is both condemned and morally polluted . Here we

have struck the heart of the whole matter. It is because of his

sin , more than because of his ignorance, that man needs a reve

lation from God . It is of but little service that he should know

his own immortality and God's infinite perfection , if his immor

tality is to be one of depravity and guilt ; if the infinitude of God

is merely to crush him . Man wants to know whether there is

any way in which he can be saved from sin . It is to meet this

want that the revelation has been made, that the Bible has been

given . Everything else in it is but incidental, or contributory

to this one main purpose . If it meets this want in a way that

honors God and that saves man, it must be a message from above.

If it does not, then, however much we may admire it for other

reasons, wemust conclude that it is not the religious revelation

which we seek .
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Manifestly , the book is a scheme of redemption . This is the

key to all of its mysteries. This is the golden thread on which

all its pearls are strung. This is the thought which gives unity

to all its parts. Its burden is to relieve man from sin , and to re

store him to the forfeited favor of his father . The plan is sim

ple . The guilt of sin requires the suffering of the penalty. The

penalty is death : death temporal, spiritual, eternal. Noman

who sees sin in the light ofGod 's infinite holiness can doubt this.

There is no possibility of setting this penalty aside. Nature's

laws, when violated , are invariably vindicated by the penalty.

The laws of God, who is the God of nature, are as inexorable in

their demands. The death of the sinner, of the whole sinful race ,

seems the inevitable result. Here the Bible reveals God's plan

of redemption . He proposes that this penalty shall be exacted ,

that the law shall be fully vindicated, but in the person of a will

ing substitute , whose deity shall give infinite dignity to the suf

ferings he endures on man's behalf. So the Son ofGod becomes

man , and endures for him the infinite penalty. Jesus Christ

paysman 's debt. In this way the condemnation of sin is removed .

But the power, the pollution , the habit, of sin is worse than its

guilt. To throw off the habit of sin , man needs the renewal of

his nature, the enlightenment of his mind, and the elevation of

his motives. The Bible presents him with a perfect rule of life.

The incentives which it presents are : fear of eternal punishment;

the hope of an infinite blessedness ; and, far transcending either

or both of these, gratitude to a divine Saviour who has given his

life for man's. But no perfect rule, and no motives, however

strong and pure, will ever of themselves revive and restore the

dead soul of man . Here is the final crowning work of the gos

pel. “ The Spirit helpeth our infirmities.” God's own Spirit re

news, recreates, the soul. He makes and enables the mind to

see the perfect rule ; and bringing the love of Christ to bear,

with its sweet constraining power , upon the heart, he both per

suades and enables man to perfect holiness in the fear ofGod.

Thus is he gradually transformed , and made meet for the inher

itance of the saints in light.

The divinity of the Scriptures stands or falls with this scheme
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of redemption. If, while it is superhuman and supernatural, it

is rational and efficient, then it is divine, and the book which re

veals it comes from God. That it is rational, is seen in its com

mending itself to the first intellects of the race, from Paul, the

logician of Tarsus, to Hodge and Thornwell, the theologians of

the nineteenth century. That it is efficient, is shown in its trans

forming power over the lives of cannibal islanders and cultured

Englishmen , of the degraded negro and the Premier of the Brit

ish Empire.

The Bible evinces its divinity in its revelation of a super

human morality . Its codeof morals is perfect. This appears from

its neither commanding nor allowing anything that is wrong. It

forbids every actual and possible sin , crime, and vice . The utter

detestation which God has for every moral evil, is revealed in a

variety of striking ways: in what it says of Satan , the arch ene

my ofGod and man , of truth and righteousness ; in the terrific

providentialprotests against sin which it recounts : the flood, the

destruction of Sodom , the doom of Babylon and Jerusalem ; in

the revelation which it makes of hell, an eternal, remediless, hor

rible retribution ; and, above all, in the agonies of Gethsemane

and Calvary, as endured by the sinless Sin -bearer of the race.

Its perfect morality is shown in its commending every actual

and possible virtue. What a sublime and complete generalisa

tion it makes, when it declares that “ love is the fulfilling of the

law ” ! This is duty in its highest unity . Then this duty is un

folded : in its length , beginning with our first conscious moral

act, and binding us to love through time into eternity ; in its

breadth , covering every relation of every man with every being

with whom he comes into moral contact ; in its depth , reaching

not only the outward act and the spoken word, but also , and es

pecially , the inward state, disposition, thought, feeling, purpose.

Such a code, so flawless, so rounded , so complete, came not

from the dwarfed mind and depraved heart of man ; for “ who

can bring a clean thing out of an unclean ?”

The crowning proof of the divinity of the Bible is its por

traiture of the life and character of Jesus Christ. It is a super

VOL. XXXIV., No. 144.
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human picture. Where shall we find another similar character

in the records of earth ? The gifted minds of the race have,

time and again , attempted to realise in thought, and to embody in

some form of expression , an idealman. It has been essayed in

form , color, rhetoric, and poetry. History, romance,mythology,

verse, all bear witness to these attempts. It is seen in the Zeus

of the Greeks, and the corresponding Jupiter of the Romans, in

the Confucius of the Chinese, the Buddha of the Hindoo , the

Mohammed of the Mussulman . On a lower plane, you can be

hold it in the Achilles of Homer, the Cyrus of Xenophon , the

Socrates of Plato , the Æneas of Virgil, the Hamlet of Shake

speare , and even in the Satan of Milton. The Apollo of the

Vatican is an effort to realise it in marble and the Christs of the

masters upon the canvas. But put all of these, or the best of

them , by the side of Jesus of Nazareth , and it is at once seen

that the one is “ of the earth , earthy," while the other is " the

Lord from heaven.” Such a picture, so perfect, so divine, and

yet so human,was never conceived by human fancy , nor sketched

by human pencil. It is the embodiment of the true, the beauti

ful, the good.

To appreciate this more fully , let us institute a special com

parison . The greatest of earthly characters, outside of the in

fluence of the Bible , was perhaps that of Socrates. There is a

simple sublimity, a combination of intellectual eminence and

moral worth in this Grecian sage, which place him definitely above

all the non-Christian men of the race. Moreover, he has been

extremely fortunate in his biographers . Few such thinkers and

writers have been known as Plato and Xenophon. The one

gives us the esoteric, the other the exoteric Socrates. Both

are masterly pictures, drawn in classic Greek . Jesus was not a

philosopher. Hewas not even an educated man. His youth

was passed , till thirty , probably , in his father's workshop. He

had never associated with the cultured intellects of his age. He

was an unlettered Jewish peasant. Amongst his followers there

was no brilliant general and accomplished historian like Xeno

phon, nor astute philosopher like Plato , to appreciate and set

forth the beauties of his character and the excellence of his teach
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ings. He is portrayed to us in the language of publicans and

fishermen . Yet compare the two, the Socrates of Plato and

Xenophon, and the Jesus of Matthew and John , and you decide

with the sceptic , Rousseau, as he wrote : “ I avow to you that the

holiness of the gospel is an argument that speaks to my heart,

and to which I should even regret to find any good reply . In

the books of philosophers , with all their pomp, how little they

are beside this ! Is it possible that he, whose history it is, can

be a man himself ? Is this the tone of an enthusiast or of an am

bitious sectary ? What sweetness, what purity in his manner ;

what touching grace in his instructions ; what elevation in his

maxims; what profound wisdom in his discourses ; what presence

of mind, what delicacy and justness in his replies ; what empire

over his passions ! Where is the man, where is the sage,who

knows how to act, to suffer ,and to die, without weakness and with

out ostentation ? If the life and death of Socrates were those of a

philosopher, the life and death of Jesus were those of a God.”

Let us take another, slightly different, standpoint, and look

upon the Nazarene. As we have already seen , he was an uncul

tured illiterate Jewish peasant. He remains in obscurity at the

work -bench until he is fully thirty years of age. He then shows

himself to the world , and claims to be the Son of God . Think

of it — a Jewish carpenter posing before his fellow -men for more

than three years, as the incarnate Deity ! Arthur Orton at

tempted to palm himself off as Sir Roger Tichborne, and ended

in a dismal, disgraceful failure. Here is a Jew pretending to be

God ! Now , one of two things must result. If this is a mere ·

pretence, it must issue in a most pitiable and ignominious and

blasphemous farce. If it does not so end, then there is no

escaping the conclusion that he was what he claimed to be. No

Jew, no man, can successfully personate the Deity . Jesus did it

with the utmost dignity and simplicity, and Jesus was, therefore ,

no mere man , but the very Son of God. If Jesuswas the Son

of God, the Bible is the word of God.

The argument, as it is usually given , is now complete. Out

side of the book itself, we have seen its claims sustained by
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miracles, fulfilled prophecy, supernatural success, and the fruits

of the highest order of civilisation . These have prepared the

way for an examination of the Bible itself. Looking within its

pages, we have found a consistent, dignified epic, containing super

human truth , superhuman morality, and a superhuman Christ.

Here wemight stop, as others have done. The Bible is proved

to be the word ofGod.

But here we are confronted with the fact that intelligent good

men in Bible lands are still unconvinced , or, at best, are doubtful

on this question . This may be explained on the ground that they

have either failed to examine these proofs, or have done so with

prejudiced minds. Such is doubtless the truth . The fact that

themost intelligent and virtuous men, as well as the greatmasses,

are convinced , shows that the argument is convincing. That

others are not convinced, cannot, therefore, be attributed to the

fault of the argument. The reason must be elsewhere.

But there is a general fact here, which is sometimes overlooked .

It is this, that cases are found in which men assent to the divinity

of the Scriptures, and yet practically are unbelievers. An in

stance of this is seen in the case of an intelligent lawyer who in

vestigated the claims of Christianity as he would a case before a

jury, and, at the conclusion , said : " I have examined this

case as I would any case of evidence , and I am satisfied beyond

all doubt that Christianity is true ; and the evidence is stronger

by far than that on which innumerable lives have been condemned

to death in courts of law . But I wish you to understand dis

tinctly that, while I am now a believer in Christianity, I am not

any more a Christian than before , nor am I even an inquirer.'

Butmore than this, every man of adult age and a reflective

mind , who becomes a practical believer, observes that he was not

finally led to the reception of Christianity, as a subjective trust

and hope, by a consideration of the evidences already presented .

These but prepared the way . They removed the barrier of intel

lectual scepticism ; but the reception of Christ, as a personal

Saviour, was due to a superadded influence. The subject is not

exhausted until this additional testimony is presented and exam

ined. It is the witness of the SPIRIT.
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While wehere tread upon high and holy ground, it must not

be forgotten that this is a psychological fact, and is, therefore, a

proper subject for scientific rational examination . It is the last

link in the golden chain which unites the human soul, by an in

telligent and assured conviction, to the Bible and the Saviour

whom it reveals.

It is a fact, announced in the Scriptures, confirmed by observ

ation, and realised in our experience , that “ the natural man re

ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God , for they are foolish

ness unto him ; neither can he know them , because they are spirit

ually discerned .” The Saviour says : “ If any man will do

God's will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it be ofGod, or

whether I speak from myself.” Again : “ When the Spirit of truth

is come, he will reprove the world of sin , of righteousness, and

of a judgment to come; he will guide you into all truth ; he

shall take of mine, and shall shew it unto you .”

These passages teach that man needs some special help to make

him a practical believer ; that every man who wishes it, shall

have it ; that this need is spiritual discernment, the direct pro

duct of the influence of the Spirit of God upon the mind . Ac

cordingly, every man who becomes a Christian, has his mind

illumined to see the truth as it is in Jesus. He is brought to a

conviction of his utter spiritual ignorance, depravity , and con

demnation : and he is made to see that Jesus is the Saviour, ap

pointed of God , for his redemption . He now accepts him as such,

under the guidance of the Spirit, and he is made to say, in his

heart, “ Whereas I was blind , now I see. Now I know whom I

have believed , and am persuaded that he is able to keep my soul,

which I have committed to him .” Heis now a believer , indeed.

The Bible is God's message to him , and Christ has become to

him a personal Friend, an accepted Saviour, and a revered Lord .

Reviewing the whole field , the first class of proofs may be

called external ; the second, internal; the third, supernal. The

first is addressed to the outer intellect, and brings forward what

may be seen with the eyes and heard with the ears. The second

appeals to the higher intellectualand moralnature of man. The

third addresses itself to the special power of spiritual discern
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ment. The first and second are patent to all men, even the un

converted and the sceptic, and are sufficient to convince every

rational unprejudiced mind. The third is special and personal,

and appreciable only by the renewed nature of the converted

Christian . The first and second may fail to convince. Alas !

they often do. The third never fails to bring its subject a willing

captive to the feet of Jesus. In a loose sense, the first may be

said to be the evidence of God the Father ; the second, to be

the testimony of God the Son ; and the third , the witness of God

the Spirit. Altogether , they leave no doubt that THE BIBLE IS

A DIVINE REVELATION . J. A . QUARLES.

ARTICLE III.

THE LORD'S DAY, AND NOT THE JEWISH SABBATH .

BY THE LATE REV . JOHN BEVERIDGE.

No. II.

THE JEWISH TYPE FULFILLED IN THE CHRISTIAN ANTITYPE .

Wehave observed that, if the Jewish Sabbath has been trans

ferred into the Christian system , we are under obligations to keep

Saturday instead of Sunday. But that the Jewish Sabbath is

not binding upon us, is evident from Paul's language to the Co

lossians, “ Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink,

or in respect of an holyday, or of thenew moon , or of the sabbath

days : which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is of

Christ." (The body which produces the shadow is Christ.) (Col.

ii. 16 , 17 .) Paul is speaking here of the Jewish observance

which he terms a shadow .” He speaks of ceremonies and of the

Jewish typical worship ; but these have all passed away with the

coming of Christ. The antitype has now taken the place of the

type. Now , ifwe can prove that the Jewish Sabbath was a type
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of Christ, who gives us the true rest of the soul, then it is evi

dent that it passed away with the coming of Christ.

But they tell us that the “ sabbath days" mentioned in the pass

age are “ Jewish festivals and holydays ” and have no reference

to the seventh day of rest.” If this is the case, let us substi

tute " holydays” for sabbaths in the passage and see how it will

read . “ Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or

in respect of an holyday, or of the new moon , or of the holydays :

which are a shadow of things to come.” The tautology is too

evident to need further refutation .

Then again , they tell us that the word is plural, sabbaths, and

means the seventh year Sabbath and the Jubilee , whereas the sev

enth day is called by way of preëminence The Sabbath . ( The

Holy Sabbath , pages 36 , 37.) This is certainly a strange way

of reasoning. If we say that a man is diligent in business during

the week days, do you understand by that that we exclude Mon

days and Tuesdays because these are preëminently working days ?

If we say that a man observes the national holidays, do you un

derstand us to say that he does not observe the Fourth of July ,

because that is preëminently the national holiday ? The very

fact that Paul made no exceptions is superabundant proof that he

meant all the Jewish Sabbaths. When Paul says the Sabbath days,

hemeans all the Sabbath days , and not one Sabbath day out of

thirty , which would have been the case if every seventh day Sab

bath had been excluded . What one Jewish Sabbath was, that all

Jewish Sabbaths were. They were all types of the same anti

type, shadows of the same body, and unless there is clear and

positive proof forthcoming that the seventh day Sabbath was a

type of one thing, and the seventh year Sabbath and the Jubilee

types of something entirely different, wemust be pardoned if we

believe that they were all fulfilled in the coming of Christ. Noone

who has not a pet theory to sustain would have ever thought that

" sabbaths ” in this passage meant monthly and yearly Sabbaths,

and not all Jewish Sabbaths. When we see good men thus easily

sliding unconsciously into error, wedo well to search the Scrip

tures that we do not likewise depart from the truth .

The author of The Holy Sabbath says, “ It is used in both



56 The Lord 's Day, and not the Jewish Sabbath. [Jan.,

places in connexion with eating or feasting ; and nothing is said

about eating or feasting in the sabbatic law .” Paul is not speak

ing of feasting, but of taking food in a ritual sense, contrary to

our Lord's own teachings to his disciples, that it is that which

cometh out of theman that defileth him . (Matt. xv. 17 – 20 ; Rom .

xiv . 17 .) But if he had turned to Lev. xxii. 2, 3 , he would

there have found the Jewish Sabbath (seventh day) termed a feast,

and one of the very " feast days" which , according to the writer ,

have been fulfilled in the coming of Christ.

But the “ sabbaths" spoken of in Col. ii. 15, have no reference

to the Lord's day. We understand that these Jewish Christians

at this time were not only observing the Christian Lord 's day,

but also the Jewish Sabbath. This was the practice of many of

the early Christians. The Ebionite Christians, who established

themselves in Pella after the destruction of Jerusalem , continued

to observe two days in the week — the Jewish Sabbath and the

Christian Lord' s day, for two or three centuries after the Chris

tian era . It is this practice which Paul here condemns, and has

no reference whatever to the Lord's day , which it was proper and

· right for them to observe.

We now come to a more important argument, and again quote

from The Holy Sabbath , page 30 : “ That it was not abolished .

. . appears from .the fact that it cannot comply with the terms of

abolition . There is absolutely but one way to abolish a typical

ordinance, and that is to fulfil it. Christ broadly asserted the

rule when he said , ' I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil.' He

arbitrarily and absolutely destroyed nothing. Heonly removed

what was fulfilled , and because fulfilled. The shadow only gives

place to the substance, the type to the antitype. Thus the sacri

fices were not destroyed ; they only gave place to the great aton

ing sacrifice of which they were shadows. The type is but an

other form of prophecy ; and no prophecy can fall short of fulfil

ment. No type can vanish until it reaches the antitype. The

Sabbath antedating the Mosaic economy, and being the prophecy

and pledge of future rest, cannot be abolished until it merges into

the everlasting rest of heaven .”

That a type is a prophecy that cannot be abolished until ful
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filled in the antitype, is a truth which no one can question. But

Paul declares that the Jewish shadows or types are fulfilled in

the coming of Christ. The Jewish Sabbath , in memory of a rest

from carnal bondage, is a type of that rest of the soul from the

bondage of sin which our Saviour introduced into our world .

The writer's great error here is that he supposes that “ the ever

lasting rest in heaven" does not begin till after the death of the

body. This is quite a prevalent error, and one which distorts

many plain facts contained in the Scriptures. The court of the

Jewish tabernacle was a type of childhood life under Christian

training and example, until regeneration. The sanctuary was

typical of a regenerated priesthood , and the holy of holies of

heaven itself, and yet the division between the court and the " holy

places ” was much greater than that which separated the sanc

tuary from the holy of holies. And a careful student of the

Scriptures cannot but observe that the whole tenor of Scripture

indicates that regeneration , or the " new creation ," as Paul styles

it, is of ten -fold more importance than the transit of death . In

fact, the great burden of prophecy relates to the former, while

very little is said about the latter . Paul's declaration on this

point is most emphatic : “ There remaineth therefore a rest (liter

ally , a keeping of the Sabbath ) to the people ofGod.” (Heb. iv .

9.) An examination of the context will show us that this passage

refers to a rest beginning here upon earth , and not confined ex

clusively to heaven ; and that we enter it by regeneration , and

not by death as is usually supposed . It would almost appear that

theologians had rent God's kingdom asunder by the awful chasm

which they introduce in the transit of death, ofwhich God's word

says very little indeed. Prophecies and parables relative to God' s

spiritual kingdom on earth should not be applied to his kingdom

in heaven . This is the great error that would deprive us of a

Sabbath , unless we accept the Jewish typical Sabbath day rest of

the body. The rest symbolised by the rest in Canaan, as well as

of the seventh year Sabbath and Jubilee being fulfilled in the

coming of Christ, we are left, according to their view , in a wide

vacuum which reaches from the crucifixion of our Lord to the

morning of the general resurrection , with no visible fulfilment of
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the Jewish antitype this side of the grave. And yet they tell us

that a part of the Jewish Sabbaths have been fulfilled . Fulfilled

by what, pray ?

“ THERE REMAINETH THEREFORE A REST FOR THE PEOPLE OF

GOD ," IS NOT ALONE A REST IN HEAVEN, BUT A REST OF

GRACE HERE ON EARTH .

Without even making a critical examination of the third and

fourth chapters of Hebrews, and especially of the passage,

“ There remaineth therefore a rest for the people of God," one

would suppose that it would be impossible for any person , even

for a moment, to doubt that Paul is speaking here of a rest

of the soul that remaineth for the people of God when the Jew

ish type has been fulfilled in the antitype - Christ, who giveth

his people rest from the power of sin and from the fear of death .

But let us examine the passage carefully , and we cannot but be

convinced that Paul is speaking of the rest of the New Cove

nanthere on earth . The third chapter commences with a com

parison of the championsof the two covenants, Moses and Christ ;

one a carnal leader and the other a spiritual guide. Moses is

presented to usas a servant over a visible temporal nation (house

family ), and Christ as a Son over a spiritual kingdom . “ Moses

verily was faithful in all his house as a servant, for a testimony

of those things which were to be spoken after ; but Christ as a

Son over his own house ; whose house are we, if we hold fast the

confidence and the rejoicing of the hope firm unto the end."

Then follows a quotation from the ninety-fifth Psalm , stating the

reason why many of the Israelites were not permitted to enter

the land of Canaan . Now , if we are willing to accept the idea

that the Jordan which separates the desert from the land of Ca

naan is not so much a type of the Jordan ofdeath as of the Jor

dan of regeneration, we will see at once who were symbolised by

those whose corpses fell in the desert, and why they fell there.

Unbelief, that mighty arm in the hands of Satan, destroys them

in the desert of Satan 's kingdom , before they arrive at the point

where regeneration takes place. Once having arrived safely in

the spiritual kingdom of regeneration, they no longer fall by un
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belief in the desert, according to our Calvinistic view of the Per

severance of the Saints. Wethus see where the shade of the

Old Covenant, extending down into the New Testament Church ,

controls the lives and actions of those who have been trained

under Christian influence from childhood , the leadership of Moses

ceasing just where religion ceases to be felt binding as a duty,

and Canaan commencing where service to God is felt to be a

pleasure . The same reason may be given to-day why all who fall

short of God's spiritual kingdom must perish outside of that

kingdom . “ They cannot enter in because of unbelief.” But

once safely in that kingdom here, they have entered into “ that

rest which remaineth for the people of God ; ” and they must

first become the people of God by being drawn by his Spirit as

were the children of Israel, and taught by the old schoolmaster

Moses, and become members of his kingdom on earth , or they

can never enter his kingdom hereafter. First under the law ,

then under grace .

Then in the fourth chapter the analogy is still continued ,show

ing that that rest towards which Moses led ancient Israel wasnot

the true rest, but only a type of that rest which Christ gives his

people here in this world . The language here is very simple in

deed : “ Let us [us Hebrews, for Paul is here addressing his own

nation ] therefore fear, lest, a promise being left us of entering into

his rest, any of you should seem to come short of it. For unto

us was the gospel preached, as well as unto them ; but the word

preached did not profit them , not being mixed with faith in them

that heard it. For we which have believed do enter into rest."

[We Christians which have believed do now enter the rest of ihe

spiritual Canaan. ] Will any one pretend to tell us that Paul has

only in view the rest after death ? By no means. This rest is here,

now . Believers in Christ Jesus enter into the rest of his spirit

ual kingdom by a rest from sin . The Apostle Paul entered this

rest when he became a believer, and thousands of others were

entering it when he penned this Epistle, who did not enter heaven

for many years after.

Then Paul quotes from David , whose Psalms were written long

after the Israelites had entered the land of Canaan, to show that
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the true rest did not come in Joshua's time, but was still in the

future. “ For if Jesus [ Joshua ] had given them rest, then would

he not afterward have spoken of another day. There remain

eth therefore a rest for the people of God." Then he tells them

that as God entered into a period of rest after he had completed

the work of creation , so Christ has now entered upon a period of

rest after the work of redemption. “ For he that is entered into

his rest, he also hath ceased from his own works, as God did from

his.” This passage, as can be clearly seen from the context, re

fers not only to Christ, but the believer in Christ, who has

already entered into rest, having " ceased from his own works ;"

his own works being the works of the law , while Christ's own

work , the work which the Father gave him to do, supplies, or

gives efficacy to, the believer's works. The rest here, then , is a

REST OF FAITH , the covenant of worksbeing now fulfilled . Jesus,

having finished the work of redemption , has now come into his

spiritual kingdom . On the believer having ceased from theworks

of the law , he enters the spiritual priesthood ; that is, he now no

longer obeys the law through fear of punishment, but through

love to its author, Christ.

Then follows an exhortation to the Hebrews, to strive to enter

into that spiritual rest. " Let us [us Hebrews] labor therefore

to enter into that rest, lest any man fall' after the same example

of unbelief.” If Paul here means the regenerated believing

Christians, and not the doubting Jews, then he strikes a blow at

the Calvinistic doctrine of the Perseverance of the Saints, which

we cannot admit, as the Scriptures everywhere teach that those

who have fully entered upon this rest can no longer fall by un

belief in the desert. All falling from grace must be confined to

the covenant of works and excluded from the covenant of faith .

( I mean by " covenant of works” the covenant of Sinai, which I

believe to include both typical Israel and its antitype the bap

tized children of the Church in the Christian dispensation, and

not the covenant made with Adam . Salvation, however , is by

grace, and not by works, under all dispensations. There can be

no redemption without a Redeemer — " the only Redeenier of

God's elect." )
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Nor is this language alone to be found in the fourth chapter of

the Hebrews. The Scriptures are full of similar expressions.

" Strive to enter in at the strait gate," does notmean to enter the

gate of heaven after death , but the gate of Christ's kingdom here

on earth . When Christ says, “ I am the door,” he does not only

mean that he is the door of the kingdom of glory after death ,

but he is the door by which the believer enters his kingdom of

salvation here on earth ; not the door of heaven ; but the door of

his spiritual fold . “ I am the true vine,” Christ says to those

who were yet under the old covenant, some of which would yet

be broken away on account of unbelief; but those who remained

would be purged by the word (that is , regenerated ), and then

bearmuch fruit, not in heaven , but here on earth , in the con

version of the Gentiles .

This rest is a rest from the works of the law ; a rest from sin ;

a rest of grace. As Moses led the Israelites to a rest in Canaan ,

so Christ leads us to the rest of his kingdom here . We must

first labor in Moses' school, and then rest in Christ's kingdom on

earth , or we can never rest in heaven unless we die in infancy,

before having rebelled against known light ; and even then our

salvation is purchased by the blood of Christ. It is true that the

Israelite3 never enjoyed a complete rest in Canaan. They were

almost continually at war, either with the Philistines within their

own land, or with foreign powers, or engaged in terrible combat

with each other ; nor do we enjoy a complete rest from sin under

the New Covenant. Sin is in our members ; and if he cannot

control us with the authority of a master, he will show us at least

that he only submits as an unruly slave to a power stronger than

himself ; therefore we see that the analogy drawn between our :

present rest and that of the Jews in Canaan is perfect in every

particular. Nevertheless, the rest which Paul tells the Hebrews

" remaineth for the people of God,” is that rest which Christ

promises to those who come to him by faith : " Comeunto me, all

ve that laborand are heavy laden , and I will give you rest. Take

my yoke upon you, and learn of me ; for I am meek and lowly

in heart: and ye shall find rest unto your souls. For my yoke is

easy and my burden is light.” Man must partake of the tree of
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Life and he healed by the medicinal virtue of its leaves before he

enters the portal of the tomb, or he can never enjoy its blessed

fruits in “ the power of an endless life.”

WITAT RELATION DOES THE LO DAY BEAR TO THE REST OF

THE NEW COVENANT?

The New Covenant rest bears the same relation to the Lord's

day that the rest in Canaan bore to the Jewish Sabbath . It is

the basis or foundation upon which the Lord's day is built. As

God rested after the work of creation, so Christ rested after the

work of redemption. Now , we maintain that the rest from the

labor of creation was a long period, passing through several thou

sand years ; so Christ's rest is a period commencing with the morn

of his resurrection from Joseph 's tomb, and ending with the con

summation of all terrestrial affairs.

But God did not rest from work in the full sense of the term .

He continued to sustain that which he had created. Christ says,

" My Father worketh hitherto and I work.” As the Father cre

ated the world and continued to sustain it, so Christ redeemed

the world , and now comes in the form of the Holy Spirit to sup

port and sustain all regenerated believers.

Now , if we wish to know what relation the Lord's day bears

to the rest of grace which Christ has introduced , we must first

learn what relation the Jewish Sabbath bears to the rest in

Canaan, and then carry out the analogy, and the whole question

will becomeperfectly plain .

The whole Jewish system consisted in a separation of a part,

as a symbol that the whole should be consecrated to the Lord .

One nation from among all the nations of the earth was chosen

as a symbol of all nations. One son , the eldest of the family,

was chosen as a priest, and to some extent the king or ruler of

the whole family . ( This rule in the case of Jacob's family , how

ever, was set aside,most likely, on account of sins committed by

the eldest son against his father, and the tribes of Judah and

Levi were chosen instead to these offices.) The first fruits of their

harvest were consecrated to God as a symbol of the whole harvest

being his own property. Certain animals were considered by them
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as holy , and certain vessels were supposed, by having been passed

through a ceremonial purification, to have becomemore holy than

others ; while all implements used in the tabernacle and temple

service were consecrated to God as holy. Their own land above

all other lands, was in a typical and symbolical sense that which

truly bore the inappropriate title applied to it to -day — “ The Holy

Land .” A certain city was to them “ The Holy City," being a

symbol of all cities, as well as a type of “ that Jerusalem which

is from above" in the worship of true believers ; but in her de

struction by Titus, for apostacy , she becamea type of the destruc

tion of Satan's empire- Great Babylon . We also find that the

first -born of all cattle was also consecrated to God, as a symbol

indicating that all the flocks of the field were at his service when

ever he should demand them .

Now , in regard to time, one day in seven was consecrated to

God as a first -fruits of all their time, in memory of that first day

of the new period in which God rested from the creation of the

world ; this day being, if we may so express it, an outgrowth of

that long period of rest. It was also a memory of the first day

of freedom from Egyptian bondage, and, as might be expected ,

ended the last day of the Old Covenant ; that day in which the

world 's Creator, having now taken upon himself the work of be

coming the world's Redeemer,was laid away in the cold and silent

grave. This Sabbath day was also a type of that “ first day ” of

the more glorious rest which follows it — the first day of man's

redemption .

Now , if we follow up the same chain of evidences, we will learn

from the Jewish law what day observed by the Jews was in the

end to be developed into the Lord's day, and by the manner in

which they observed that day , together with the prophecies, we

learn how the Lord's day should be observed by us.

THE JEWISH PENTECOST A GERM OF THE LORD'S DAY.

As the giving of the manna in the desert was so intimately

connected with the institution of the Jewish Sabbath, we naturally

look to its cessation for at least one of the roots which in the end

shall develop into the Lord's day. From Joshua v. 10 – 12 we
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learn that the Israelites kept the Passover in the plains of Jericho

on the fourteenth day of themonth Nisan, and that on the mor

row , or Sabbath day, they ate of the old corn of the land , and

that on the next day, corresponding with our Lord' s day, the

manna ceased . This was the day on which , in future years, the

wave offering was to be presented. Just forty-nine days from

that day was to be the day of Pentecost.

Now , as the Jewish Sabbath was instituted in commemoration

of the exodus from Egyptian bondage, and at the giving of the

manna, after the unleavened bread they brought with them out of

Egypt had been exhausted ; so we find the Pentecost established

in the land of Canaan, which was but a type of the true rest which

should come in the future,although the unbelieving Jews of Paul's

time thought that it was that true rest, in commemoration of that

rest which they had entered fifty days before. The Jewish Sab

bath being the seventh day rest, the Pentecost could be observed

only yearly ; but even in this yearly observance we see it clearly

indicated as an outgrowth of the rest which they now enjoyed in

Canaan . Now , if we observe carefully the two days which form

the feast of Pentecost, the sixteenth day of the month Nisan and

the eighth of the month Sivan , we cannot fail to see their close

relationship to the two covenants . (Lev. xxiii. 9 – 21 .) The

first was connected with the Passover, a day on which all leaven

was excluded , and the first-fruits were consecrated to God , not in

the loaf, but in the sheaf ; but on the latter day, not one sheaf,

but two loaves, were to be presented ,baked with leaven , and con

sequently just the reverse of the feast of the Passover. Every

thing connected with the Passover indicates an unfinished work,

while everything connected with the Pentecost denotes a com

plete work . Now , as the Jewish Sabbath belongs to the Mosaic

system instituted in the desert, and the Pentecost falling notupon

the last but the first day of the week , and foreshadowing the

light or leavened bread of a better rest,we consider that this day

could be none other than a foretaste of the Christian Lord's day.

In the Pentecostwe find the very opposite of the Passover. The

latter was a day of exclusion , quiet, separation ; and the other,

it is true, a day of exclusion from servile work , but yet a day of
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activity , of permeation. One bearing the sad remembrance of

the death of the first-born in Egypt, the other of new life in the

land of Canaan ; onesymbolising the unleavened bread of sorrow

and affliction — of weariness and hunger in the desert, the other

of the light bread of joy and peace in their own home in Canaan ;

one a symbol of death , the other a symbol of life.

Now , if our reasoning is correct, we can have no doubt that

the day of Pentecost was a basis of the Christian Lord's day,

rather than the Jewish Sabbath , just as the Jewish synagogue

was the basis of the Christian church , rather than the temple at

Jerusalem . In both these cases the shadow or type passed away,

while the germs are retained in their full development in the

Christian system . If such is the case, then the laws concerning

the Pentecost have an intimate connexion with the Lord's day.

Weread : “ And ye shall have an holy convocation ; ye shall do

no servile work therein .” “ And thou shalt keep a 'feast of weeks

unto the Lord thy God with a tribute of a free will offering of

thine hand,which thou shalt give unto the Lord thy God, accord

ing as the Lord thy God hath blessed thee . And thou shalt re- .

joice before the Lord thy God, thou and thy son , and thy daugh

ter, and thy man servant and thy maid servant, and the Levite

that is within thy gates, and the stranger, and the fatherless, and

the widow , that are among you, in the place which the Lord thy

God hath chosen .” (Lev. xxiii. 21 ; Num . xxviii. 26 ; Deut. xvi.

9 – 12.) Is it a strange thing , then, if we find similar precepts

in the New Testament in regard to the Lord's day ? Paul says :

“ Now concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given

order to the churches of Galatia , even so do ye. Upon the first

day of the week let every one of you lay by him in store as God

hath prospered him .” ( 1 Cor. xvi. 1 - 2.)

Most commentators suppose that the law was given from Sinai

on the day of Pentecost. Even Mr. Atwater , in his admirable

work on the Jewish tabernacle, says : " Fifty days after the exodus

from Egypt, Moses received on Sinai the two tables of stone on

which God had inscribed the Ten Commandments.” — The Sacred

Tabernacle, p . 2. Is there any proof of this ? Does Exodus

xix . 1 mean the firstday of the third month , or does it mean the

VOL. XXXIV., no. 1. – 5.
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same day of themonth that the Israelites left Egypt ? In either

case it would be the first day of the week ; but the former gives

too little, and the latter too much . But nomatter ; the Pentecost

was an outgrowth of the rest in Canaan , and was not observed

in the desert, and had no other connexion with it than being

given there in anticipation,as the law concerning cities of refuge ,

and similar laws, to be enforced only in their own land. Pente

cost did not exist at the time the law was given. That people

should confound the giving of the law in thedesert, with the re

joicing over the first- fruits of Canaan, is so far out of place that

we wonder that any one should ever have imagined such a thing.

As a temperance question , it has been maintained by the defen

ders of total abstinence thatthe Jewish law concerning the feast of

the Passover required the entire expulsion of not only leavened

bread, but of anything that partook of the nature of leaven ; conse

quently of all fermented wine, and , therefore, Christ on the night of

his betrayal partook with his disciples of the unfermented juice of

the grape, and not of fermented wine ; that the apostles must have

followed his example, and only later ages have departed from it.

On the other hand, it hasbeen maintained by those who take a dif

ferent view , that there can be no doubt that the early Corinthian

church used fermented wine, and Paul does not censure them be

cause they used fermented wine, butbecause they got drunk on it.

Now the facts of the case are just these : that the Jews used no

leaven or fermented wine at the Passover, but they used both on

the day of Pentecost, and the apostles continued to do so. The

present practice of using unleavened bread , then , at our commu

nion table is unwarranted by the practice of the apostles. As the

Passover lamb was the symbol of death , so now lightbread is a

symbol of life, Christ, the true Bread, giving us life by his resur

rection from the grave. The unleavened bread brought out of

Egypt by the Israelites could not give them life, even in the des

ert, but was soon exhausted, leaving them on the point of perish

ing of famine in the desert ; therefore the Bread of Life, the true

Bread from heaven , should be symbolised by something more pala

table than that which Israel carried out of Egypt. In defence of

the cause of temperance, let it be said that no harm can come
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from a truthful statement of the case. If, on account of tempta

tion, it be thought best to depart from the early practice of the

apostles, there can be no harm in doing so, as long as we have the

sanction of the apostles themselves. In 1 Cor. viii. and x. 19

33, we find Paul countermanding a decree given by the first coun

cil at Jerusalem , in regard to meats consecrated to idols, and yet

he says: “ If meatmake my brother to offend , I will eat no flesh

while the world standeth, lest I make my brother to offend.”

May God give us all strength of mind and will to use no intoxi

cating liquor , or anything else, thatmay cause a weak brother to

stumble and fall !

Now , if we are correct thus far, that Pentecost was really a

germ of the Lord's day, then wemust expect to find in the first

Pentecost which Christ's people held after his ascension ,and after

having brought them into the spiritual Canaan, a confirmation of

the Lord's day , then and there instituted in all its plenitude, in

commemoration of the morning of his resurrection , when he de

livered them from the spiritual bondage of sin . Asthe day of

Pentecost had been observed up to this timeas a season of return

ing thanks to God for his bounties and for the deliverance of his

ancient people from Egypt (Deut. xvi. 12), we may expect to find

the apostles celebrating the day in its true spiritual sense. We

find a full record of this event in the second chapter of the Acts

of the Apostles, and cannot doubt but it is an example for the

members ofGod's spiritual kingdom through all coming time.

No consecrated temple was needed for this service, as the Jew

ish synagogue had now culminated in the Christian church . No

chosen family like that of Levi officiated there , nor first-born an

ointed with consecrated oiland clothed with symbolical vestments ,

but the first-fruits of Christ's ministry , anointed with the Holy

Spirit descending visibly upon them in the form of cloven (not

single ) tongues like as of fire, to show the world that they had a

double mission to perform : 1st, to proclaim the law , whose end

is death ; and 2d, to present the remedy — the gospel, which gives

life.

We behold here no flocks of cattle, sheep , or birds; no altar

with its flames of fire and columns of black smoke; no costly ar



68 [JAN.,The· Lord's Day, and not the Jewish Sabbath .

ray of smoking incense ; no wonderful ceremonies or peculiar forms

of dress , but a powerful sermon backed up by proofs from the Old

Testament Scriptures, converting three thousand Old Covenant

Jews, not away from the Mosaic ritual, not into modern Chris

tians free from all Jewish prejudices, but to faith in a risen Sa

viour who was undoubtedly the Messiah they had long been

looking for.

This Lord 's day was spent in God's service as no Jewish Sab

bath had ever been. It was not so much a Sabbath of bodily ob

servances, a rest from manual labor, as a Sabbath of the soul.

THE CHRISTIAN LORD 'S DAY AN OUTGROWTH OF THE NEW COVE

NANT SYSTEM .

· In Christ's Sabbath of grace no costly temple or temple ser

vice is required. The blue domeof heaven is God's temple, while

towering mountains and rolling hills are its arches; carpeted by

the green sward , and lighted , not by seven golden candlesticks,

but by the seven prismatic colors of light, streaming from the

radiant face of the king of day ; all nature rolls up one universal

anthem of praise to the great Creator, proclaiming that not in

temples made with hands, either in Mount Gerizim or at Jerusa

lem , do the true worshippers worship the Father in spirit and in

truth . In the New Covenant no commands are given to any Sol

omon about the building of temples. God's spiritual temple is

universal, and yet a synagogue or church is required where men

can congregate for the study ofGod's word. We know this from

the practice of the apostles and early Christians, although there

are given no directions about building it. It is not the Jewish

temple transferred into the New Covenant system , but the germ

which existed in the Jewish synagogue that is now developed into

the Christian church.

In the New Testament dispensation nothing is said about a

chosen priesthood initiated into the duties of his office by a cere

monial purification and the anointing of oil, nevertheless Christ's

spiritual kingdom is a priesthood, “ a spiritual house, a holy

priesthood , to offer up spiritual sacrifices ;" " a royal priesthood,

a holy nation, a peculiar people” (1 Pet. ii. 5 - 9), out of which, as
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an outgrowth of the Christian system , has come the Christian

ministry, correspondingwith the Christian church and the Lord's

day ; and yet no one will pretend to say that the Christian minis

try is nothing more than the Levitical priesthood transferred to .

the Christian system . Such an assumption would at once be met

with ridicule. Nor will any one for a momentadmit that the Chris

tian ministry is less honorable, or the position less sacred, than

that of the Jewish priest. In fact, the antitype is infinitely supe

rior to the type. The very first-fruits of the " holy nation ” should

be consecrated to God for this purpose. Not the spiritually halt

and maimed, but the man of firm character and noble purpose,

in whose eye beams the fire of intellect, whose mind, thoroughly

trained in the requisite institutions for imparting human knowl

edge, shall have obtained all the acquirements possessed by the

apostles, and then profoundly imbued with God's Holy Spirit,

and baptized with the living water of life — God's living word

he may be able to proclaim , with power from on high, the gospel

plan of salvation to a ruined world . Oh, this mission is infinite

ly superior, and infinitely more holy , than that of a typical Jew

ish priest offering typical sacrifices on a typical altar in the tem

ple of ancient Jerusalem !

As in the New Covenant all space is holy to God , and all re

generated believers are a spiritual priesthood, so all time should

be consecrated to his service. All time is holy and should be

considered a holy rest from sin , that true “ sabbath which remain

eth for the people of God” after the Jewish Sabbath and the rest

in material Canaan have all been taken away. And yet, as an

outgrowth of the Christian system , there is one day in seven , the

Christian Lord 's day, which is especially holy, a day to be ob

served above all others by his people, as consecrated to his service,

and in which they are particularly required to engage in theduties

pertaining to his Church and ministry. This day is not the Jew

ish Sabbath transferred to the New Covenant, but a new day

chosen for the purpose, and in itself an outgrowth of the Chris

tian system . This day is not so much a rest of the body as it is

a rest of the soul. Now, just as the Christian church is not a

transfer of the Jewish temple, but is peculiar to the New Cove
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nant; just as the Christian ministry is not a transfer of the Levit

ical priesthood, but is a part of the Christian dispensation ; so the

Lord's day is not a transfer of the Jewish Sabbath , but a day orig

inating out of the necessities of the New Testament dispensation .

THE LORD'S DAY MORE HOLY THAN THE JEWISH SABBATH .

Wewould not detract one iota from the proper observance of

the Lord's day. What the Scriptures demand , that is our duty

to teach , and as far as possible to enforce. But the Lord's day is

the Sabbath of the soul, and as such the soul of the believer

should be so absorbed in the duties of the day, that the day will be

observed and sanctified by him without the necessity of any out

ward command to obey it. In fact, there is no command in the

New Testament to observe the day . Such a commandment

would be out of place in the New Testament economy. (See

Jer. xxxi. 33– 34 .) Let the State enforce what laws it sees

proper to keep miscreant nominal Christians, Jews, and infi

dels out of mischief, but he whose soul is baptized in Christneeds

no such laws. Let the State adhere to the morality of the Old

Testament, but our duty as Christian believers is to the morality

of the New Covenant. We live not under the fear of the law ,

but above the law . People who are under the law would run

into anarchy were the law to be abolished , but the morality of

the New Covenant Christian would undergo no change were all

laws to be annihilated .

But the question may be asked, “ If the Lord 's day is to be ob

served with asmuch attention and respectas was the Jewish Sab

bath ,why defend the view that a new day has been chosen , and not

the Jewish Sabbath transferred ? What is to be gained ?” We

answer, We gain the truth . We present the teachings of the

Bible. We destroy not only this error, but others thatmay grow

out of it. Weshow more distinctly the relations existing between

the two Covenants , andmake it more difficult for men to confound

the one with the other.

To the true believer, then , the Lord's day is a Sabbath of the

soul. He becomes so absorbed in the gospel and its privileges

and duties , that he is completely drawn away from all desire to
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prosecute his own business or pleasure on that day. But the

Church has not alone to deal with Pentecostal believers. Her

influence extends over a large class, who, to a certain extent, yet

belong to that shade of the Old Covenantwhich still exists along

with the New . We mean children and young people, and per

haps some older persons, who, like the Hebrews that Paul wrote

to, are still in the desert, travelling , it is true, towards Canaan ,

but who are nevertheless exposed to the danger of falling through

unbelief and perishing in the desert. For all such, we need still

to proclaim the 'aw written upon stone : “ Remember the Sabbath

day to keep it holy,” not in its typical character as a remem

brance of Israel's departure from the land of bondage, but in its

prophetical character as a remembrance of Him who died and rose

again for them , and that through belief in him they may enter

into rest and be saved from their sins.

THE JEWISH SABBATI A SYMBOL OF DEATH ; THE LORD 'S DAY

A SYMBOL OF LIFE .

We now come to another aspect of the case. The Jewish Sab

bath was a terrible memento of death — death in Egypt. The

destroying angel was at work on that terrible night when Israel

left Egypt, and the Jewish Sabbath was instituted as a monument

of the sad events of that night. In every house there was a

corpse, and that corpse was the first-born of every family ; literally ,

the first-born of the nation . The Egyptians, doubtless observing

the same rules which prevailed among the early Hebrews, con

sidered the first-born as the consecrated priesthood of the nation ,

and a symbol of the entire nation itself. If such was the case,

then Pharaoh saw in the death of the first-born the condemnation

of the entire nation to death . And the language of Scripture

would rather bear out this view : “ And the Egyptians were urgent

upon the people, that they might send them out of the land in

haste : for they said , We be all dead men .” (Ex. xii. 33.) “ In

every house was a corpse," and that corpse spake louder than

words could possibly do, of the doom of the nation . Friends and

relatives gathered in awful sorrow around their dead ,not so much,

perhaps, in mourning for the dead, as in dread anticipation of
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their own doom . The day which followed that terrible night in

dicated to the Hebrews an escape from death , but an escape that

was not consummated until they had passed the Red Sea and

were safe on their way to Canaan ; and which is not spiritually

confirmed to us until we have passed the red sea close by the

cross of Christ.

The last Jewish Sabbath , consummating the period before the

Christian era , was also a terrible memento of death . The First

børn of Creation , the only begotten Son of God , lay in the cold

embrace of death in the new tomb of Joseph of Arimathea. In

his sad fate, his disciples read their own condemnation. If he

were an impostor, as they now supposed , all their inheritance in

Israel was destroyed ; and all their expectations lay buried with

Christ in his tomb. Nor was this sad night and day of mourning

alone confined to the twelve disciples. All who had looked to

him as their Messiah were in mourning. The fate of the carnal

Jewish nation was sealed. The carnal first-born lay in the tomb

in Egypt on that day which was the origin of the Jewish Sab

bath , and on this last Sabbath day the carnal hope of Israel had

perished for ever. During that long day, Christ's friends, if they

met at all, only met to tell one another of their great sorrow .

But as is naturalto suppose, a Sabbath whose origin was in death ,

could but end in death . The first-born of the Egyptian was an

appropriate symbol of the whole Adamic nature, and the First

born of God, having assumed that nature, dies in it.

But the history ofthat terrible night in Egypt is not an old story.

It is a terrible reality whose solemn shadow falls upon us now .

Egypt is all around us to -day. The solemn hover of thewings of

the death angel is wafted to usby every breeze. The world is perish

ing around us. Themother, asshe sits by the cradle of her dying

first-born , watching for its last breath ; the daughter soothing the

fevered brow of a dear father while undergoing the agony of the

last hour; the husband clinging with the grasp of despair to the

loving wife as he sees her borne away in the jaws of the terrible

monster ; a sister in awful agony watching for the last gasp of a

loved brother — are all passing through that solemn night of

Egypt's profoundest darkness. And does not the fate of these
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dear ones, as they are torn away from our embrace, reveal to us

our own death sentence ? Who can look upon the face of the

dying, and not read there the sentence of his own condemnation ?

And who can stand among the dead in the midst of Egyptian

darkness, and not repeat the echo, “ Webe all dead men ” ?

But the first Christian Lord's day, made glorious by the resur

rection of Jesus Christ from the grave, is a symbol of life. Life

from God, through the grave on that day, and confirmed to the

Church of the First-born on the day of Pentecost in the descent

of God 's Holy Spirit, gives to the world a day of spiritual re

joicing the exact counterpart of the Old Covenant Sabbath. The

Jewish Sabbath belongs to the law , whose beginning and end are

death . The Lord's day belongs to the gospel,whose beginning

is life eternal. The Jewish Sabbath ends with the death of the

Son of man. The Lord's day begins with the resurrection of the

Son of God. The Jewish Sabbath ends with the Son of David ,

and in fact the last of David 's carnal seed reposing in the tomb.

The Lord's day begins with David 's risen Lord, and the day of

Pentecost confirms him upon his throne in the hearts of all true

believers. Our Lord's day is not a feast of unleavened bread,

eaten in hot haste and burning desire to escape from a carnal

bondage ; but a feast of light bread , in commemoration of eternal

liberty through Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God . Our

Lord's day is not a symbol of the gloom and terror of the grave ;

but of life - life eternal.

Judaism , from beginning to end , contained but the lifeless form

of a carnal Christ. If any Jew , from Abraham to Christ, ever

obtained eternal life, it was only through a risen and glorified

Saviour, a reflection of whose image was carried back into the

Old Covenant by the writings of the prophets and the images of

the ceremonial law , just at the moon and planets reflect the light

of the sun into the darkness of the night. But now the night

has passed , and the day has come. “ Awake, thou that sleepest,

and Christ shall give thee light.”
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THE JEWISH SABBATH A SYMBOL OF DARKNESS ; THE LORD ' S DAY

A SYMBOL OF LIGHT.

It has been observed that the Jewish Sabbath commenced with

the setting of the sun on Friday night, and ended with the setting

of the sun on Saturday night. It is evident, then , that the Jewish

Sabbath commenced with the night, the first half being nightand

the latter half day. If we turn to the history of creation , as re

corded in the first chapter of Genesis, we will read that “ the

evening and the morning” were the “ first day, " " second day ,"

etc. This idea corresponds beautifully with the Old and New

Covenants. The dark tempestuous night of Egyptbeing illumined

only by the angry flames of Sinai. After the dark clouds of

Egypt and the desert have passed away, the bright stars of Ca

naan break forth in the light of its kings and prophets, reflecting

back the image of the coming Sun of Righteousness ; and even

when the sun rises and the New Covenant comes in, there is still

a shadow of the Old Covenant accompanying every object that

intercepts the sun's rays. It was in memory of a dark and ter

rible night when Israel went out of Egypt, that resulted in the

institution of the Jewish Sabbath . It was amid the wail of a

nation mourning for its first-born , that they packed up their

goods and hastened away, lest the avenging angel of death should

overtake them also. And then the morning finds them wander

ing in the desert : homeless, sad,and dreary , not knowing whither

they were going. It was also in the night time that they passed

through the Red Sea , and on themorning they stood upon those

barren shores and beheld the corpses of their enemies wafted to

the shore by the impetuosity of the overwhelming waves ; and

many commentators suppose— from an inference to be derived from

Deut. v. 15 , when the Angel of the Covenant in the fiery pillar

ceases to be their leader and now becomes their protector, they

having been driven into the sea by Pharaoh's army, just as Christ

was forced into his grave at the commencement of a Jewish Sab

bath by his enemies — that Israel passed through the Red Sea on a

Sabbath day also .

The Christian Lord's day commences with the morning. It was

early morn when Mary came to the Saviour's tomb. It was early
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in the morning when the news of a Saviour's resurrection broke

upon the ears of his astonished disciples. Glorious morning, that

gave the world a Saviour! A morning whose light reflected back

into the depths of Old Testament prophecy, reveals the mystery

hidden from the ages under shadow and symbol, and now clearly

brought to view by the gospel; a morning revealing to our race

the life and immortality which is the heritage of the righteous ; a

morning to be closed by no night to those who are sons ofGod by

faith , but at the same time revealing to the wicked a night more

terrible than the darkness of Egypt. Now, if the Old Testament

night was a long period symbolised by the Jewish Sabbath , then

themorning of the New Covenant is a long rest most appropri

ately symbolised by the Lord's day. Away back in the middle

of the Jewish night, one of the disciples of Moses, groaning

under the heavy burden of the law , exclaims: “ Watchman , what

of the night ? Watchman , what of the night ? ” (Isa . xxi. 11,

12) and then a voice comes back through the still darkness : “ The

morning cometh ;” and then, as though echoing from the pro

foundest depths of Egyptian dungeons, to seal the destiny of

those who love the darkness rather than the light,” and who

“ will not come to the light lest their deeds should be reproved ,"

comes the solemn announcement, “ and also the night.” Night

of eternal wrath to all who reject him who is the light of the

world .

But when the morning had come, and the Jewish nation , with

all its ordinances, was about to crumble into dust, one of the

“ sons of the morning” cries, “ Love is the fulfilling of the law ;

. . . awake out of sleep ; . . . the night is far spent, the day is at

hand.” (Rom . xiii. 10 – 14 .) And then he says to those who are

in Christ, “ Ye are all the children of light and the children of

the day : we are not of the night nor of darkness.” (1st Thess.

v. 1 - 7 .)

THE PROPER OBSERVANCE OF THE LORD ' S DAY MAY BE LEARNED

FROM THE PROPHETS AS WELL AS FROM THE MOSAIC LAW .

As has already been observed , in the gospel as presented to us

in the New Testamentwe find no rules for the observance of the
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Lord 's day. Such rules would be out of place in the gospel.

Christ, while teaching those who were still under the old dispen

sation , enjoined the most strict observance of themoral law , in

cluding the Fourth Commandment. This weobserve in the answer

given to the lawyer who cameto him tempting him (Matt. xxii. 34

40) as well as elsewhere ; and the plain inference is, thatthis com

mandment,made free from the typical,was to extend down into the

new dispensation. Besides this, all we have in the New Testament

relative to the matter is the example given us by the the apostles ,

and even this example is not always to be relied on , the apostles

themselves varying as they were influenced more or less by Juda

ism , as we find in the case of Peter, as recorded in the tenth

chapter of the Acts , refusing even at that late date to associate

with Gentiles and partake of their food , giving as a reason that

nothing unclean had ever passed his mouth , although his Lord

had told him ten or twelve years before this, that it is not that

which entereth theman that defileth him . Now we have already

seen that the Mosaic economy, consisting of types and shadows,

has been fulfilled in the New Covenant,and in it the Jewish Sab

bath , as a type of the rest of grace “which remaineth for the

people ofGod.” But Moses and the New Testamentdo not com

prise the whole of the Bible. There were two witnesses before the

New Testament was in existence , which were often quoted by our

Lord — “ Moses and the prophets” — and as one of these has been

fulfilled , we naturally turn to the other. The prophets, then ,

being an introduction to the gospel, must, if carefully examined,

afford us all the rules we require to know on this subject ; and

as weare especially told that the New Covenant Church is “ built

upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ

himself (in whom Moses is fulfilled ) being the chief corner stone.”

(Eph . ii. 20 – 22.) But as these prophecies were given to the Jew

ish or typical kingdom , and, as their name (prophecies) indicates,

refer to the spiritual kingdom of Christ, they must be taken in a

spiritual and not a material sense. Let us, then , examine in de

tail the prophecies relative to the Lord's day. One of the most

important of these is to be found in Jeremiah xvii. 19– 27 :

“ Thus saith the Lord unto me, Go and stand in the gate of
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the children of the people , whereby the kings of Judah come in ,

and by the which they go out, and in all the gates of Jerusalem :

and say unto them , Hear ye the word of the Lord , ye kings of

Judah, and all Judah and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem , that en

ter in by these gates; thus saith the Lord , Takeheed to yourselves,

and bear no burden on the sabbath day, nor bring it in by the gates

of Jerusalem ; neither carry forth a burden out of your houses on

the sabbath day, neither do ye any work, but hallow ye the sab

bath day, as I commanded your fathers. But they obeyed not,

neither inclined their ear, but made their necks stiff, that they

might not hear, nor receive instruction . And it shall come to

pass, if ye diligently hearken unto me, saith the Lord , to bring in

no burden through the gates of this city on the sabbath day, but

hallow the sabbath day to do no work therein ; then shall there

enter into the gates of this city kings and princes sitting upon

the throne of David , riding in chariots and on horses , they

and their princes , the men of Judah, and the inhabitants of

Jerusalem : and this city shall remain for ever. And they

shall come from the cities of Judah, and from the places about

Jerusalem , and from the land of Benjamin , and from the plain ,

and from the mountains, and from the south , bringing burnt

offerings, and sacrifices, and meat offerings, and incense, and

bringing sacrifices of praise, unto the house of the Lord.

But if ye will not hearken unto me to hallow the sabbath day,

and not to bear a burden , even entering in at the gates of Jerusa

lem on the sabbath day ; then will I kindle a fire in the gates

thereof, and it shall devour the palaces of Jerusalem , and it shall

not be quenched .”

Now here let us note several things which do not appear on the

surface of this passage to a superficial reader:

1st. This is notmerely an historical sketch of events transpiring

in the days of Josiah and Jehoiakim , kings of Judah. If it were ,

it would be of but little value to us. In fact, it would not be

what God 's word claims to be, a communication from God to

fallen man concerning his soul's salvation, and which deeply con

cerns every member of the human family throughout all ages .

2d . It is a prophecy, and, as a prophecy, given ostensibly to a
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typical nation is virtually to be fulfilled in all the nations of the

world , of which that nation is a type, according to God 's own

words to Jeremiah : “ I ordained thee a prophet unto the nations."

“ See, I have this day set thee over the nations and over the

kingdoms, to root out and to destroy,and to throw down, to build ,

and to plant.” (Jer. i. 5 and 10 .) This prophecy, then , has its

fulfilment in the spiritualkingdom of Christ, and not in the ma

terial type. 3d . As the language is addressed to the type to be

fulfilled in the antitype, the Jerusalem spoken of is " that Jeru

salem which is from above” and not the material Jerusalem , and

the “ sabbath day" referred to is the Lord 's day, and the " bur

dens” which are not to be carried into the spiritual Jerusalem on

the Lord's day are not packages of rice and sugar, butmental

burdens — worldly affairs — all thoughts of worldly business and

worldly cares. 4th . That view which would make this prophecy

to be fulfilled literally in the future in the restoration of ancient

Jerusalem , betrays such ignorance of the prophecies that it re

quires no refutation. Ancient Jerusalem is not to be rebuilt.

The type having been fulfilled in the antitype, has accomplished

its purpose and has passed away for ever. 5th . This prophecy

is having its fulfilment to -day. The " princes sitting upon the

throne of David ” are those who occupy high positions in the gos

pel kingdom ; Jerusalem being none other than the gospel Church .

A similar passage is to be found in Isaiah lvi. 1 – 8 : “ Thus

saith the Lord, Keep ye judgment, and do justice; for my salva

tion is near to come, and my righteousness to be revealed.

Blessed is the man that doeth this, and the son of man that lay

eth hold on it; that keepeth the sabbath from polluting it, and

keepeth his hand from doing any evil. Neither let the son of

the stranger, that hath joined himself to the Lord, speak, saying ,

The Lord hath utterly separated me from his people : neither let

the eunuch say , Behold I am a dry tree. For thus saith the

Lord unto the eunuchs that keep my sabbaths, and choose the

things that please me, and take hold of my covenant, Even unto

them will I give in mine house and within my walls a place and

a name better than of sons and of daughters: I will give them an

everlasting name, that shall not be cut off. Also the sons of the
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stranger , that join themselves to the Lord, to serve him , and to

love the name of the Lord , to be his servants, every one that

keepeth the sabbath from polluting it, and taketh hold ofmy

covenant; even them will I bring tomyholy mountain ,and make

them joyful in my house of prayer : their burnt offerings and

their sacrifices shall be accepted upon mine altar : for mine house

shall be called a house of prayer for all people.”

Isaiah above all other prophets has been most appropriately

termed the evangelical prophet ; the latter portion of his prophe

cies, especially , referring to the gathering of the spiritual seed of

Abraham (not the carnal Jews) 'from among all nations. This

passage, then , like the former from Jeremiah, is to be interpreted

as referring to the proper observance of the Lord's day, although

ostensibly addressed to the type, as are a majority of the prophe

cies , to be fulfilled in the antitype. This view is still more

clearly seen in the following passage : " For as the new heavens

and the new earth (the gospel kingdom ) which I will make, shall

remain before me, saith the Lord , so shall your seed and your

name remain . And it shall come to pass, that from one new

moon to another, and from one sabbath to another, shall all flesh

come to worship before me, saith the Lord.” ( Isa . lxvi. 22 –23.)

And still more decisive is the following : “ If thou turn away

thy foot from the sabbath , from doing thy pleasure on my holy

day : and call the sabbath a delight, the holy of the Lord , honor

able ; and shalt honor him , not doing thine own ways, nor find

ing thine own pleasure , nor speaking thine own words; then shalt

thou delight thyself in the Lord ; and I will cause thee to ride

upon the high places of the earth , and feed thee with the heritage

of Jacob ; for the mouth of the Lord hath spoken it.” ( Isa . lviii .

13– 14.) Here, then , we have in the prophecies of the Old Tes

tament, being an introduction to the gospel, all the commands

necessary for theobservance of the Lord's day ; commands which

would not be proper in the gospel itself,which deals with a pure

ly spiritual kingdom . Not discarding Moses, but considering

him as purely typical of the gospel, we will find in the prophe

cies all that we need to know concerning the dedication of one

seventh of our time to the Lord , and just how this time should

be observed .
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We have, then, as a guide to the proper observance of the

Lord 's day :

Ist. The Fourth Commandment ; not to be taken in its mate

rial typical sense as given to the Jews through Moses, but in its

application to the antitype as given through Christ to the world .

2d . The Commands given to the Jews in regard to the obser

vance of the Pentecost ; also to be taken in a spiritual and not

material sense.

3d. All Commands given by the Prophets concerning the Jew

ish Sabbath , having passed through the prism of the cross, and

applied to the Lord's day in the light of the New Covenant.

4th . The practice of the apostles.

All scripture prophecies become perfectly plain , if we remem

ber the simple rule of substituting the name of the antitype in the

place of the type. Let us try that rule on some of the prophe

cies relative to the Lord 's day and witness the result. Take, for

instance, the passage in Isaiah just referred to : Isa . lviii. 13 .

THE PROPER OBSERVANCE OF THE LORD 'S DAY .

1st. We are not to turn from the day by seeking our own

pleasure.

All our business affairs are to be laid aside on this day. We

may legitimately occupy the six intervening days in the pursuit

of worldly treasure necessary for our own comfort and that of

our families, but this day is especially to be dedicated to God's

work and not to our own. On this day our own fortunes, or in

other words our own petty kingdoms, are at rest. Weare not to

think of them this day, but to spend the day in laboring for the

advancement of God's kingdom , and the building up of his cause

in the world . On the Lord 's day the merchant should be as

faithful in the Lord's field of labor as he has been in his store or

counting-room during the other six days of the week , and the

clerk must be as diligently engaged in the Lord 's service as he

has been during the six days in his employer 's business. It is

not to be a day of idleness, but of intense activity ; in fact, we

should be more active on this day than on others, for we serve a

higher master, and engage in a far more noble employment. We
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well know that if a book -keeper or clerk were engaged during

five days of the week in the employ of an ordinary merchant,

and on the sixth in the employ of some rich nobleman, he at

least would be as faithful on the sixth day as he would on any of

the five, and the probability is that he would be even more

industrious on that day ; but the reverse is almost the general

custom in regard to the Lord's day. Even the great mass of

professing Christians rise late on the Lord's day ; and with

the exception of spending an hour or so in the Sunday -school

and listening to one or two sermons, they spend the day in idle

ness , looking upon it as a rest day for the body, while many use

the day as a time for making a sort of review of their own personal

duties during the week that has passed , or in laying plans for the

coming week , none of which are in accordance with the require

ments of these prophecies.

The Mosaic law required that no beast should be compelled to

labor on the Jewish Sabbath ; but nothing in these prophecies

indicates any such prohibition in regard to the Lord 's day. Not

only every beast, but every successful instrument that can be

brought to do faithful service for God's kingdom , is to be used

for that purpose. There is nothing said here about remaining

stationary in one place, as was the case in the wilderness, but we

can go in and out of the gates of Jerusalem on that day, pro

vided we carry no worldly mental burdens. Nothing is said about

a Sabbath day's journey, which it appears was permitted at a

later age in the history of Judah, but we may go ten Sabbath

days' journeys, or even twenty , if by so doing we can “ visit the

fatherless and the widow in their affliction ," or aid some erring

brother in an effort to keep himself “ unspotted from the world,”

or to bring a lost soul to Christ. The prophecy is not to be un

derstood in the typical as a prohibition to bear material burdens

through the material gates of the typical Jerusalem , but in the

New Covenant rest we are to “ bear one another's burdens and so

fulfil the law (not of Moses, but] of Christ.” On this day our

pleasure is not to be in doing our " own ways” or speaking our

" own words,” but in delighting ourselves in the Lord.

But the bearing of burdens on the Lord 's day through the

VOL. XXXIV ., no. 1 — 6 .
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gates of the antitypical Jerusalem , has a deeper significance still.

It means that no mental worldly burdens are to be carried into

the Lord 's house on that day. Itmeans thaton the morn of that

day we are to so consecrate our hearts to God by prayer, thatwe

shall go to his house fully prepared to perform the duties which

he requires of us ; for we cannot do his work and carry our own

baskets full of provisions too . And oh , how many burdensare

carried every Lord's day through the church door into God 's

presence. Here is a man with a big roll under his arm . He

arranged with his architect on Saturday to build him a new

house, and he has brought the plan with him , and as soon as

seated he unrolls it and commences making changes and improve

ments. Hedoes not hear a single word of the sermon . Here

comes another with a whole wheel-barrow full of troubles. And

a lady , too . Her mother-in -law has slandered her, and she can

think of nothing else . The minister's labor is in vain , as far as

she is concerned. Several young men and young women carry

heavy parcels, labelled “ love affairs," and the water of life flows

all around them , but they catch none of it, for their vessels are

already filled . A medical student has brought a patient with

him , and is trying hard to study the nature of his disease, but

learns nothing about the nature and cure of that terrible mal

ady — the leprosy of sin . This man has brought his farm with

him , but learns nothing about the “ inheritance incorruptible, un

defiled , and that fadeth not away." A judge is busy with a

case — a peculiar case— and is busy in considering what decision

he should render, and although having an ear on each side of his

head, he hears not the text, “ Render unto Cæsar the things that

are Cæsar's, and unto God the things that are God 's.” There

are some, strangeto say, come empty -handed and go away heavily

loadded. One has a great bundle of criticisms. Hehas caught

up what he supposes to be the weak points in his minister 's ser

mon , but he has allowed all the rest to pass by like the waters of

the Jordan on their way to the Dead Sea. How truly Christ

said of such, " Having ears ye hear not.” And another boasts

as he passes out of the church door, that he came to hear the

gospel, but heard nothing but the minister eulogising himself.
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What a bundle he carries ; and how different the case would have

been if he had closed his eyes to the carnal and opened his eyes

to the spiritual! The Jews saw a Samaritan with a devil where

others saw the Son of God . “ Having ears they hear not ; eyes,

they see not.” One carries away the choir, but has left the

spirit of the hymns that were sung ; another rejoices in an im

pression of the costumes , the hats and ornaments ; while one

youth bears away an album of portraits. Only here and there

one who came in " the spirit on the Lord's day” has done the

Lord's work and received the Lord's reward — an enlightened

understanding and a purified conscience. These , having washed

themselves at the fountain of gospel grace, are now prepared to

carry the water of life to the perishing.

2d . We are not to speak our own words. We do not find any

prohibition in the Mosaic law for restraining a man to the use of

certain words on the Jewish Sabbath day. But here we find a

restriction as to what language we are to use on the Lord's day .

In this, the Christian Lord's day is more strict than the Jewish

Sabbath. Our language on this day is to be that of prayer and

praise ; or, in other words, to be employed strictly in God 's ser

vice, in whatever way we can make ourselves instrumental in

building up his kingdom , whether by reading and expounding his

word, or by our conversation leading sinners to Christ, and

making his merits and beauties known to others. As our whole

time on this day belongs to the Lord , so our whole conversation

should be about his business. What would we say of a clerk

who should employ the whole or even a part of his employer's

time, in talking to his employer 's customers åbout some private

business of his own ? Would not his employer soon begin to

suspect him to be a rival, and dismiss him from his employment ?

The clerk 's conversation with his employer's customers must be

abouthis employer's business. In the history of Israel, we read

of a prince who stood by the side of the gate of Jerusalem , and

whenever any one came in with any important business for his

father , the king, he commenced talking to them " his own words,”

instead of delighting himself with that which was to the king's

interest : and we are told that “ Absalom stole the hearts of the
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men of Israel ;” and not long after this, we learn that he ex

cited the people and raised a rebellion , placing himself at the

head of it , where he ignominiously lost his life .

3d . We are to call the Lord's day a delight. We all know

the pleasure we experience when we are successful in some busi

ness enterprise. How cheering it is to shake hands with some

old friend who is engaged in some business enterprise, and hear

him exclaim in response to our inquiry in regard to his worldly

success, “ Oh, my business is very good now . I have all I can

do.” How happy he appears . Even his health appears to be

benefited by his success, and no doubt his wife and children are

joyful partakers of his prosperity. But on the other hand, how

often do we hear in answer to some interrogatory touching a man

who looks sad and troubled , “ Oh, business is so dull - times are

so hard.” How sad and dejected he appears. Even his health

fails in consequence , and dyspepsia and nervousness seize upon

him . His wife and children also bear the same haggard look .

But let business revive. Let the times becomeeasy and money

plenty , and he is filled with life and contentment. Joy over

spreads his countenance, and he becomes happy. Every day we

nave evidence of the interest men take in the success of their own

affairs.

Now , if we love our friends,we cannot butbe interested in their

welfare. If they are successful, we rejoice with them , and if they

are unfortunate, we feel that their misfortunes concern us. But

suppose that we are in the employ of one of these friends; that

we are engaged by him as a clerk, for instance ; would we not

take a much deeper interest in his success ? If a clerk is honest,

loves his employer, and becomes deeply interested in his employ

er's success in business, he will sympathise with him in his trials,

and participate in his joys. But suppose we find a merchant

looking sad and troubled, and we inquire the cause of his afflic

tion and he should answer, " Business is good, times are easy , but

mymen do not attend to my business. They do not care any

thing about it. They neglect my customers. They take no in

terest in my success.” “ Why, how is this ?” we inquire. “Do

you not pay them regular salaries for attending to your business ?"
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He answers, “ Yes, I pay them every week, but they have so

many little private affairs of their own to attend to , and that oc

cupy their whole attention , that they actually have no time or

inclination to attend to my affairs. When a customer comes in ,

they at once seize upon him , and draw his attention away from the

purchase of my goods to their own private affairs, and then they

appear to be vexed when I suggest to them thatmy business is

going to ruin .” What would we think of such a lot of employees

as these ? Would we not say that they were a lot ofknaves and

should be harshly dealt with ? But do we not too often do the

same thing when we allow our thoughts and perhaps our conver

sation to be centred on our own petty affairs on the Lord's day,

and not upon the Lord's important transactions on his own day,

chosen above all others to be spent in his own service ? God's

world is going to ruin . He has placed us here to attend to it.

He has given us this day to be employed in bringing the world

to a knowledge of a Saviour. He pays us for our services, and

if we occupy this precious time in thinking our own thoughts,

speaking our own words, and attending to our own 'dolls and tops

and other mundane playthings, are we not robbing God just as

much as the clerk who occupies his employer's time in attending

to business of his own ?

4th . We are to esteem it as a holy day. Holy means sacred .

We are to value it as a sacred day, a rich treasure; more valu

able than all other days. A day to be devoted to the Lord by

reading his word , making ourselves acquainted with his law and

gospel, and holding spiritual communion with him . Weknow

what interest a son or daughter , who is away from home, takes in

the day thathe is permitted to visit his father's house, and con

verse with his brothers and sisters, and especially with his be

loved parents , about those things which are ofmutual interest to

both . This, to him , is a sacred day. He looks forward to it

with deep interest, and longs for its coming. How much more,

then , should we long for the coming of the Lord's day, a day ex

clusively devoted to spiritual communion with our heavenly

Father , and to be occupied in his service ?

5th. We are to call it honorable . That is, we are to honor
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the day ; respect it as a binding obligation. Wherever you find

a man who has no respect for the Lord's day , mark that man .

Brand him as you would a thief. If that man can get his hand

into your till unknown to you, he will steal your money. We

repeat, that he is already a thief, and worse than a thief. He

robs God . God has placed him in thisbeautifulworld and given

him a home and food and clothing , and he exacts one-seventh of

his time in pay, and he refuses to pay it. Heis living in God's

world and refuses to pay his rent. If he will rob God , he will

rob you . If he will steal God's time, he will steal your money.

Watch that man . Beware of the Sabbath-breaker. There is no

crime in the decalogue that a Sabbath-breaker will not commit,

if he has an opportunity and imagines that it will not be known

to men . Trust no habitual Sabbath -breaker . It is an unfailing

test of character. If he refuses to congregate where God's law

is studied, he will most certainly trample that law under his feet.

The man who will not recognise the laws of his country, is a trai

tor, and only wants the opportunity to engage in open rebellion .

The man who will not give that portion of time which God re

quires to the study and teaching of his laws, will most assuredly

betray you if you trust him . The man who will not devote a

portion of his time to the interests of God's kingdom , imperfect

as the service may be, is a villain . He is destitute of all true

morality. Shun him as you would the plague.

God demands one-seventh of our time: not as a gift, but as a

right; he being our landlord and we the tenants. Weowe it to

God just as much as we owe to our neighbor the money webor

rowed from him : and we owe it until it is paid . “ Remember

the Sabbath day " is a due bill for value received, and no man

who refuses to pay it can be an honest man. During the six

days before, we received from our heavenly Father themanna,

and our shoes and clothing are not waxen old ; and now , on

the Lord 's day morning, God asks us to pay the bill by employ

ing the day in his service. If any one refuses to pay, we again

say, Brand him as a thief and a robber. Should any Sabbath

breaker complain that this is harsh language, we answer him , Pay

your honest debts, and then we will recognise you as an honest
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man . You owe God one-seventh of all your time; pay it by hal

lowing this day.

6th . Then, in these prophecies we find rich promises to all

those who hallow the Lord's day. “ Thou shalt delight thyself

in the Lord .” See that miserable, cowardly , sneaking debtor

who will not pay his honest debts, as he hides around the corner

to avoid meeting his creditor in the street. He takes no delight

in his creditor. How can he ? His creditor's presence is odious

to him . His own conscience convicts him of robbery. Wecan

not delight ourselves in the Lord, if we rob him of that which is

his just due. But theman who pays his debts can face his credi

tor with a smile, and enjoy his company ; and just so, the man

who promptly pays to God what he owes him , can rejoice in the

Lord his God with a clean conscience and a pure heart. Pay the

Lord what thou owest him , and then thou shalt delight thyself

in him . This is what is meant when the Scriptures say , “ The

pure in heart shall see God.”

Then , the Lord 's promise comes to him who fulfils this obliga

tion . “ I will cause thee to ride upon the high places of the earth ,

and feed thee with the heritage of Jacob thy father.” He that

has been faithful over a few things shall bemade ruler overmany

things. Our time on earth is but a state of probation to test our

character as to the destinies of eternity. If we are honest be

fore God and pay him all our just dues, then he will take us into

his employment in that world of which Christ's Sabbath of rest

here on earth is but a foretaste. “ The heritage of Jacob” in

cludes all the blessings of the New Covenant. This is to be our

food for ever , even the fulness of God in Christ.

THE LORD'S DAY A DAY OF INTENSE ACTIVITY.

The Lord's day is not a day to be spent in idleness and sloth .

Some people imagine thatif they abstain from all manual labor

on this day, they have complied with all that the day de

mands. They sleep a part of the day, and a part of it they oc

cupy in telling idle tales or reading works of fiction, and the

result is that the day is completely squandered , and no good

results from it.
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The Lord 's day was given by Christ to the world , and is inti

mately connected with the world 's redemption . It is not a day

of idleness, but a day of work , of busy , active life. It is the

symbol of the dawning of a new era in the history of our race.

The old Jewish Sabbath wasbut a shadow of the Lord 's day, and

was given by Moses to the Jews, and not to the world . It was

a day that God hallowed in remembrance of the creation of the

world, and was given to the Jews as a rest from bondage, and

was but a carnal rest ; the last day of which , the carnal nature of

Christ rested in the grave. The dawn of the resurrection morn

ing was a new era in the history of our world . When Christ

was laid in the grave, the redemption of the world was complete

as far as Christ's atonement was concerned ; but now the world

was to be saved by the preaching of that atonement. The foun

dation had been laid , and now the building was to be erected .

When God laid the foundations of the earth , “ the morning stars

sang together," and is it reasonable to suppose that they were

silent when Christ laid the foundation for man 's redemption ? Oh ,

that first Lord 's day was a busy day, both in heaven and upon

earth . It was certainly a busy day among the angels, nor was

it a less busy day among the disciples. Christ's friends did not

by any means spend thatday on which he arose from the dead in

idleness. We read that certain women came " early in the morn

ing," " as it began to dawn ;" and then , they were commanded

to " go quickly and tell the disciples that he was risen from the

dead . “And they departed quickly from the sepulchre;” and

Peter camerunning, and then we read of two of them who went

into the country where they meet with their risen Lord , and that

samenight they return to inform the other disciples. From early

dawn to late that nightwe find them busy. Most assuredly that

was not an idle day to the disciples, whatever it may have been

to others.

Nor was the day of Pentecost one of less activity. Peter

preached a thrilling sermon on that day, that resulted in the

conversion of three thousand persons. This was no mean day's

work ; and if there is any truth in the views of our Baptist

friends, that these converts on that day received an immersion of
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their bodies in water at the hands of the disciples, wemay rest

assured that those disciples were excessively tired when night

came. That was anything but a Jewish Sabbath to them .

The Lord 's day is not a day of bodily rest. A world is to be

saved by the preaching of the gospel, and God has appointed this

day as the day on which it is to be done, and it is not going to be

done by resting on this day. The word Sabbath applied to this

day is a misnomer. It is a day of work - hard work, and of in

tense activity . If every professing Christian would work as hard

on the Lord 's day for God's kingdom , as he does on other days

for himself, within ten years the world would be turned upside

down. It is a grievous error into which many Christians have

fallen , of supposing that they keep the day holy when they spend

it in idleness. There is work — a world of work — to be done on

this day, and not an hour of it can be lost without committing

sin . We repeat that it is not a Sabbath in the sense of bodily

rest. The apostles never called it by that name. They ever

designated it as the “ Lord 's day ” or the “ First day of theweek,”

either of which indicates the very reverse of the Jewish Sabbath.

It is not a Jewish Sabbath, but a Lord's day of busy , active work .

The early Christians did not call it the Sabbath . It is a modern

error that has given the name to a day just the reverse of what

the etymology of the word means. Wedo not approve of chang

ing the name given to the day by the apostles to onebelonging to

another day pertaining to the system of Moses. If any change

is made, let it be one that is appropriate, introduced by usage,

and not by a false taste.

“ SUNDAY” AN APPROPRIATE NAME FOR THE LORD' S DAY.

We observe thatmany good men , especially ministers of the

gospel and officers of churches, are careful to call the Lord 's day

“ the Sabbath .” Ask them why they do so, and they will answer

you that the name Lord' s day is more appropriate , but less con

venientand but little used ; that Sunday is a pagan name, the day

formerly being dedicated by heathen nations to the worship of the

sun, and consequently to call the day Sunday favors pagan

idolatry . .
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This reasoning would be valid , did we still consider the day as

consecrated to the sun . But Paul's reasoning in regard to conse

crated meats (Rom . xiv . ; 1st Cor. viii.) utterly annihilates this

argument. Meat consecrated to an idolmay be eaten by a Chris

tian with perfect impunity, if eaten to satisfy hunger and not to

worship the idol; unless someweak brother (and alas, how many

weak brothers there are, who persist in being weak and puny,

rather than drink deep of the gospelmedicine!) should through

his ignorance be caused to stumble.

Sunday, we say, is a proper name. We care nothing about

the origin of the word. It may have been pagan before it was

baptized by Christian usage. Cornelius was a pagan, yet when

he was baptized a Christian, no one ever thought of changing his

name. The changing of names in religious rites is a practice of

the Roman Catholic Church , and is practised on all ecclesiastics

from Pope Leo XIII. down to Fra Benito and Sister Agnes, who

sweep the floor and whip the dogs out of the most humble con

vent. Why, then , should we ape the Romish Church in this ?

Wehonor no idol by eating consecrated meat when we are hun

gry, and wedo no dishonor by calling the Lord 's day Sunday,

unless we entertain in our minds the pagan superstition of conse

crating the day to the worship of the sun -god.

The Jewish Sabbath was in memory of a night — of the hours

consecrated to rest. The period to which it most appropriately

belongs is that period commencing with the night on which the

pascal lamb was slain in Egypt, and it ended with the rising sun

on the morning of our Saviour's resurrection . The Christian

Sunday begins with the rising sun - most appropriate symbol of

light. It commenced on themorning when the “ Sun of Right

eousness ” arose from the grave, and, scattering the dark shadows

of the long Jewish night, ascended triumphant in the full

. splendor of the New Covenant, to give light not only to the Jew ,

but to all who sit in heathen darkness . Sunday, then , is a proper

name to designate a day whose refulgent light already encircles

the globe, and before whose dissolving beams the ruins of Juda

ism and Paganism are fast crumbling back to dust.

Sunday, a day whosemorning light found in the sepulchre of
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a risen Saviour nothing but his grave clothes, appropriate symbols

of all carnal shadows, to be for ever buried in the grave of the

Old Covenant, while the kingdom of light, illumined by the

celestial Sun, fears no night and no grave.

Sunday, a day whose noonday splendors cheer the pilgrim in

his onward march towards the celestialworld , undimmed by any

cloud of sin , unwearied by any labor in the Lord's service, as

he presses forward " toward the mark for the prize of the high

calling of God in Christ Jesus.”

Sunday, a day whose evening shadows entrance the believer's

eye as he beholds the golden towers and battlements and pearly

gates of the New Jerusalem , all aglow with the refulgent splen

dors of the Sun of Righteousness. May we all spend an eter

nity in his light!

Sunday, a day of active Christian effort here, whose evening

glories will fade into the eternal day when all the people of God

shall be gathered home to enjoy the blessings of his kingdom

for ever. “ And in the city of the living God we shallbehold with

the eyes of the immortal nature, the light which beams forth

from the eternal throne.” “ And the city had no need of the

sun , neither of the moon , to shine in it ; for the glory ofGod did

lighten it , and the Lamb is the light thereof. And the nations of

them which are saved shall walk in the light of it.” “ And there

shall be no night there ; and they need no candle, neither light

of the sun ; for the Lord God giveth them light; and they shall

reign for ever and ever."

REVIEW AND CONCLUSION .

The foregoing article was prepared for publication over four

years ago (being intended as part of a larger work), and has been

given to the REVIEW with but few unimportant changes. Of all

the works on this subject, defending the viewshere opposed, that.

which appears to contain the most solid reasoning is by Prof.

Fairbairn of Glasgow . – Fairbairn 's Typology, Vol. II., Sec. 3 .

But the defects of his system are so evident, that a few quota

tions will serve to show , we think, beyond the shadow of a doubt

that the plan we have presented is the right one.
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Dr. Fairbairn maintains that a seventh day of rest was given

to the world at the creation , and that it was “ engrafted " into the

Jewish system , which gave it a “ symbolical and typical value,"

and that from thence “ the original ordinance" was transferred to

the Christian system , with a new day and a new name, and yet

he contends for " a strictand literal obligation of the Fourth Com

mandment.”

We have nowhere maintained that God gave the world no week

ly rest until he gave the manna to the Israelites in the desert.

We have admitted that from inference we understand that God's

preachers of righteousness did teach the people to observe a weekly

rest. Wethink there can be no doubt about this, and we should

consider it a great error to say that the antediluvian world

had no seventh day rest. We can form no idea of the vast

amount of knowledge that some of these preachers may have

possessed, when we consider that father and son associated with

each other through a period of several hundred years, and impart

ed their wisdom and knowledge to each other ; while the Angel

of the Covenant walked with them as their Teacher and Guide,

instructing them in divine truths much as he did with his disci

ples at a later period on the hills of Galilee. To preach right

eousness was to preach themoral law , and that law includes the

Fourth Commandment — the dedication of one-seventh of our time

to God's service. But what we contend for is, that the JEWISH

TYPE was not given to the world . The Jewish type was given

to the Jew, and to the Jew only , with the exception of the prose

lyte or stranger within his gate. It was never given to the

Gentile world . Dr. Fairbairn says of the Sabbath : “ Having

been engrafted into a religion so purely symbolical as the

Mosaic, it was unavoidable that the bodily rest enjoined in it

should acquire, like all the other outward things belonging to the

religion , a symbolical and typical value.” Typology, Vol. II., p .

126. Until this engrafting process was accomplished , it was

neither type nor symbol to any Gentile nation . Dr. Fairbairn also

confirms this when he admits (p . 129), “ so little depended upon

the exact day, that on the occasion of renewing the sabbatical in

stitution in the wilderness, the Lord seems to have made the
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weekly series run from the first giving of the manna . His exam

ple , therefore, in the work of creation, was intended merely to fix

the relative proportion between the days of ordinary labor and

those of sacred rest, and with that view is appealed to in the law .”'

In this we believe Dr. Fairbairn to be right. We certainly can

obtain no inference from Gen . ii . 3 , that bears the faintest shadow

of a command. The only inference we derive from this passage

is, that God blessed and sanctified the seventh period of creation

by making it the period in which the great drama ofman 's earth

ly career was to be enacted — his fall and redemption ; otherwise

it would have been stated as it was of the other six days : " the

evening and the morning” were the seventh day ; but the " even

ing” was yet to come in the Old Testament dispensation, and the

“ morning" of the New Covenant was far away in the distance of

future ages. Nor is the seventh day anywhere called a Sabbath

until the Jewish type was given to the Israelites. Until a writ

ten law was given ,God's commands were taught by word ofmouth,

by men whom he called for this purpose as he did Abraham . The

Patriarchal age was probably to some extent typical of that work

which is now in progress in missionary fields, where Christian

ministers (preachers of righteousness ) are busily engaged in in

structing unlettered men by word of mouth - imparting an imper

fect knowledge of that law which their children will be able at

some future time to read for themselves. Those who have labored

as missionaries in the foreign field can understand this perfectly

well.

In regard to Col. ii. 16 , Dr. Fairbairn presents precisely the

same view that we have given , which is undoubtedly the correct

one. He says : " The apostle discharges Christians from the ob

servance of Sabbath days, not in a false and improper sense , but

in that very sense in which they were shadows of good things to

come, placing them on a footing, in this respect, with distinctions

of meat and drink . It is needless to say here that certain feast

days of the Jews, being withdrawn from a common to a sacred

use, were called Sabbaths, and that the apostle alludes exclusively

to these. There can be no doubt, indeed, that they were so called

and are also included here ; but not to the exclusion of the seventh
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day Sabbath , which, from the very nature of the case , was the

onemost likely to be thought of by the Colossians. Unless it

had been expressly excepted , we must in fairness suppose it to

have been at least equally intended with the others.” - Typology ,

Vol. II., p . 125 . Can anything be plainer than this ? The

Jewish Sabbath was abolished , and could by no manner ofmeans

be transferred to the Christian system . Again , Dr. Fairbairn says :

“ When another state of things was introduced , it became neces

sary to assign to such Sabbath — the Jewish seventh day of rest — a

place among the things that were done away, and so far to change

the ordinance itself as to transfer it to a different day , and even

call it by a new name. But as baptism in the Spirit is Christ's

circumcision, so the Lord's day is his Sabbath ; and to be in the

Spirit on that day, worshipping and serving him in the truth of

his gospel, is to takeup the yoke of the Fourth Commandment.” —

Typology , p . 127 . Here in a nut-shell we have precisely the

ground we advocate. The Jewish Sabbath is abolished . The

" ordinance itself ” becomes a new day — the Christian Lord's day.

No one will for a moment pretend to say that Christ's circum

cision by the Spirit is a transfer of Jewish carnal circumcision

into the New Covenant system . Then , why contend that the

Lord 's day is a transfer of the Jewish Sabbath ? There is no trans

fer about it. The one is a type of the other, and as such can

not be transferred . And yet Dr. Fairbairn maintains that the

Fourth Commandment is to be observed literally . Why, we

doubt very much if the good Doctor ever observed it literally

himself - keeping Saturday instead of Sunday. The Fourth

Commandment is no more to be understood literally than is the

preface to the Ten Commandments, or the promise affixed to the

Fifth, to be understood literally . “ I am the Lord thy God which

brought thee up out of the land of Egypt," is applicable to every

baptized child whom God has chosen from the bondage of the

great heathen world (the true Egypt), by giving him his birth

in a Christian land, of Christian parents, and with Christian

privileges, in accordance with the covenant made with Abraham ,

thathe would bless the infants of his spiritual seed . This is an

election by birthright which no man can deny, and yet not the
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election to eternal life in Christ from before the foundation of the

world . “ That thy days may be long in the land (Canaan ) which

the Lord thy God giveth thee," does not mean that every child

who is obedient to his Christian parents shall be entitled to a

homestead in modern Palestine, but that he shall be entitled to

a long life of blessing and usefulness in the Christian Church ,

comparatively free from the vices and temptations to which his

neighbors' children are continually exposed , hastening them on to

an untimely grave.

Those who contend that the Fourth Commandment was literally

given to the world from the beginning, would do well to stop and

think a moment. If the Fourth Commandment, as it stands in the

Decalogue, was literally given to the world , then the preface to the

Ten Commandments was given literally also . Now ,weknow of no

sense in which it can be said that God brought every child of

Adam born into the world out of Egypt before he had learned

the first table of the law , or even the First Commandment; un

less the atonement of Christ was universal: that is, that Christ

made atonement for Adam 's sin for the whole race. Now this is

a measure of New School doctrine which none of our Old School

friends are going to accept. Nor is it literally true. Pharaoh

and his hosts were not " broughtup out of Egypt.” The Canaan

ites destroyed by Joshua were never “ brought up out of Egypt."

The facts of the case are, that God brought his Church out of

Egypt, including their infant children . Christ died for his Church, .

including the children of believers. The latterare redeemed from

Egypt, or the pagan world , by birthright, inheriting the promises

made to the fathers. If we are wrong on this point, we would

thank any one who would put us right.

The Lord 's day is a new day, in memory of Christ's resurrec

tion ; a day in which we are not to worship God by carnal cere

monies, but in spirit and in truth . The State can only enforce

the outward observance of the Ten Commandments, but the gos

pel requires of its adherents their spiritual observance as well.

The Jews observe the day in which Christ lay in the tomb, and

rightly, too, as they reject the Saviour. Weobserve the day he

arose. The Jewish system enjoined not only rest of the body on
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the Sabbath, but also strict meditation in the law — a state of dis

cipleship : but the Christian system requires the teaching of the

gospel - a state of apostleship . Herein consists the great differ

ence between the two days ; hence the Christian Church cannot

be too strict in the observance of the Lord 's day, “ spending the

whole time in the public and private exercise of God's worship ,

except so much as is to be taken up in works of necessity and

mercy .” We repeat, then , that we cannot be too strict in its ob

servance. It is better for us to err on the right side, if we err

at all, doing too much than too little ; and when our summons

comes to call us into the next period of rest — the rest in the

New Jerusalem — may we hear with it the welcome reception ,

“ Well done, thou good and faithful servant, enter thou into the

joy of thy Lord .”

ARTICLE IV .

THE EVANGELIST AND CHURCH WORK.

In the present circumstances of our Church there are few

matters of more interest, and which deserve to be more prayer

fully considered, than those indicated in the title of this article.

Doubtless, each one has some general idea as to what “ the evan

gelist” is , and what his work should be. But have we the right

idea ? The writer does not pretend to be better informed nor

more capable of correct judgment than others. Here is simply

an expression of belief that in many cases wrong ideas are held

as to evangelistic work ; or if the theory is right, that the practice

is wrong. Thank God for every conviction that the time has

come when the evangelist is a much needed, if not an essential,

factor in Church work. We are realising that we cannot keep

pace with the work as it opens rapidly and widely on every side

of us. The means used hitherto do not, as we are finding, suffice

for meeting the demands made upon us. Our destitute regions

seem to be enlarging rather than growing less. And now we are

awaking to see that some extraordinary efforts and plansmust be
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made in order to keep the world from outrunning Christianity .

For this purpose there is a hope which will notmake us ashamed

in the evangelist. He is a scriptural officer (Acts xxi. 8 ; Eph .

iv. 11), and his work is scriptural (2 Tim . iv . 5 ). It is well,

therefore, that the mind of the Church is turning so fully in this

direction . But who is the evangelist ? What is his work ? Our

Form of Government says (Chap. IV ., Sec. II., Par. VI.) :

“ When a minister is appointed to the work of an evangelist, he is

commissioned to preach the word and administer the sacraments

in foreign countries , frontier settlements, or the destitute parts

of the Church ; and to him may be intrusted power to organise

churches and ordain ruling elders and deacons therein .”

Webster says: “ 2. A preacher or publisher of the gospel of

Jesus Christ, licensed to preach, but not having charge of a par

ticular church.” Our doctrine, as expressed above, is more nearly

right ; but our practice is, generally, more in accordance with

Webster's definition . We practically regard the evangelist, not

so much as a worker in really destitute fields, as a worker among

the feeble and destitute churches. Now, it is true thatwedo need

such a worker as the latter. Great results would be gained if

we could so arrangeas to have a few men , with the proper gifts

for the work, licensed to preach but having charge of no particular

church, who can go freely among the churches and hold special

protracted services. Very great good and larger progress would

undoubtedly result from such work rightly conducted. The fact

should be recognised and utilised , that some are gifted of God for

reaping the harvests which others have sowed . The holding of

protracted services is beneficial. Experience says so. The Church

needs them . When we ask , Why do other denominations grow

and spread through the land more rapidly than our own ? — the

answer is found just here. The wisdom of protracted services is

that the church is revived, and souls are converted to God by, as

it were, compelling men to listen to and think upon the great

gospel matters day after day without the undoing influences of

the world working to dissipate religious thought, as when the

services are held only Sabbath after Sabbath , leaving a week be

tween each . “ My people doth not consider," said God. But

VOL. XXXIV., no. 1 — 7 .
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the protracted service compels them to think , by holding them

down to the subject through a series of days. The people also

must and will love the Church which thus works to win them .

Our policy has been too much confined to the simple work of

sowing and cultivating the seed (and none sow purer or better

seed ), and too little attention is given to the gathering work. We

sow faithfully , and then allow others to enter into our labors by

gathering the harvests, while we keep on sowing. In agriculture

the harvesting is a special work, and a time of activity , full of

enthusiasm and joy. Does not God preach sermons in nature ?

Would not our Church do well to hear what othershear, and thus

share in the profits ?

God's money, held in trust by his people , would be well spent

if some of it were consecrated to this end. Let it not be thought

that here is a wandering from our subject. For the object in this

seeming digression is to call attention to the fact that the evan

gelist is supposed, often, to be the man for such work ; and to

protest against this idea . This worker, of whom mention has

thus been made, would be a helper of pastors and visitor to desti

tute churches. Hewould work with pastors as needful, and es

pecially among organised, but destitute, churches. This is not

the sphere for the evangelist. True, our Book sends him to “ des

titute parts of the Church.” But would it not be better to say,

“ destitute districts or sections of our land," thereby meaning the

places where we have not, but should have, organised churches ?

This would exactly indicate the true and proper field for evange

listic labor, and express the character of the work . Perhaps there

would be no objection , but rather advantage, should he assist pas

tors and help destitute churches, when he could find time from ·

his special occupation . This, however, would rarely occur, for the

fields are wide,and white for the harvest, where there areno reapers.

But to confine himself to that helping work , or even give it any

large part of his attention , would be to miss and leave undone his

own peculiar work . His mission should be where we have no

pastors and no organised churches ; but some of our scattered

sheep , and many others who need to be gathered into the fold .

There let him call people to hear the gospel, organise churches,
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and do pastoral and ministerial work, until the things thus built

can stand and be regularly possessed by the Church . This is to

" do the work of an evangelist.” In one sense, every preacher

of the gospel is an evangelist. But the worker contemplated in

our Book and here, should go to points not reached by the ordi

nary ministry and work of the Church . Were this recognised as

the true doctrine as to the evangelist, there would be a new state

of things, and a better history for our Church , as a part of the

great army of Jesus the King. But if we regard the evangelist

as a mere visitor to the churches already organised, or as chiefly

this , we shall have only a second or third-rate place in the work

of reclaiming the wilderness. ,

From what has now been said , it is evident that the doctrine

advocated contemplates the evangelist as a missionary. Ifwe

send him to foreign fields, we say his work is there, and not

among our organised churches. Should he forsake that sphere, it

would be a breach of duty . Is it less so when the missionary to

the home fields confines his labors chiefly to the places where

churches are already organised ? The Presbytery should send

him out to open and prepare the way for regular church work .

When he has gained and established a good footing in any neigh

borhood , planted churches, etc., it is not his duty to settle there,

unless he means to abandon evangelistic work . Let him push

on , therefore, after committing the results of his work to the care

of his Presbytery. Can it be right to fill even a scriptural office ,

and then fetter the incumbent so that he cannot perform his du

ties ? This is done by regarding the evangelist as, let us say, a

sort of extra minister to churches already established. In order

that he may be literally a “ home missionary,” if employed with

in our own land , it is absolutely necessary that we provide for

holding and cultivating the fields which he clears and plants with

churches. Surely there is a felt need, great and urgent, calling

for evangelistic work . Our response should be,

( 1 ) To appoint men to this work .

(2 ) To assure to them freedom of time and effort in discharg

ing their mission .

(3 ) To hold faithfully and fully the points which they gain for us.



100
[ JAN.The Evangelist and Church Work.

The matter is growing serious. Destitute fields are crying

loudly to us from all directions. There is no time for trifling or

" red-tape.”

And now , in order to a full discussion of our subject, certain

matters must be touched of very grave importance. In ventur

ing the remarks which follow , it is not with more than a very

faint hope that they will be entirely acceptable to the Church.

But while speaking earnest opinions without fear, nothing more

is asked than a sincere examination of whatmay be said , followed

by action which , putting self aside, may be for the greatest good

to souls, and most conducive to God's glory in the advance of

his kingdom . Questionsmust arise as we seek to prosecute our

work ; and these questions must be met.

(1) How can we properly care for our destitute churches, if

the evangelist may not dwell among them ?

Let the Presbytery , observing the needy points, direct its set

tled pastors to take from their own charges some time for such

churches. In many cases a whole or a part of a Sabbath month

ly , can be devoted thus. By this plan there are few , if any, of

our destitute churches which will not be reached and cared for.

Just here, a suggestion : ought not the churches which have pas

tors to consider the wants of their less privileged brethren, and

send them assistance, though at the price of self-denial ? It

would be a grand thing should these, without waiting the action

of Presbytery calling for the temporary use of their pastors, pro

ceed, out of their own thoughtfulness, to contribute a partof their

time to the relief of the needy - sending their pastors to them now

and then . Is there one of our churches which does this ? How

many have ever thought of it ? Aside from the hope of praise,

is not this duty ?

It is not essential to the life of any church that it shall have a

sermon or sermons every Sabbath . Else had many of our coun

try churches perished long since. But it is selfishness to demand

all of a minister's time at one point, because (and is there other

reason ?) the people there are able to pay him a living salary.

Here is a matter to be well weighed ; for not the minister alone,

but the churches also, are to see that the gospel is preached to

every creature.
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Further, an organised church, though it have no pastor, is in a

position of great advantage, as compared with people who are

churchless, scattered , and having no bonds drawing them together .

There is somewhat here that should not be cast away without

serious thought. The organised church has a ministry which

God has provided for its necessities, and which we recognise, but

do not use . There may not be an “ ordained minister,” as we

usually understand that term . But there is the eldership . With

this power in hand, it is robbery to take the evangelist for organ

ised churches . We have much unused material— dead power.

Can it not be utilised ? No disparagement of others is intended

in the assertion that, in most cases, our eldership is able to give

as good service as the majority ofministers ordained in other de

nominations, and accepted by the people. This is no boast, but

thanksgiving before God. Now , our need here is, not the evan

gelist, but a recognition of the elders on the part of the people ;

of the people on the part of the elders; and of our repressed

powers on the part of Presbytery . Why not calland appoint our

elders for our unsupplied wants ? Why notmake special appoint

ments where elders shall be more positively required to hold the

helm which there is no other hand to take. Has not the Holy

Spirit made these elders " overseers of the flock " ? Havingthem ,

the want of “ ordained ministers ” should never cause the cessa

tion of services in God's house . Instead of sending the evan

gelist to " destitute churches,” it were better to license an elder ,

where other arrangements cannot be made. Paul said to Timothy :

“ The things which thou hast heard of me among many witnesses,

the same commit thou to faithful men who shall be able to teach

others also .” Is it true that no such men are possible until we

have carried them through our course ? They are to “ be able to

teach others” — what? The gospel. And we have unused men

in abundance, who can fill this requirement. A house is notbuilt

of only one kind of timber . Let us utilise the rough, as well as

the " dressed ” pieces. But under present circumstances the elder

stands aloof. For he and the people both feel thathe is not

really an authorised teacher. Let this be corrected by the voice

of our courts, calling them authoritatively to this work ,which we
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have none others to do, yet which ought to be done. We have

men in and out of our eldership who would “ adorn the gospel"

by their ministration, as fully, to say the least, as many whom we

now recognise as “ ordained ministers” in other denominations.

Are any of our rules so much cast iron as to be in danger of

breaking , by this plan ?

Wemay think of our law in Chap. VI., Sec. VI., Par. IV . ;

but why not also give thought to Par. VI ?

Let the inquiry also be raised, whether this exceptional service

need be limited to elders. Some of our congregations embrace

intelligent and zealous laymen , who might be found to have the

" yift of utterance.” Why may not a Session use its pastoral

authority to call such a layman, for the nonce, to edify the brethren

by religious discourse in the presence of and under the inspection

and restraint, as by the authority, of the Session ? Wedo not

mean that a Session should assume to license a lay preacher, or

that this layman should presume, by virtue of such authority , to

speak habitually and of his own appointment; least of all, that

he should minister generally , outside of that Session 's jurisdic

tion . But only that where a Session perceives such gift, it may

employ it, in its own presence, as its own channel of expression ,

holding itself responsible for the orthodoxy of the things uttered,

and withdrawing its sanction whenever that was uttered which

does not edify.

In favor of such resorts may be pleaded : 1. Such was evi

dently the usage of the synagogue, on whose model our congre

gational order is framed . Thus, when Jesus spoke in the syna

gogue of Nazareth , he was invited as a layman , supposed to have

a gift, and under the sanction of the bench of elders. 2 . Such

seems to have been the usage of the primitive presbyters in the

Church of the apostles. 3. Such public speech of laymen would

be free from the main objection to the kind of lay preaching

abroad , pursued by Mr. Moody, viz ., that no church court having

ordained him , he goes to the church abroad without any sufficient

guarantee of his soundness or character. For this lay-speaker

would not go abroad, but speak only in the presence and by the

sanction of that pastoral church court which knows him and can
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endorse him . 4 . The question of what a call to the ministry

is, would be wonderfully simplified to young inquiring Chris

tians ; for as young men were thus summoned to make actual

trial of their gifts, both they and thepeople would find out experi

mentally whether they were “ apt to teach ."

When we have “ extraordinary” demands, then is the time for

acting as in “ extraordinary cases.” The demands of law ought

not to prevail to the exclusion of its permissions. The evangel

ist is not what we want in these destitute churches, but the use

of the material given us of God and recognised in our Consti

tution .

Wetalk of thin and thinning ministerial ranks, and with good

reason . We fall back upon the evangelist as our remedy for the

present distress,while we pray and wait for more laborers. May

we hope for help while we refuse to use the material we actually

have ? Let us look more closelyabout us, and see if we have not

some unapplied power which can be adapted to our wants. If

weinsist upon the evangelist to fill the breach,we insist that one

shall be asmany. True, “ one shall chase a thousand.” But here

the chase is too slow , and over too much ground. Before the evan

gelist catches up with the dispersing flocks, they will find shelter

in other folds. His will may be good, but the work far outstrips

his best efforts. So our flocks get discouraged and hungry ; be

comeand remain scattered — then we lose them ! And note this :

habits are governors! Our people need to be prevented from

forming wandering habits . They form habits apart from our

" faith and manners.” Next, they forsake our “ faith and man

ners.” Not only so, butwe remember what comes from the “ bent

twig " — a tree grown crooked , or out of line. The children of

our people in destitute churches are getting more church -training

from other denominations than from our own. Is it any marvel

that other denominations get so many of them ? See the mixed

families — parents Presbyterian , children something else. Now

and then , whole families are lost to us. Parents cannot always

be faithfully kept, nor keep their “ ambs" from flocking with the

" sheep ” in whose fold they get food and attention most plenti

fully and regularly . For nature is nature , whether in people or
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sheep. We cannot dethrone it. Wemay control and guide it.

Wemay say, Elders ought to hold religious services. A chapter

read ; a sermon read ; a hymn sung ; a prayer offered. Yes ,

but nature is nature. It is not the nature of people to give

contented attendance upon “ lay services” in one place, when in

another place, near by, they may attend services conducted by an

authorised minister of the gospel. Will any “ pooh , pooh !” at

this as folly ? So be it ; but the people go elsewhere, all the

same. Our policy should be to meet their wants and reasonable

desires - yea , and the unreasonable desires, if we cannot better

them . This, rather than lose ground. We cannot bring people

(unreasonable beings that they are, having so much human na

ture) to accept with satisfaction any substitute for the author

ised preaching of the word. Point to former days we may, when

laymen gathered to worship God. But ere long one of those lay

men grows out from and stands above the others as the “ preacher.”

Wecannot, as the hard fact stands, find enough men , in the ordi

nary way, for our work. Shall our flocks go unfed, wander else

where, and be lost to us ? What is wisdom ? If we cannot do

as we would, let us do as we best can. This will be well-pleasing

to God always. If we have prejudices, it is time that they were

crucified for the sake of dying churches and perishing souls. As

extraordinary provision , we can give to our people as good as

others give them (to say no more), who are not of our " house

hold of faith .” And what if, after a while, some destitute church

“ falls in love ” with its improvised minister , then demands him

to be given to them as pastor and preacher in full orders ? Let it

be done. It will be of the Lord . When a man, under watch of

Presbytery, has proved faithful and apt to teach , let him be ac

cepted. Better deed will not be done by all our wisdom

The physician may not always shun " heroic practice.” In a

desperate case, inaction or refusal to act out of the usual way,

from fear of doing harm , may prevent the doing of saving good.

As the matter now is, many of our destitute churches are cold

and dead in waiting for the evangelist or some one else . Wait

ing and dying, instead of stirring up the gifts in themselves ! If

a “ spark” is laid upon God's altar, will he not make up a fire
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from it ? If we have only " sparks” here and there, let us use

them so far as they will go. The use will be the increase. But

if we sit idle and ask for the “ flame,” God may say, “ Why do

you not use the spark ?” Do we not read that a little fire kin

dleth a great matter ? Here is the way in which the evangelist

may be freed for his proper work, and our destitute churches

cared for. So, too

(2 ) Wemeet the objection of inability to care for the churches

planted by the evangelist. Wemay notkeep them supplied with

the “ regulation pastor.” But may we not do as well as our

Methodist and other brethren ? Is not our duty to the Master

and souls as clear and full as theirs ? One may be pardoned for

a little impatient feeling at the idea that any others may or can

obey the Lord's command better than ourselves , when he says,

“ Preach the gospel to every creature.” And no marvel if, when

our system fails under testing at such points, a doubt assails a

most loyal heart as to whether this system is right, or is being

rightly worked.

If there is anything to be learned in this matter, are we too

proud to be pupils ? Better, if needs be, adopt the " circuit

rider,” and send outmen whomust “ study in the saddle, ” instead

of in colleges and seminaries, rather than fail to occupy and hold

territory which ought to be won for Jesus. It is true that, if we

accept and send the evangelist in the rightidea ofhis mission,we

shall not be able to furnish ministers rapidly enough by the

presentworking of our system . So the question must bemet: Shall

we gain , but abandon our gains ? We may not do this actively .

But passive loss is as bad. Wemay throw results away by sim

ply refusing to occupy ground with any men, because we cannot

occupy with the fully trained preachers. The writer of these

lines does not and never can believe that such a course is really

duty to God and to our Church . But not for one moment let

any one suppose that this is a plea for lowering our standard of

education . It is a plea for the permissions of our law , while

holding that its demands must also be respected . Act as wemay,

there will always be applicants seeking admission to our ministry

with diplomas in their hands. It has been so in other Churches,
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and will be so in ours. None dare say that in other Churches

there are no scholars, or not enough to keep the streams of learn

ing clear. The devil never was beaten with worldly wisdom , but

it is his weapon . Dare we adopt it as our chief defence ? Is there

not a better ? And may not many who never had “ almamater "

on earth , be graduates in that wisdom which cometh down from

above ? Must one always hold a straight stick in order to strike

a straight blow ? If so, is the Holy Spirit or are we to bring

every stick to due straightness ? Again : What is wisdom ? If

we see work needed, and cannot put a perfect instrument to its

doing, let us quickly and gladly accept and use the best within

reach . It is not sound spiritual policy to be too fastidious while

hell is yawning for the souls which can be saved by an earnest, if

it be not a polished effort. HERBERT H . Hawes.

ARTICLE V .

THE FOREIGN EVANGELIST AS VIEWED BY ONE

. IN THE FOREIGN FIELD .'

I. Editorial in the Missionary, May, 1874.

II. The Ecclesiastical Status of Foreign Missionaries. A pam

phlet. Anon . Republished in the SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN

· REVIEW , April, 1876 .

III. Report of the Assembly 's Special Committee on the Evan

gelist. Appendix to the Minutes of the Assembly of 1876 .

IV . The Evangelist and the Presbytery , Anon . SOUTHERN

PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW , April, 1877.

V . A Manual for the use of Missionaries, etc. Pamphlet,

published by the Executive Committee in April, 1877. Re

published in the Missionary, January , 1880.

1 This article , to be followed by another in April (discussing the Home

Relations of the Foreign Evangelist), comes to us from the Rev. John

Boyle of our Mission in Brazil. As being in the foreign field , he is, for

every reason , entitled to be heard . - Editors So . Pres. Review .
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VI. The Jurisdiction of the Evangelist. Rev. J. A . Lefevre,

D . D . SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW , October, 1879.

VII. The Recent Ordination at Hangchow . Rev. J . B . Ad

ger, D . D . Idem .

VIII. Report of the Assembly 's Special Committee on the

Evangelist. Minutes of the Assembly of 1881, pp. 387 – 8 .

Themost casual perusal of the above papers, together with the

debates and actions of our Assemblies, will convince any onethat

the foreign evangelist is a veritable ignis fatuus — a real or un

real will- o '-the-wisp — that has been luring our Church a merry

chase over bogs and quagmires for the past decade. After ten

years of discussion the Assembly appointed a Committee, consist

ing of seven of the ablest ecclesiastics in our Church, to report

upon the subject. This they did in 1881, but confessed that,

upon some points , and points of vital importance, they were un

able to agree, and end by recommending the Church to pursue the

ignis fatuus no farther, expressing the hope that he will capture

himself.

Upon one point there is a wonderful unanimity of opinion in

all these papers and reports : they all concur that the evangelist

is a most extraordinary being. Doubtless in the field where he has

hitherto been studied , nothing new could be said . The brethren

who have hitherto written upon the office, functions, and relations

of the evangelist, have studied him where they found him , among

the marshes and quagmires of human traditions and human

schemes , where they see him enveloped in a certain undefinable

mist and halo of glory with which he has been invested by mod

ern sentimentalism . Let the Church bring him out upon terra

firma. Let him be studied upon the solid ground of the word of

God and our Constitution .

One would think that to charge the Presbyterian Church of

the South with having studied him any where else would be an

insult. Yet not only has she not done so , but we shall see that

the Baltimore brethren , who have in charge the great work of

foreign missions , distinctly and emphatically discard and set aside

both the Constitution and the Holy Scriptures in discussing the

evangelist.
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Wepropose to give the whole subject of the office, functions,

and relations of the evangelist a thorough discussion on constitu

tional and scriptural grounds.

HIS OFFICE AND FUNCTIONS.

Office.

“ The officers of the Church , by whom all its powers are administered ,

are according to Scripture, Ministers of the word, Ruling Elders , and

Deacons.

" This office (that of the minister) is the first in the Church both for

dignity and usefulness . The person who fills it has in Scripture differ

ent titles expressive of his various duties . . . . Ashe bears the glad tid

ings to the ignorant and perishing, he is termed Evangelist.

* These titles [ bishop, pastor, evangelist, etc.) do not indicate different

grades of office, but all describe one and the same office."

(Book of Church ORDER.

The first thing that impresses one upon reading this extract

from our Constitution is, that the evangelist, as an officer, differs

in no respect from the pastor. They do not fill different offices,

nor yet different grades of office, but absolutely “ one and the

same office .” They are both ministers of the word or teaching

elders, and these titles are simply " expressive of various duties"

pertaining to that office . This is a most important and very signifi

cant point. It would seem that the framers of the Constitution

foresaw and forestalled a dangerous tendency in the Church , the

tendency to create a new officer by exalting one of themany titles

of the minister over the others. And our Book is consistent

throughout. The form of ordination is in harmony with the

above definition, being the same for all ministers, whatever their

duties or titles, whether pastors, teachers, bishops, or evangelists.

The preparatory studies , examinations, and trials are the same

for all. The ordination vows are the same; the first seven ques

tions are put to all alike ; in response to the fifth they all declare

that they seek the office of the holy ministry ; in reply to the

eighth the one promises to discharge the duties of the pastor ,

while the other undertakes the work of an evangelist. Wehave
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in the case of all the same imposition of hands, and the same giv

ing of the right hand of fellowship. The very phraseology of the

Book is in harmony with its definition and form of ordination .

Never, in a single instance, does it speak of the office of pastor or

evangelist, but always, without exception, of the office of the min

ister, the duties of the pastor, and the work of an evangelist.

Now , when we consider this language of our Constitution and

compare it with the definitions and phraseology of all who write

upon the subject, including our ablest ecclesiastics, the contrast

is so striking that no one will fail to be impressed by it. Dr.

Lefevre, the honored Chairman of the Executive Committee of

Foreign Missions, says : “ The evangelist may be defined as a

temporary officer of the Church , with an extraordinary mission

and authority to wield ecclesiastical power in an extraordinary

way.” In this definition , as well as in the language throughout

the entire article , he makes the evangelist, in his character of

evangelist, an officer of the Church. Not only so , he pointedly

distinguishes him as an officer from the pastor . “ This is the

differentiating character of his office.” The difference, as it

seems to us, between our Constitution and Dr. Lefevre is this : the

Book sets forth the evangelist of Scripture, while Dr. Lefevre

gives shape to popular ideas on the subject. He makes a very

damaging admission when he says : “ At the outset it must be

premised that the whole question can find the materials of its so

lution only in the general principles that underlie and inform

Presbyterianism .” But we dare not have in the Church an offi

cer that was not unmistakably given her by the Saviour and his

apostles, and his powers and duties must be clearly indicated in

the word of God. Can we afford to create Church officers and

clothe them with powers upon general principles” ? The fram

ers of our Book set forth the evangelist " according to Scripture."

Dr. Lefevre sets forth the sameofficer developed from “ the general

principles of Presbyterianism ," and with what different results

we have seen , and shall see again further on . He confesses

that he has no countenance in the Constitution , when he says,

“ The Form of Government in its distribution of ecclesiastical

power and in the constitution of its courts, barely recognised
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(Chap. IV., Sec. II., Par. 7 ) the evangelistic office, and then

leaves it to be administered without the help of constitutional en

actments.” And again , “ The Presbyterial evangelist appears to

be the only one that our Book contemplates in its incidental note

of the office .” In this he agrees with Dr. J . L . Wilson , who

says, in the Paper entitled Ecclesiastical Status of Foreign Mis

sionaries, “ Our Form of Church Government was drawn up at

a period when the cause of Foreign Missions was little under

stood and appreciated , and hence its principles can be applied

only by inference to many of the details of this work ." It is a

bad omen when the leaders of the great work of foreign missions

speak thus of our Constitution . How comes it that the fathers

did not understand the cause of foreign missions ? Had they not

studied the Acts and Epistles of the Apostles ? And what about our

New Book ? It is surely modern enough. It sets forth the for

eign evangelist as well as the “ Presbyterial ;" for it sends him

into “ foreign countries.” Why, then , is it so brief and simple ?

Why does it not recognise the evangelist as an officer ? The rea

son is self-evident: our Constitution is, as it declares, “ according

to Scripture." Werecommend to the Church the following elo

quent passage bearing upon this point:

" It is in vain to urge that our fathers never contemplated the extend

ed scale of benevolent operations which God in his providence has en

abled us to carry forward. They were men deeply imbued with the

Spirit of all grace . They understoodwell, for they had faithfully studied

the appropriate functions of the Church ; they looked narrowly and close

ly into the nature, arrangements, and powers of the system of ecclesias

tical action wbich Christ and his apostles had established ; they felt it to

be adequate to all the exigencies of any age and any part of the world ;

and in the fear of God they endeavored to construct all things according

to the pattern shown them in the mount. We, however, in the fulness

of our wisdom and the enlargement of our views, have constructed a dif

ferent system ; and the question is now forced upon all sound and con

scientious Presbyterians, whether they will abide by their ancient and

venerable and scriptural standards, or swear allegiance to the new order

of things which has imperceptibly grown up and silently stolen upon

us.” — Thornwell , Vol. IV ., pp. 155, 156.

A new officer, and, as we shall see, new courts, have silently

and imperceptibly crept into the practical operations of our
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Church, and the startling question has been forced upon us, Shall

we add a new chapter to our Form of Government, to legalise

these innovations ? It is true, the Committee of Seven reported

to the Assembly of 1881 that a new chapter was not necessary ;

but who will guarantee that a future Committee will be so wise ?

The question is not settled, and the Committee acknowledge that

it is not ; they confess that they were unable to agree upon the

very points that caused their appointment, and which the Stand

ing Committee of the Assembly of 1879 said was “ causing a

great deal of trouble to our missionaries.” If they have caused

trouble in the past, they will, for the same reasons, continue to

cause trouble until settled . We believe it will be found impos

sible to settle these troublesome questions until we take our eyes

off the superstructure which the Church has reared, and examine

the foundations. Let us “ to the law ." We have seen that the

evangelist, as he is popularly regarded and written about, does

not exist in our Constitution ; and the chairman of the Execu

tive Committee of Foreign Missions has the frankness to admit

it. Let us, then, examine the Scriptures, and see if our Book is

defective on so important a subject.

( 1) In the first place, the Book declares that evangelist does

not indicate an office, nor yet a grade of office, but is merely a

title indicative of a work , or one of the many duties of the min

ister. Now , when we turn to the Scriptures, where is the evi

dence of a special class of officers called evangelists ?

Calvin takes the view that all the travelling companions and

fellow -laborers of the apostles formed a special class, and that to

them should be applied the title evangelist. This seems to be the

generally received theory in the Church. Dr. Schaff says that

Philip , Timothy, Titus, Silas, John , Mark , Epaphras, Epaphro

ditas, Tychicus (perhaps), Trophimus, Demas, Apollos, and other

co -laborers of the apostles, were evangelists ; and adds in a foot

note : “ Rothe not improperly styles them apostolical" delegates.

We prefer , however, the title evangelists, as it is used by Paul

himself.” The last clause contains a most extraordinary state

ment, for no where does Paul apply the title to any one of the

above named men, or to any other man. In all of his writings,
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the word drops from his pen twice only, and in those two places

hedoes not apply it to any individual. In 2 Tim . iv. 5 , it is

used in the genitive case as an adjective to qualify " work .”

“ The work of an evangelist" simply means " evangelistic work ."

In Ephesians, the word is applied to no one , but is used in a

general way. Dr. Schaff cites an array of texts referring to

those men ; but, with the exception of Philip , not one has any

bearing upon the subject of the evangelist. They only show

that Paul had a good many friends whom he chose, at various

times, to travel with him and help him in his evangelistic tours ;

just as foreign missionaries travel with native helpers. Paul

has left us a number of epistles in which he is constantly speak

ing of his companions, and applying titles to them . Now , if

they were evangelists , how comes it that they are never so

called by him ? He spoke of them as “ the beloved phy

sician ," "my fellow -laborers," "my fellow -prisoner,” etc. Why.

does he never say, “the evangelist,” or “my evangelist" ?

The truth is, that of Paul's companions and helpers, some held

one office in the church , some another, and some even were not

church officers at all. Silas was a prophet (Acts xv. 32) ; Tim

othy, Titus, and Epaphras wereministers of the word , or teaching

elders ( 1 Tim . iv. 6 , 14 ; 2 Tim . iv. 5 ; Titus ii. 1, 8 , 15 ; Col.

i. 7 , and iv . 12 ) ; of all the others, we have no hint that any of

them exercised any ecclesiastical power whatever ; there is no

indication that any of them ever preached or ordained or organ

ised . Luke is popularly styled evangelist, which comes not from

Scripture, but, no doubt, from the Patristic custom of applying

the title to those who had written an evangel or Gospel. All the

active service that Luke rendered in the spread of the gospel, and

all that John, Mark , Epaphroditus, Clement, Tychicus, Tro

phimus, and Demas did , was simply to wait upon Paul as his

friends, and act as his messengers. If this made them evangel

ists, then benas the lawyer should be included in this class of

extraordinary “ vicegerents of the apostles ;” and we see no rea

son for excluding Priscilla and “ those women that labored with ”

him . The only man who is called evangelist in Scripture is Philip ;

and Philip did not wait upon the apostles ; he appears not to
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have been directed by them , although he was inferior to them .

He was sent by the angel of the Lord ; he was moved by the

Holy Ghost ; he wrought miracles and travelled alone, evangel

ising many cities . A very different character, indeed , from those

who surrounded Paul ! Webelieve that Philip was called evan

gelist because of a .work that he had done, and not because, as a

church officer, he was an evangelist. We shall see that he did

more than the work of an evangelist — that his powers and func

tions were more extended. It would be illogicaland unreasonable

to call him , as an officer, by a name which indicated only a part

of his functions. He is evidently called evangelist in Acts xxi.

8 , because, until then , he had been principally engaged in evan

gelistic work . Paul, as we have seen , never calls any of his

helpers and co-laborers evangelists ; nor does he ever hint that

they were doing evangelistic work while waiting upon him . Of

all his company, the only one whom we have scriptural authority

for calling an evangelist is the dpostle Paul himself. Of him

self he says, most emphatically : “ For though I evangelise, I

have nothing to glory of; for necessity is laid upon me; yea ,

woe is unto me if I evangelise not” ( 1 Cor. ix. 16 ). Our Saviour

also did the work of an evangelist. “ He hath anointed me to

evangelise the poor” (Luke iv . 18). Isaiah was a prophet, but

evangelised (Rom . x . 15 , 16 ). The twelve apostles " went through

all the towns, evangelising” (Luke ix. 6 ).

We see, then , that our Book is strictly scriptural when it

teaches that there was no special class called evangelists, but that

the title is descriptive of a work performed by all who ministered

in the word , irrespective of their office. Ephesians iv. 11, is

thought by many, however, to be conclusive proof that evangel

ists form a special class of church officers. When we attentively

examine the entire passage, however, and examine it in connexion

with the parallel passages in Rom . xii. 4 – 8, and 1 Cor. xii. 4 - 11 ,

28 – 30 , it appears plain enough that what is uppermost in the

mind of the writer are the gifts and graces shed down by the

ascending Saviour upon all those who would be called to minister

in the word and doctrine. He has hismind fixed upon those who

should be called to preach , and contemplates these titles, not as so

vol. XXXIV., No. 148.
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many distinct offices, but as some of the various phases of " the

work of the ministry” (v. 12). For this reason , he does not

refer to presbyters and deacons. Christ gives one gift to one

minister, and to another a different gift ; or he may bestow more

than one gift upon the same man. Paul was an apostle, but he

also evangelised and taught. So a man may be a pastor and

teacher , or an evangelist and teacher , or even a pastor and evan

gelist ; in fact, all foreign missionaries who do the work of an

evangelist, are compelled, necessarily , also . to do the work of

pastors, though they should not be formally installed pastors of

one particular church. The passage, therefore, does not estab

lish officers, but refers simply to men as they are engaged in the

various duties and functions pertaining to the “ ministry.” This

entire absence of any notice of a distinct class of officers in the

Scriptures bearing this title, and the fact that all who preached

evangelised, whether apostles , prophets, or ordinary ministers,

establishes the scripturalness of our Book upon this point.

( 2.) But the all-absorbing question is, What is the work that is

particularly termed " the work of an evangelist” ? Here, again ,

we believe the Book is scriptural when it says : “ As he [ the min

ister ] bears the glad tidings of salvation to the ignorant and

perishing, he is termed evangelist.”

There is no place in Scripture where the work is defined . The

title is used in three places only (Acts xxi. 8 ; Eph. iv. 11 ; and

2 Tim . iv. 5 ) ; and in neither of these verses do we get any clue

to the character of the work . We are left, therefore, to deter

mine the question from the etymological meaning of the title,

and the use of its cognates.

Wehave in Scripture the three cognates, evangelion , evan

gelisthai, evangelisthes. The first is derived from eü, good, and

áyyeãos,messenger. It means, therefore, a good message or glad

tidings. The second means to announce a good message ; and

the third, one who announces a good message or glad tidings.

Such is the etymological meaning of the word. And this is the

idea that always prevails in the use of the cognates. It is, per

haps, true that the cognate noun evangelion is sometimes used

in a wider sense, to embrace the whole body of doctrine preached
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liat

by Paul; but the idea , nevertheless, is always of something

preached. In regard to the verb, however, we are not aware

that there is an instance of its being used in any other sense than

that of preaching good news. “ How beautiful are the feet of

those evangelising peace, of those evangelising good things"

(Rom . x. 15 ); “ The poor are evangelised” (Matt. xi. 5 ) ;

“ Anointed to evangelise the poor” (Luke iv . 18) ; “ Go ye into

all the world and preach the evangel ' (Mark xvi. 15 ). There is

not the least hint anywhere that the power of jurisdiction was

exercised in the work of an evangelist.

It does not even appear that the administration of the sacra

ments pertained to this work ; on the contrary, Paul distinctly

excludes the administration of baptism when he says that Christ

senthim not to baptize, but to evangelise (1 Cor. i. 17 ). Now , bap

tism being thus expressly excluded, much more is the organisation

of churches, the ordination of officers, the administration of gov

ernment, and the like, all of which follow baptism .

If we examine 2 Tim . iv. 2- 5 , it will be found that while the

fifth verse gives no clue to what is " the work of an evangelist,"

the context shows that it is to preach the word. In verses three

and four, the apostle predicts a timewhen people should have

itching ears and heap to themselves teachers who would scratch

and tickle their ears with nonsensical “ fables," and turn away

from the truth and sound doctrine. To this tendency Timothy

was exhorted to oppose, not the power of jurisdiction , nor yet

service to the persons of the apostles, but the work of an evan

gelist ; that is, to spreach theword ; be instant in season and out

of season ; reprove, rebuke, exhort with all long suffering and

doctrine" (verse 2). Timothy and Titus are always cited as

evangelists, and, we think , very properly ; but it is strangely ar

gued that, as they exercised the power of jurisdiction, therefore

that is the proper and even distinguishing work of an evangelist.

To take this position , as Dr. Lefevre does, is, it seems to us, a

mere assumption, not only gratuitous, but directly contrary to

the plain teaching of the very passage which proves them evan

gelists ; and in the teeth of the meaning of the title and the use

of its cognates. We might with just as much propriety say that

hatis the
propertion, as Dr.

Lefevrea but directly as
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because Philip wrought miracles, therefore that is the distinctive

work of an evangelist. We see also , that while these two young

men were in the company of Paul, travelling with him , and wait

ing upon him , they were not doing the work of evangelists, for

there is no instance of their evangelising or preaching while in

his company. The history of Philip confirms our view of the

work of an evangelist. Let us inquire what was the " work ” that

he did which caused him to be called evangelist. In Acts viii. 1,

we are told that, because of a persecution, all the disciples in

Jerusalem , except the apostles, were scattered and “ went every

where , evangelising the word.” Among these was Philip , who

wentdown to the city of Samaria and " preached Christ unto

them . And the people with one accord gave heed unto those

things which Philip spake, hearing and seeing the miracles which

he did ” (chap. viii. verses 5 , 6 ). When the apostles who had re

mained in Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received the word

of God , they sent unto them Peter and John, who, when they

were come down, prayed for them that they might receive the

Holy Ghost. The apostles then " returned to Jerusalem , evan

gelising many villages of the Samaritans.” From this passage,

it appears that the apostles evangelised just like Philip ; but as

apostles they perfected and completed the work of their uninspired

brother, though they do not seem to have directed him personally .

Philip was then directed by the angel of the Lord to go towards

the south of Jerusalem ,where hemet the eunuch and “ evangelised

Jesus to him .” He was afterwards caught away by the Holy

Ghost, and was found at Azotus ; " and passing through, he

evangelised all the cities till he came to Cesarea,” the place of

his residence ; just as Peter and John had done on their return to

Jerusalem . Now , when he is afterwards called evangelist, it

is evidently because he had evangelised ; and we see that the

“work ” that he did was solely to preach the gospel. There is

not a solitary act of his recorded that involved the exercise of

any power of jurisdiction. Heorganised no church , he ordained

no officer, he disciplined no one, he administered no government.

And yet the popular opinion is that the distinguishing character

istic of the evangelist lies in his exercise of the power of juris
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diction ! It is true that Philip baptized , but that is not an act of

jurisdiction, but of order ; moreover, as we have seen , baptism is

not an evangelistic work, Paul most emphatically excluding it

from the work of an evangelist.

The fact that Philip baptized , therefore, shows that he was

more than a mere evangelist. He was a full minister of the

word, and had the power not only to evangelise , but to administer

the sacraments. The fact that he had previously been ordained

a deacon , by no means prevented his being afterwards made a

minister . True, we have no evidence that he was ordained a

minister ; but we have, if possible, still better evidence of his

being such ; he was sent by the supernatural agency of the

angel of the Lord (Acts viïi. 26 ), was moved and directed

by the Holy Spirit (verses 29, 39), and the miracles which he

wrought (verses 6 , 8 ) confirmed his call. When lay evangelists

of our day give such evidence of a call to preach as Philip gave ,

and confirm their callby workingmiracles, they may cite his ex

ample and dispense with ordination ; but it will be a misnomer to

call them lay evangelists ; they will have the best possible evi

dence of their being ministers.

We find , then , upon a thorough and minute examination of

Scripture, that our Book is rigorously exact and faithful to the

etymological meaning of the word , to the scriptural use of its

cognates, and to the history of the work of the only man who is

called an evangelist in the New Testament, where it says: “ As

he [the minister ] bears the glad tidings of salvation to the igno

rant and perishing, he is termed evangelist.”

The Church should be careful to apply scriptural titles exactly

as they are applied in the word of God. It is unfortunate that

evangelist should have been so extended as to designate those

ministers who are sent into distitute places at homeand abroad,

considered in their twofold character of preachers and organisers ;

it is unscriptural, and, consequently, unwise and dangerous.

But the reader will ask, What shall we call the man in his

twofold character of preacher and organiser ? What name

shall be given to the officers that we are accustomed to call evan

gelists ? We reply, Call them ministers of Jesus Christ ; or, bet



118 [JAN.,The Foreign Evangelist

ter still, perhaps, teaching elders. Timothy and Titus bore this

twofold character — they evangelised and they organised - yet we

no where find any special name given them in the Scriptures. Now ,

if the extended missionary operations of the Apostolic Church

were carried on, and a pretty full history given of them , and long

letters written by those engaged in the work to others who were

also extensively engaged in it, and yet we find no special name

applied to them , where is the need of our inventing a name, or

using one of the scriptural titles in an unscriptural sense ?

If writers in that time found no difficulty in expressing them

selves without giving them a peculiar title, why need we? As

teachers we evangelise, and as elders we organise and ordain .

In this respect, we are just like pastors at home. As pastors

they exercise their power of order , and as elders they sit in courts

and exercise their power of jurisdiction ; yet in their twofold

character they are simply termed ministers or teaching elders .

That is just what we are, and that should be our title.

“ But are you not engaged in an extraordinary work, and are

not your methods very extraordinary, and are you not therefore

an extraordinary officer, very different from all other teaching

elders ?” Well, we used to think so ; but since we have studied

our work and methods in our every-day experience on the field ,

we fail to see anything very extraordinary about it, except all

those extra-constitutional and unscriptural characteristics that

have been fastened upon us by unwise legislation .

The truth is, our present system of conducting missions has

inculcated, and continues to foster in theminds of the people, false

and romantic notions of “ foreign missionaries” and their work .

This system practically exalts us above and differentiates us from

our brethren at home. We are not to be directed and controlled

by our Presbyteries, but we belong exclusively to the General

Assembly, and are controlled entirely by the Mission and the Ex

ecutive Committee of Foreign Missions. This, of course, makes

us practically very extraordinary, very differentfrom our brethren

at home.

But let us examine the popular notions of “ foreign mission

aries," and their work and methods in foreign fields, and see if

these ideas arenot the " baseless fabrics of a vision.”
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The following extract from Dr. Lefevre s article expresses fully

his own view , and no doubt represents,more or less, the generally

received opinion on the subject :

“ 3 . The mission of the evangelist is extraordinary ; the chief end of

his governmental power is to bring into being the regularly organised

church where it does not now exist, and cannot go in its ordinary courts.

The Church has her regular methods of increase and multiplication for

all places where she can go in her complete and proper form ; but her

commission (Matt. xxviii. 18 - 20 ) requires her to multiply and increase

also where she cannot go in her full organism ; and this is the work that

distinctively belongs to the evangelist. It may be said that he is ap

pointed to à quasi-creative work , rather than the administration of an

established order. This is the differentiating characteristic of the office ,

marking it out as at once temporary and extraordinary . Hence (4 ) eccle

siastical power must reside in the evangelist in an extraordinary mode

until the appropriate body is prepared for its permanenthabitation."

Now , we do most seriously object to this presentation of the

matter. It not only inculcates error, but there is a want of ex

plicitness about the whole passage that is calculated to mystify

and confuse.

1 . In the first place, it misconceives entirely the distinctive

work of the evangelist. Weare told that “ the work that distinc

tively pertains to ” him , and which is his " differentiating charac

teristic," is to “ bring into being the regularly organised church."

But we have seen that what distinctively pertains to him accord

ing to Scripture and our Book, is to preach the gospel ; and that,

as an officer, he is not differentiated from his brethren at all. Dr.

Lefevre says the chief end of his governmental power is to create,

and this makes him an evangelist. But etymology and Scripture

usage do not give him , as an evangelist, any governmental power

at all. Themen whom the Church sends forth to do evangelistic

work, have this power, but not in virtue of their being evangel

ists . The governmental power in the Church belongs to and is

exercised exclusively and only by elders. - There is not the least

evidence in Scripture that Timothy and Titus exercised their gov

ernmental power in any other character than as elders ; there is

evidence, as we have clearly established , that they did not do so

as evangelists . Themen who evangelise in foreign fields,must

have the power to organise also, since the result of their preach
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ing the glad tidings will surely be the conversion of souls, and

these souls must be organised into churches. The exercise of the

governmental power is consequent upon the faithful discharge of

the duties of evangelist. Our Book says, that “ when a minister

is appointed to the work of an evangelist, . . . to him (the min

ister or teaching elder ] may be intrusted the power to organise

churches and ordain ruling elders and deacons therein .” The

court may or may not intrust him with governmental power ; if

it does not, he is none the less an evangelist; if it does, hemust

exercise this extra power as an elder, and he then bears the two

fold character of bearer of glad tidings or evangelist, and of an

elder.

2 . In the second place, an unfounded distinction is made be

tween the kind of work done at home and that done abroad. The

work doneabroad is “ a quasi-creative work, rather than the admin

istration of an established order.” Quasi-creative of course means

organisation and ordination. But is not the Church at home con

stantly creating ? She will not long survive the day she ceases

to do so . But we are told that abroad the Church is brought into

existence where it never existed, while at home it already exists,

and therefore cannot be created. The distinction is based upon

a mere conventionality . Our Church , it is true , has her boun

daries, but they are merely nominal and conventional; they exist

for the sake of convenience , to prevent conflict of jurisdiction .

Now , within those conventional boundaries theremay be a vast

amount of territory where the Church does not really exist. The

Church is not " created ” by throwing imaginary lines around a ter

ritory. The boundaries of the Sao Paulo Presbytery are coexten

sive with those of Brazil. Will any one say that the Church

exists in the whole of this empire ? The organisation of any new

church, either at home or abroad , is the “ creation " of the Church

where it never existed before. The Church is created in any

place by the conversion of souls and their organisation into a

corporate body. Now , is it wise, is it justifiable, to elevate a

scriptural title to the category of an extraordinary officer, clothed

with extraordinary powers, and all founded upon a mere conven

tionality ?
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There is an error also in the statement that the work abroad

is " quasi-creative rather than the administration of an estab

lished order.” It is true that there are no Classical Presbyte

ries, Synods, and Assemblies to administer ; but the work , so far

as it goes, is both creative and administrative, as the experience

of all who are engaged in the work abroad proves. And the ad

ministration abroad is the same both in kind and amount as that

at home, up to the point that the work is carried — the only dif

ference being that the work abroad is stopped at a certain point,

and is, therefore, more limited .

3 . But the fundamental error, the fruitful source of the whole

difficulty on this subject, lies in the distinction made in themeth

ods of doing the work at home and abroad. The Church, weare

told , has her " regular methods” at home, but her increase abroad

" pertains distinctively to the evangelist. . . . Hence ecclesiasti

cal power must reside in the evangelist in an extraordinary

mode,” etc. The conclusion by no means follows. There is, as

we conceive, a most fatal error in Dr. Lefevre's logic. It seems

to us that he takes for granted the very thing he should prove.

He fails to show in what respect themode in which power resides

in the evangelist differs from the mode in which it resides in

Church officers at home. Inasmuch as just here lies the pith and

marrow of the whole question, it behooves us to be explicit.

Now , there are only two ways in which power may reside in a

Church officer. It may reside in him as an individual, or it may

reside in him as one of the members of a body. In the former

case he exercises it severally , or individually ; in the latter jointly ,

or in connexion with the other members of the body. We take

it for granted that when Dr. Lefevre says that the ecclesiastical

power of the evangelist resides in him in an extraordinary mode,

he means to say ecclesiastical jurisdiction ; and when he says that

this power resides in the evangelist in an extraordinary mode,

he, of course, means that in him it is a several power; for the or

dinary mode is that of our Book, which says, “ Ecclesiastical juris

diction is not a several but a joint power to be exercised by pres

byters in courts." This, we are all aware, is the almost universal

opinion , and is the natural consequence of exalting the title evan
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gelist to the place of a distinct office. A writer in the SOUTHERN

PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW , for April, 1877, says that, according to

the opinion of the Committee that reported to the Assembly of

1876 on the subject of the evangelist, “ he is invested not merely

with the 'several power of the word and sacraments , but carries

in his hand what belongs to no minister at home, but only to the

courts of the Church : he has the power of jurisdiction .' . . The

solitary evangelist precedes the elderships. . . If he becomes as

sociated with native pastors, he rules thenceforward jointly with

other brethren , instead of exercising severally, as heretofore, his

proper evangelistic powers.” This teaches, contrary to Scripture

and the Constitution, that the proper evangelistic power is that

of rule. It teaches also that so long as he is at home he rules as

an elder; but as soon as he sets foot on foreign shores he has the

power of jurisdiction as a minister and wields it as an evange

list. This makes him very extraordinary indeed ; in fact, very

near akin to the apostles . This, the same writer consistently ad

mits and maintains, “ We call him , and rightly , an extraordinary

officer ; one of three such, the other two being apostles and pro

phets. But these other two were both inspired , while inspira

tion does not form any necessary feature in the evangelist's office.”

But our Constitution not only gives no support to this theory,

but pointedly contradicts it, when it declares that the extraordi

nary offices “ have long since ceased ;" and makes the power of

jurisdiction joint and places it in the hands only of presbyters.

No one can exercise this power on his individual responsibility .

But we see the “ solitary evangelist” in a far distant country

wielding it alone. What are we to conclude ? That he is exer

cising it severally ? When he organises, ordains, and adminis

ters alone, is he therefore a prelatic bishop ? By no means.

“ ' Tis distance lends enchantment to the view ,

And robesthe evangelist in scarlet hue."

The writer was chasing his will-o '-the-wisp over the marshes.

Our Book is very plain on this point, and is consistent through

out. “ When a minister is appointed to the work of the evange

list, . . . to him may be intrusted power to organise churches,

and ordain ruling elders and deacons therein .” From this it is
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clear that he wields his power of jurisdiction as the delegate of

the Presbytery. The Book does not say that he has the power

as a several power in virtue of his being an evangelist, and may

be trusted to wield it ; but the power is joint and to be wielded

by presbyters in courts. The power belongs to the court, and she

may intrust her power to him as her delegate. Every act of ju

risdiction that he performs is an act of the Presbytery that ap

pointed him to dothatwork . He acts in thenameand by the au

thority of the body that intrusted its, power to him . On this

point, again , the Book is scriptural. “ For this cause I left thee

in Crete, that thou shouldst set in order the things that are

wanting, and ordain elders in every city , as I had appointed

thee.” ( Titus i. 5 .) But the court can appoint no one to do this

work except an elder, one who is a participant of the power, and

called by the Lord to rule in his Church. We do not rule as an

evangelist, nor as a minister of the word , but as an elder. But

it is a joint power ; we must merge it with the power of our

brethren in a court. Every exercise of the power of jurisdiction

is, therefore, the exercise of the combined power of all themem

bers of the court. This combined or joint power " may be in

trusted ” to any member of the court. When , therefore,wewield

the power of jurisdiction , we do so because we are an elder ; and

when we do so , solitary and alone,we wield the combined power of

our Presbytery, which was intrusted to us. We first evangelise,

exercising our several power of order ; we then turn back upon

our evangelist track and, in our capacity of elder commissioned

by our Presbytery , we organise and rule. It is, then, true that

the solitary evangelist precedes the elderships, but not in thesense

in which the expression is used by the above writer. This, then ,

is the mode in which ecclesiastical jurisdiction resides in us. This

is themethod by which the work is accomplished in foreign lands .

Now , in what respect does this method differ from the " regu

lar methods" ? Dr. Lefevre tells us that the regular methods at

home are her " ordinary courts ;" her " complete and proper

form " and her “ full organism ." With great deference to the

hondred Chairman , we think he is not sufficiently explicit. The

ordinary courts of the Church are by nomeans synonymous with
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her complete and proper form and her full organism ; they are only

a part of her full organism . Now ,we have not the full organ

ism abroad because we have not the full work . As the differ

ence in work is only a difference in degree, so the difference in

method is not in kind but in degree. The method for doing the

work abroad is the same as the method for doing the same work

at home. Nor do we refer to the home evangelist, so called ; that

would be begging the question. Within the bounds of those Pres

byteries where there are no evangelists , themethods are the same

as in foreign fields. Courts do their work either immediately in

their sessions, or mediately by means of committees. All those

acts that cannot be conveniently done by the whole body in ses

sion are, and always have been, done by committees delegated or

appointed to do them . Any act so performed is just as regular ,

legal, and ordinary , as if done by the whole body in session. This

is just the method employed abroad : the joint power of the Pres

bytery is exercised in foreign or destitute fields mediately

through her commissioner .

Now , when we examine the work always done at home through

committees,we find that it corresponds almost entirely with the

work done in heathen lands. Presbyteriesmust see to it that va

cant churches and destitute points enjoy the administrations of the

word and sacraments. The regular and ordinary method is to ap

pointmembers of the body to visit such places in rotation. But if

it appoints just onemember to visit them all, is themethod there

by changed ? Will the doing it allmake the man any more ex

traordinary a personage than if he alternated with his brethren ?

Presbytery organises churches by means of a committee of two or

three. But if it only appoints one, is his office thereby changed ?

Is his power different? Does it reside in him in a differentmode

from what it would if one or two brethren were with him ? If it

appoints two to do it,weare to believe that it is the court doing it

by means of its commissioners ; this, according to Dr. Lefevre,

is according to the ordinary and regular operation of Church

power. But if it appoints only one, lo and behold , it is no long

er done by the court through a commissioner, but the oneman is

doing it by an extraordinary several power that resides in him in
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an extraordinary mode. We do not understand this hocus-pocus

modus operandi of metamorphosing an ordinary commissioner

into an extraordinary officer, and of changing a delegated joint

power into a several. We fail entirely to see anything more un

usual and irregular and extraordinary about themethod, and the

mode in which the power resides in the man, in the case of one

commissioner than in the case two or three.

We confess that we have no sympathy whatever with this

ecclesiastical Darwinianism in our Presbyterian Church that has

developed the simplicity of the evangelist of Scripture and the

Constitution into its “ fullest and highest modern form ” (as Dr.

J. L . Wilson expresses it), so near akin to the apostles and pro

phets. The idea has taken possession of the Church that, be

cause the man is far off and alone, theremust be something extra

ordinary about him ; that hemust be in some way or other differ

ent from and superior to his brethren . Hence this unsatisfactory

search after an office. It is a chase after an ignis fatuus. His

ecclesiastical relations are, unfortunately, practically different,

and to have a theory in harmony with our practicewemustmake

him a different officer ; and hence,

" Every form that fancy can repair,

From dark oblivion glows divinely there."

This jack -o'-the -lantern may yet lead the Church, as a whole,

into bogs and quagmires, from which it may be difficult to extri

cate herself, if it has not already done so . Wehave studied the

evangelist of Scripture, and compared him with the evangelist of

our Constitution , and find that they are the same. We have

studied the modern evangelist in his every-day life and work, and

find that when stripped of the false halo of glory — the undefined

and undefinable mysterious extraordinary character — with which

modern thoughtand modern schemes have invested him , he cor

responds exactly with the evangelist of the word and Book . He

is simply a plain , matter-of-fact, ordinary teaching elder, com

missioned by his Presbytery to go into foreign countries and des

titute districts to evangelise , or preach the gospel to the ignorant

and perishing ; and to him , as an elder , is intrusted the power to

organise churches and ordain officers over them .
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FUNCTIONS.

But let us inquire more particularly as to the extent of his

duties. What are the functions that are delegated to him ? If

the foregoing views be correct, this becomes a comparatively easy

question to determine.

In the first place, he is a teaching elder , and as such possesses

the power of order. This is a several power, and hemay there

fore exercise it to its fullest extent. He possesses, and may exer

cise, all the functions of a minister of the word. This, as we have

seen , is the distinctivework that distinguishes him as an evangelist.

But, in the second place, the faithful discharge of his proper

evangelistic functions will surely result in the conversion of souls,

and these believers must be organised into churches . The Pres

bytery intrusts this power also to her commissioner ; but the

question arises, How far is he to carry this work of organisation ?

Dr. Lefevre maintains thathe has all the functions of the Pres

bytery , and that of the Synod in one respect. Dr. J. L . Wilson

says he carries with him , and exercises, all the functions of the

Presbytery .

Now , by what norma are we to determine the question ? Dr.

Lefevre replies, “ The work to be done is the measure of his

power; " and this seems to be the norma by which all decide the

point. It is true the work was the measure by which the Lord

Jesus and the inspired apostles determined the extent of the power

of the necessary church officers, for they knew infallibly the extent

of the work . But if the uninspired, fallible Church is, in this

late age, to sit in judgment upon the amount of work , and then

exalt one of the scriptural titles of the minister to the category of

an extraordinary office , and clothe this officer with powers suffi

cient to do the work that we may think should be done, where

will it land us ? Weshall see to what an extremity it has led so

wise an ecclesiastic as Dr. Lefevre (not to say the whole Church ),

to the creation of what Dr. Adger justly terms “ a mere hybrid

court — the mongrel offspring of Congregationalism and Prelacy .”

No ; for those who hold that the evangelist, as such , is an officer,

and an extraordinary officer,and that he holds the power of juris

diction as a several power, the above norma will not do. An un
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wise zeal has already developed him into his " fullest and highest

modern form ,'' in which we find him practically . A little more

zeal on the part of the honored Chairman leads him to theoretically

develop his evangelist into a form still fuller and higher, and to

recommend that this development be legalised. “ It would, per

haps, bemore decent and orderly that some one be formally ap

pointed to the exercise of the power of final judgment to decide

only such questions as are lost by a tie vote in the convention of

the general evangelists of a particular mission." Still a little

more unwise zeal for “ decency and order ” will lead to extending

this " power" to all questions; and not only to deciding ques

tions, but to the oversight of all the work done by all the “ evan

gelists,” so -called , in a country or province. In fact, the Northern

Presbyterian Church lately appointed a man to have the oversight

of all the missionary work in Mexico . It was, no doubt, thought

by those in authority that this was a necessary work, and they

clothed the man with the necessary power to do it . Now, suppose

that during the next few generations this zeal for decency and

order should be developed into an unscrupulous ambition , and

who will guarantee that at the end of two more centuries “ the

fullest and highest modern form ” of the evangelist will not be of .

a character to satisfy the pretensions of even the Pope himself ?

We believe the Constitution is reasonable and scriptural when

it puts all rule in the hands of presbyters and declares it joint,

and to be administered in courts. Webelieve it is also scriptural

when it gives the courts the liberty to exercise their power , when

more convenient, by means of commissioners or delegates. “ I

left thee in Crete . . . . to ordain elders in every city , as I had

appointed thee .” Here, then, upon our constitutional and scrip

tural theory, we have a wholesome limit to the powers of jurisdic

tion delegated to the minister who is sent out to evangelise. All

will, no doubt, agree that no court can delegate powers which it

not only does not possess, butwhich are peculiar to another court.

Now, according to our Constitution, the Presbytery commissions

the minister to evangelise, and delegates to him his power of juris

diction ; his functions, therefore, cannot exceed those of the Pres

bytery . We cannot, therefore, agree with Dr. Lefevre that he
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can exercise the function of Synod in one respect, viz ., to organise

Presbyteries. It would be an unconstitutional usurpation on the

part of the Presbytery . There are only two possible ways of

avoiding this logical and constitutional limitation of the exercise

of the power of jurisdiction on his part : (a ) By assuming that

he is the delegate or commissioner of the Assembly, and that to

this body pertains the power to organise Presbyteries in foreign

lands,and it may delegate this function to its commissioner. But,

according to the Book, it is the Presbytery and not the Assembly

that commissions him . Moreover, the Assembly of 1876 emphati

cally denied this right to the Assembly, and for reasons given in

the Appendix to the Minutes of the Assembly of the same year.

Wesuppose there are few , if any, in our Church who do not agree

in this position . (6 ) By taking the view combated by us, viz.,

that he possesses his power of jurisdiction in virtue of his being

an evangelist, and does not receive it from any court. To dwell

upon this point would be to repeat all that we have already said .

But is it true that the organisation of Presbyteries is a part of

the work to be done ? Let us examine and see . All will agree

that the work to be done is to plant the seed of Christ's spiritual

kingdom among the nations. It is not to plant a full-grown tree ,

nor yet a sapling, but simply the seed . And what is the seed ?

Wereply, the seed of the law of the kingdom is the word sown

in the hearts of the people. The seed of the government is evi

dently that court which contains all the power and all the officers

of the kingdom . This we find in the Parochial Presbytery or

Session of a particular church . In the Session we find all the

officers — teaching and ruling elders and deacons, and all the

power : in the minister, the power of order ; in the elders, the

power of jurisdiction ; and in the deacons, the power of distribu

tion . Such a church is not Congregational, since it is governed

by presbyters; nor is it Prelatic, since there is no one-man

power ; nor yet is it Independent, since it is governed according

to Presbyterian law sown in the hearts of the people and sworn

to by the officers. Several such churches planted in any district

will as surely grow into a Classical Presbytery as the many roots

that shoot downwards from the seed will push above ground one
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single stem , destined to grow into a full-grown tree . All that

is wanting is the vivifying influence of the Spirit, to give the in

crease. There are no more powers and no more officers in the

Presbytery than in the Session . There are more duties ; but to

perform the extra duties, there is no increase of powers , but sim

ply a further exercise of the same powers. Dr. Lefevre is led to

confer this power upon his evangelist, not, as we understand him ,

from a denial of our position that the whole Church resides in

the Session, but from an erroneous view of the ecclesiasticalstatus

of the new church. He maintains that the native Presbytery

“ becomes immediately a member and constituent of the General

Assembly whose evangelist brought it into existence.” Admit

ting this theory, we cannot see why a particular church may not

become a constituentpart of the home Church as well as the Pres

bytery. According to our Constitution , the General Assembly

hasnomore right to organise Presbyteries and receive them into

connexion with itself, than it has to organise and receive churches.

If it can violate our Constitution upon " Presbyterian principles”

in the case of the Presbytery, whymay it not do so in the other ?

If he replies that the new Presbytery is on foreign soil, and not

within the bounds of any Synod, so is the particular church

without the bounds of any Presbytery. But we cannot under

stand why Dr. Lefevre limits the work to the formation of a Pres

bytery . Upon his principles, he should carry the work ofcreation

on to the formation of Synods and General Assemblies. He says

the Church is present (in her evangelist, of course) " for the very

purpose of starting the regular organism , which of course is that

of the existing Constitution." True ; but the question at issue

is, What is the regular organism ? In what sense is the Presby

tery any more the regular organism than the Session ? Would not

the samearguments that would lead him to consider the Session

a less regular organism than the Presbytery lead him to consider

the Presbytery less so than the Synod , and the Synod than the

General Assembly ?

But we cannot admit that the foreign church becomes a con

stituent part of the home Church . It is not an independent

church ; for the law that has been accepted and the Constitution

VOL. XXXIV., no . 1 — 9.
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that has been sworn to , are Presbyterian. This is the position

taken by our Assembly of 1876 , and we think it is the true and

wise position. Dr. Lefevre would have us plant young peach

trees, lest the peach seed planted on foreign soil should spring up

as orange or mango trees.

When we consider, then , the agentwho is sent out to plant the

seed, we find that, according to our Book , he is ordained and com

missioned by the Presbytery, and that body cannot delegate to

an agent functions which it does not possess itself. And when

we examine the work to be done, we find that it corresponds with

this idea ; it does not surpass the powers of the Presbytery.

But can he, as a commissioner of the Presbytery , wield all the

powers of that body ? It cannot delegate to him the powers of

another court ; but does it, in virtue of its commission , invest him

with all its own powers ? Dr. Wilson answers, Yes ; he " carries

with him and exercises all the functions of the Presbytery .” We

by no means think so . He is not a Presbytery, but only its

commissioner, and commissioners do not carry the full power of

the appointing body, but only so much as the body may choose

to delegate to them . Titus was appointed by Paul, but he did

not carry all the functions of the apostle ; a specific duty was

assigned to him . It appertains to the Presbytery to decide in

each individual case how much power of jurisdiction she will

delegate to her commissioner. If the work to be done lies within

its bounds, the court may intrust to him the same functions that

she intrusts to those whom she sends abroad, or she may not do

so, inasmuch as the court itself may conveniently do a part of the

work immediately, such as ordaining officers, directing colportage

work , taking the oversight of vacant churches, and the like.

But when a Presbytery sendsoneof its members into a foreign

field to plant the seed , which of its functions can he discharge ?

It is only by examining the constitutional functions of the

Presbytery, and comparing them with the functions discharged by

those who, in apostolic times, were sentabroad to plant the king

dom , thatwe can determine this question . Does any one object

that those who set up the kingdom at first were the apostles them

selves, and we cannot follow their example ? We think we can .
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In fact, we doubt if there is a brother within our bounds who

does not constantly appeal, not only to the precept, but to the

example , of the apostles ; and if any one proceeds according to

their example, he feels that he is on terra firma. But were they

not extraordinary officers endowed with extraordinary powers ?

And if we like ourselves to them , are we not doing exactly what

we have already censured in another writer ? We reply, thatwe

look upon the apostles as we look upon the teaching elder. The

latter possesses a twofold character ; the apostle a threefold char

acter. No ruling elder can go into the pulpit to administer the

word and sacraments on the plea that his pastor does it, and they

are both elders. But when his pastor does anything in a court,

his elders can do the same, and with perfect propriety plead his

example, because they are all elders. So we cannot attempt to

work miracles ,speak with tongues, confer the Holy Spirit, or write

inspired epistles, pleading the example of the apostles. But

when we evangelise, administer the sacraments, and exercise the

power of jurisdiction, we can with propriety plead their example,

since they wereministers of the word (Acts xvi. 16 ; 1 Cor. iii. 5 ),

evangelists (Acts xvi. 10 ; Rom . xv. 16 ), and elders ( 1 Pet. v . 1).

Weregard them as teaching elders, who possessed certain addi

tionalpowers and functions, which were extraordinary, and neces

sary to confirm their message and prove that they were divinely

sent, and that their religion wasdivine. Considering them in their

ordinary character of teaching elders, church officers now , both

at homeand abroad , not only may, but should , proceed in all

things according to the example as well as precept of the apostles.

Our brethren at home, when assembled in the highest church

court, are wont to claim that they have scriptural authority for

being thus assembled , not so much from precept as from the ex

ample of the apostles in the Jerusalem Assembly.

The truth is, when Paul was set apart to his missionary work

by the church in Antioch, Barnabas, who was not an apostle ,

was set apartwith him by the imposition of hands. They travelled

together and preached (Acts xiii. 5 ) and ordained elders over

their churches (Acts xiv . 23), apparently on a footing of perfect

equality . Now , Barnabas bore no analogy whatever to Paul as
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an apostle, but it seems he did bear a very decided analogy to

him as a minister sent out to preach and establish the Church “ in

the regions beyond.”

So wehave nothing extraordinary about us, are in no way sim

ilar " to the apostles as such ," that is, to their extraordinary char

acter; but we all bear a very decided analogy to them in their

ordinary character of teaching elders. They were inspired ; so

much greater the reason why we should imitate their example,

not of their inspiration, but of their acts.

Let us, then, examine the functions of the Presbytery as laid

down in our Book , and see which of these may and should be in

trusted to her delegate.

1. Hemay organise churches. No one will question the scrip

turalness of this function .

2. Hemay receive churches previously organised on Presby

terian principles desiring to be taken under his oversight, if they

are vacant, according to the rules observed by Presbyteries at

home. If they have pastors, they are perfect seed , and must be

let alone.

3 . Hemay ordain ruling elders and deacons, duly chosen by

the congregation. No one will call this in question .

4 . He may examine, license, and ordain ministers of the gos

pel. Strangely enough, our Book denies him this power when

it inserts the word " ruling.” Whatever be the reason of this

strange position of our Book (which should be remedied by a vote

of the Presbyteries ), we suppose no one will deny that he should

be intrusted with this power : for (a ) without this office there is

wanting the teaching elder and the power of order, and hence the

seed is imperfect to that extent; (6 ) Paul and Barnabas and Titus

ordained " elders” without any limiting word , and Timothy was

instructed to ordain “ bishops" " apt to teach ;” (c) and, finally ,

this function pertains'to the Presbytery, and may be intrusted to

her commissioner.

5 . Hemay instal these ministers over churches, or commission

them to evangelise and look after the newly formed churches , as

Paul did Timothy and Titus.

6 . Hemust take the oversight of vacant churches adhering in
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all things to the rules prescribed in the Constitution for Presby

teries. (a ) He must preach and administer the sacraments,

reprove, rebuke, and comfort, because Presbyteries appoint

members of their body to do this work in vacant churches. (b ) If

there are no ruling elders, hemust administer discipline. (c ) If

there are elders, he mustmoderate the Session ; should he be ab

sent, the Session may proceed to business without him , or a na

tive minister may be invited to moderate the Session . (d ) If

there is only one ruling elder, hemust be disciplined by the com

missioner of the Presbytery.

Such are the functions that are to be discharged by the man

who is sent forth by the Presbytery to plant the seed of Christ's

spiritual kingdom among the nations.

Let us see now which of the functions of the Presbytery are

not intrusted to him . These become almost self-evidentupon

reading the functions of Presbytery as laid down in the Book .

Wehave already seen that when a pastor is installed over a

church, the perfect germ has been planted , and the authority of

the commissioner over it ceases. The seed has been planted ,and

must be left to the care of Him who will administer all needed

grace and wisdóm to the Session . He cannot, therefore, visit

such churches to redress evils ; he cannot review its records ; he

cannot oblige it to observe the Constitution ; he cannot unite or

divide it ; he cannot concert measures to improve it ; he cannot

see that the injuntions of higher courts are obeyed ; and, finally ,

he cannot receive and issue appeals. Does any one say that the

church is weak and needs the fostering care of the hand that

brought it into existence ? We reply, the objection is of the es

sence of unbelief. God will foster it by his almighty grace,

which is far better. The " fostering care ” of an extraordinary

officer, with a poor fallible heart, will surely transform itself, in

the course of time, into inconvenient proportions. Wemay not

approve of all that is done by the Session, but our disapproba

tion is no justifiable ground for interference on our part. Nor

are we to suppose that, as a matter of course, our judgment is al

ways correct and theirs always wrong, when a conflict of judg

ment occurs . Cases have occurred in which the opposite was
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true, and for the reason that in questions of fact the natives gen

erally have the advantage over foreigners , and for obvious reasons.

Does any one say that the churches appealed to the apostles ?

Certainly they did . And they may appeal to them now ; they

have the inspired views of the apostles in writing, which the

churches did not then have; moreover, when they appealed , the

apostles carried the knotty question before the home Church, and

assembled the elders in a General Assembly at Jerusalem to de

cide it. On all questions relating to the discipline of vice and im

morality the new churches now have the commands of the Lord

given through the inspired apostles. There is no place now for

appeal except on technical points of ecclesiastical order, and

the native Sessions have the Book and common sense and

the Holy Spirit. If they still cannot agree, then let them

agree to disagree, just as the General Assembly at home is ob

liged to remand the dancing question, at last, to each Session .

There are twomore functions which belong to the Presbytery

and which , from the very nature of the case , are not delegated to

her commissioner, to wit, appointing commissioners to the Assem

bly, and proposingmeasures to the Synod and the Assembly .

We cannot, therefore, agree with the venerable Secretary that

" he carries with him and exercises all the functions of the Pres

bytery .”

II.

HIS FOREIGN RELATIONS.

To the Native Church.

The year 1874 marks the beginning of a new era in our

Church on the question of the relations that exist between the

native churches and the minister who brings them into being.

Until that timeshe held , along with other Churches, to the theory

of mixed Presbyteries ; that is, that the ministers from home

should be formed into Presbyteries along with the native minis

ters, said Presbyteries to be in organic connexion with the home

Church.
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In accordance with this principle, the Assembly of 1871 or

ganised the Presbytery of Sao Paulo, and, so far as weareaware,

no opposition was made. In May, 1874, the editorial, cited at

the beginning of our paper, was published in the Missionary, in

whieh this theory is distinctly avowed to be the true one. This

editorial was approved by the Assembly thatmet the samemonth.

(See Minutes of the Assembly , 1874, p . 598.) In harmony

with this theory the same Assembly organised the Hangchow

Presbytery. ( P . 488.)

Opposition, however, was now made. The first man to raise

his voice against this unconstitutional usurpation of the Synod's

power was the Rev . R . L . Breck , D . D ., then of Richmond , Ky.

He was supported by others, but they were overruled , and our

Church settled down, wedded to what all now believe to be a false

theory .

The considerations which influenced the Kentucky brethren ,

however, had no reference to the foreign minister . If wemis

take not, so far as concerns our own Church, the honor of first

setting forth our true relations to the native church belongs to

the Rev . M . H . Houston , of China. In the paper styled , The

Ecclesiastical Status of the Foreign Missionary, the theory was

first publicly announced that “ the evangelist is never to become

a de facto member of any Presbytery that he may form ; he is to

continue to be a member of the Presbytery in this country which

clothed him with the powers and functions of evangelist.” (P . 9 .)

In accordance with this principle , members of the Hangchow

Presbytery overtured the Assembly of 1875, at St. Louis, to dis

solve said Presbytery. The Assembly appointed a Committee ,

consisting of Drs. Adger, Peck, and Wilson , to report to the

succeeding Assembly upon the subject. In their Report to the

Savannah Assembly, 1876 , the Committee declared that the As

sembly has no power to organise Presbyteries, and also that the

evangelist should not become a member of a foreign Presbytery.

The ministers in China were accordingly declared to be members

of their respective Presbyteries at home. A member of the As

sembly asked if the same principle would not apply to the Sao

Paulo Presbytery. Dr. Wilson said it would , but asked that no
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action be taken until the Presbytery be heard from . He accord

ingly addressed a letter to the Sao Paulo brethren on the subject,

and the question was thoroughly discussed in Presbytery , and

action taken in harmony with the views of the China brethren ,

but referring the matter to the Synod of Virginia, as it was

thought that the Synod alone has power to dissolve Presbyteries .

This action was forwarded to Dr. Wilson, through whom action

was requested, with the request that it be laid before the Synod .

It was admitted in Baltimore that the positions taken were “ in

vulnerable,” but, for some reason not given , it was thought best

not to carry the matter further, so the matter stopped in Bal

timore .

The principles of the Assembly of 1876 were reaffirmed by the

succeeding Assembly which met at New Orleans, when it ap

proved the Manual of Missions, cited at the head of our paper.

The Manual clearly and explicitly takes the same stand so ably

enunciated and defended by the Report published as an Appen

dix to the Minutes of the Assembly of 1876. It is unnecessary

to rehearse here the arguments presented in that Report. Our

Church is committed to that theory ; webelieve it is the true one,

and that she should stand by it.

It being, then, the doctrine of the Church that the evangelist

cannot unite, as such, with the native Presbytery, it follows that

when a Presbytery is organised , he must do one of three things.

Hemust return home, or move into destitute regions without the

bounds of the new Presbytery , since he cannot remain within its

bounds, while a member of another Presbytery , without violating

the Constitution. Or he may dissolve his connexion with the

home Church and unite with the native Presbytery on a footing

of perfect equality with the native brethren ; the new Presbytery

may then commission him , if it chooses , to labor as an evangelist

either within or without its bounds.

Since the above was written the Synod of Virginia dissolved the

Presbytery, we suppose at the request of Rey. E . Lane, who was present

at the meeting of the Synod .
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Relations to his Fellow -workers.

Wepropose, under this head, to discuss the relations that exist

between the foreign minister and his fellow -workers, according to

our present system of conducting missions, presenting our own

views as we proceed with the discussion. These relations are de

termined by the MANUAL FOR THE USE OF MISSIONARIES,already

cited . This Manual is a small tract or pamphlet, which was

neatly printed in Baltimore, and submitted to the Standing Com

mittee on Foreign Missions of the New Orleans Assembly, 1877.

The Standing Committee recommended, in the body of their Re

port, that it be approved . The Assembly , in voting the adoption

of the Report of the Committee, of course approved the Manual.

Copies were accordingly forwarded to the missionaries, with the

information that by this approval of the Assembly it had become

“ law," and has since been enforced as such . It was given again

to the Church in the Missionary for January, 1880. Upon ex

amining the Manual, we find that we can only understand our

relations to our fellow -workers by considering The Mission . Let

us, then , inquire : 1 . What is the mission ? 2 . Who compose it ?

3 . What are its powers ? The Manual says, in answer to the

first question :

“ Atevery central station there is a mission, technically so-called — a

sub-committee - acting in direct and constant communication with the

Executive Committee of Missions. The mission shall be organised with

Chairman, Secretary, and Treasurer, and shall transact its business ac

cording to the ordinary rules of all organised bodies of the kind. It shall

meet once a year, or oftener, if necessary, at the call of the Chairman,"

The mission, then , is an organic body , having its by-laws and

officers. Dr. Adger seems to confound the station with mission .

They are quite distinct. The station is simply the place where

theministers and other missionaries reside ; or it may be applied

to the company of missionaries living at any oneplace , considered

in their general character ofmissionaries laboring together in the

same field , but having no reference to any organisation. The

mission , however, is an organic body for the transaction of busi

ness. This becomes apparent in the next sentence, where, in

answer to the second question , it says : “ It is composed of all the
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missionaries [ministers ] and male assistant missionaries.” We

are told that the term “ assistant missionary is indifferently ap

plied to laymen sent out as teachers ; to missionary physicians ;

to unmarried ladies , and to the wivesofmissionaries [ministers ]."

Themission , then , is an organic, official body, composed of the

ministers and laymen sent out as teachers and physicians.

And what are the powers of the mission , according to the

“ law ” ? The Manual says:

" All members of the mission are expected to correspond freely with

the home office [ in Baltimore ] ; but in relation to business matters ,

such as the appropriation of funds, the establishment of schools, the

formation of new stations, the return of missionaries , and the like, the

correspondence shall be between the mission , as such , and the Executive

Committee. The mission , at its regular meetings, shall designate the

particular work of each missionary laborer, and shall send up, at the

close of each year, a report of the condition of the whole work.”

Such, then , is the mission , according to the code of law enacted

by the New Orleans Assembly of 1877.

Now , with all deference for the superior wisdom of the brethren

in Baltimore who drew up this Manual, as well as for the Standing

Committee that recommended its approval, and for the supreme

court that voted the adoption of the Report of their Committee

with that clause in it, we must say that the creation of such an

organic body, 80 composed, and with such powers, was both un

wise and unconstitutional. For what is themission of theManual

but a veritable Church court ? According to our Constitution, a

Church court is an organised body in which rulers of the Church

wield jointly ecclesiastical jurisdiction. The mission is an organ

ised body. It has its Chairman and Secretary ; it transacts its

business according to the ordinary rules of all organised bodies of

the kind ; it meets once a year, or oftener, if necessary, at the

call of the Chairman ; it keeps a full and regular record of its

proceedings; any portion of its records (or all of them ) be

ing subject to review by the Executive Committee . Is there any

difference between the organisation of the mission and that of the

Presbytery or Synod ? There are the Chairman, or Moderator,

and Secretary ; there are the stated and called meetings ; there

are the full records, and there is the review and control; in fine,
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there is as complete and perfect an organised body as it is pos

sible to form , and as like a Presbytery, in its organisation, as one

egg is like another.

In this body we find the presbyters who are rulers of the

Church . And in this body these rulers of the Church exer

cise jointly their ecclesiastical jurisdiction . The business trans

acted by the mission is not worldly business, not yet themere

secular business of the Church. It is not confined to the

auditing of the treasurer 's books, nor yet to the receiving of

funds from Baltimore and disbursement of the same. It is not

limited to the fixing of the salaries of teachers and other em

ployés of the mission , nor to the erection of buildings. It in

cludes all this, but its powers stretch far beyond, including func

tions purely and properly ecclesiastical.

( 1) The mission directs and controls the work of the Church

within its field , in all its departments . Only the mission , in its

organised capacity, can inaugurate and direct any plan for the

propagation of the gospel in new districts, or the building up of

vacant churches . The Manual does not declare this in so many

words, but its provisions are such as to necessitate it. It says

that " in relation to business matters — such as the appropriation

of funds, the establishment of schools, the formation of new sta

tions, the return ofmissionaries,and the like— the correspondence

shall be between the mission , as such , and the Executive Com

mittee. Themission shall send up, before the end of each year a

carefully prepared schedule of all the funds that will be needed

the ensuing year, for salaries, for the support of schools, for ex

penses of colporteurs, for native teachers, and for whatever else

may be necessary to the promotion of the general work. Each

item shall be accompanied with reasons for and explanations of

the same."

The last phrase, which we have italicised , includes, of course,

the translation and publication of religious literature, the scatter

ing of the Scriptures, the amount of evangelistic work to be done

by the ministers, the aid and encouragement given to feeble

churches, and the education of candidates for the ministry. Now ,

this schedule of estimates , in order to be sent up, must bemade
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out, and in order to be made out, each item must be discussed

and officially determined ; and the reasons for each item must be

given by the mission ,as such , and be sent along with the schedule.

Here, then, we have this body, in its regular yearly meeting, de

liberating upon the formation of new stations ; the amount of

Bible and colporteur work to be done ; the number and character

of books to be published ; the amount of aid, both pecuniary and

ministerial, to be given to vacant churches within its bounds ;

the amount of evangelistic work to be done, and the spiritual

qualifications of candidates for the holy ministry ; in a word, it

cannot do what the Manual provides for, without authoritatively

and officially determining all questions involving every branch of

the work of the Church in that district. Let the reader now

judge whether , in doing all this, these rulers of the Church are

not exercising functions that are purely and properly ecclesias

tical? Do or do not Church'courts decide such questionsat home?

(2 ) But the mission not only decides what and how much work

is to be done. Itmust determine the special work of each indi

vidual minister, and report upon his work . “ The mission , at its

regular meetings, shall designate the particular work of each

missionary laborer, provided this has not previously been done by

the Executive Committee , and shall send up, at the close of each

year, a report of the condition of the whole work .” This, of

course, puts ministers, as such, completely under the control of

the mission . Itmay practically instal him pastor, by confining

him altogether to one church ; or it may make him a school

teacher , by confining him altogether to the class-room ; or it may

give him a school and a church ; or it may remove him from the

school and graciously appoint him to the work to which the Pres

bytery appointed him at his ordination ; or it may remove him

from one field to another. If there are native ministers, they,

too, must go at the beck of the mission , until the native Church

becomes entirely self-supporting and independent of the home

Church .

Now , whát is the body at home that appoints ministers to their

special work ? What is the body that removes and settles pas

tors ? What say the Presbyteries ? And what kind of functions
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do these rulers exercise in themission, when they remove and

settle pastors and appoint evangelists ? Are they not wielding

their joint power of jurisdiction ? If, in doing all the Manual

directs the mission to do, it doesnot exercise ecclesiastical powers,

if it is not clothed with the functions of Presbytery , then we

read amiss either the Manual or the Constitution .

It is true, we do not call the mission by the name Presbytery,

Synod , or General Assembly ; neither do its powers tally exactly

with those of any one of the courts of the Book ; but to consti

tute any body a Church court, it is not necessary that it should

have the samename or the exact powers of either of those courts .

It is only necessary that in it officers of the Church wield jointly

ecclesiastical powers. This is what presbyters do in the mission .

In support of our view , that the mission is a court, we have

the explicit and emphatic testimony of the honored chairman of

the body that formed theManual. Dr. Lefevre says :

“ The actualfacts of the Foreign Missionary work, however, generally

present a stillmore complex problem . A mission is usually composed of

more than one general evangelist, and there arises the question , What is

the relation of these evangelists of the same mission to each other as to

the exercise of extraordinary power ? Is it joint or several ? According

to the principles of this paper, we must answer, that the power is joint

and not several, and must be administered by themission as a body, or

a temporary distribution must bemade according to the exigencies of the

case , and after the analogy of the existing Constitution . The evangel

ists are each parts, in which is the power of the whole ; but this com

mon power is over the power of every part, and must be exercised by

the whole body, or a system of evangelistic courts. It is no matter of

expediency , but of vital Presbyterian principle, that is here insisted

upon . The same principles that lie back of our Book , lie back of our

evangelists , without which they have no authorised existence. . . . We

have here, therefore, a clear case of joint power. What, then , is the

proper way of its exercise ? Evidently , it is substantially , though not

formally , the method of the Church at home. It must be exercised

jointly by these officers, either in convention or by a distribution of

power.” (See Southern PRESBYTERIAN Review , Oct., 1879, pp. 669, 670.)

Nothing could be clearer. The mission,which “ is composed ”

according to the actual facts” (that is, the mission of the Man

ual), is an evangelistic court, in which the evangelists must wield

their power jointly, according to “ themethod at home;" i. e., in
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courts. And this, Dr. Lefevre affirms, is no matter of expe

diency, but of vital Presbyterian principle. And what are the

vital Presbyterian principles of his article ? On page 660, he

says :

" By common consent, however, we have for our guide the following

a priori laws, which must give shape to every Presbyterian structure :

( 1) That the power of the whole is in every part and over the power of

every part. (2 ) That whenever two or more parts in which is the power

of the whole , coexist in timeand space, they become joint possessors of

this one common power, and must provide by courts and distribution of

power, for the realisation of the Church 's unity . ( 3 ) That this distri

bution must be made ( 1 Cor. xiv . 14 ) according to decency and order. . . .

( 4 ) That the mostunbecoming and paralysing disorder of all, is the co

existence of two jurisdictions in the samematter at the same time over

the same subjects."

Wesuppose no one will deny these principles for a moment.

Wemay formulate this ratiocination into a syllogism , as follows :

Major premise : Whenever two or more parts coexist in time

and space over the samesubjects, their power becomes joint, and

must be administered jointly , in a court, to prevent disorder .

Minor premise : A mission being formed , the evangelists co

exist in time and space, and over the same subjects .

Conclusion : Hence, to prevent disorder, their power becomes

joint, and must be administered in the mission, which thus be

comes a court.

We thus have not only the unequivocal testimony of Dr.

Lefevre, that in his opinion the mission is a court, but he arrays

the irresistible force of logic to prove that, according to vital

Presbyterian principles, it must be a court.

Wehave no explicit testimony from the Secretaries of the Ex

ecutive Committee ; that is, they have never said , in so many

words, that the mission is a court. But the general tenor of their

official correspondence, and the comparison made between the

way of doing things through the mission and Executive Commit

tee , and the way of doing things through courts, is such as to

make themission differ from a court only in name. One of the

Secretaries says that for a foreign minister not to be subject to

the control and oversight of the mission “ is contrary to Presby
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terian ideas and usages. We all need oversight and control.

No member of a Presbytery could plead exemption from such

control. Besides, the Manual of Missions is law , and we have

no right to deviate from it.” But it is clearly contrary to Pres

byterian ideas and usages for any body to have the oversight and

control of the minister of the gospel and his work, except a

court. Of this the venerable Secretary seems to be conscious.

He is well aware of what Presbyterian usage is, and therefore

consistently says that no member of Presbytery could claim ex

emption from such control. It will be noticed that Dr. Wilson

confirms our interpretation of the Manual as to the power of the

mission : that it is over the minister of the gospel, as such. We

do not, however, attribute to him the opinion that themission has

as much power over the minister as the Presbytery has, according

to the Book . He does not hold that the mission has judicial

power to try the minister for heresy and immorality ; but he holds

that it controls and directs him in his ministerial work and char

acter.

Dr. Adger, in combating Dr. Lefevre's mission in the same

number of the REVIEW , makes the point against it that it is a

court. But Dr. Lefevre 's mission is the mission which “ is com

posed " according to the actual facts..” It is the mission of the

Manual. He strangely enough supposes that Dr. Lefevre pro

poses to create this court, not seeming to be aware that it has ex

isted according to law since May, 1877. What Dr. Lefevre pro

poses is, not to create what had already been created by the New

Orleans Assembly , but simply to confer upon this mission more

powers than is conferred by the Manual. He wishes it to have

not only the control and direction of all the Church work in all

its departments, and power to direct and control the ministers in

their work , all of which the Manual gives it ; but he wishes its

powers to be extended over the native Christians ; to admit and

try church members, to ordain officers and to pronounce certain

customs a bar to communion . In a word, he declares that his

“ principle applies only with greater force to the higher govern

mental powers.” To this we most heartily agree. Once admit

the principle that our power of jurisdiction is joint, and must be
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wielded jointly in the mission, as it is admitted in the Manual,

and enforced with all the authority of law , and we see no logical

reason for limiting its power.

Now , let the Church contemplate this new creation in our sys

tem of courts. Let our Presbyteries, Synods, and General As

semblies look at their young sister on foreign soil; let them ex

amine her closely and decide whether or not she is worthy the

dignity to which she is already exalted by the Manual, and of the

still higher aspirations which the honored Chairman entertains

for her.

In the first place, was the manner of her introduction into our

polity constitutional ? We always supposed that any fundamen

tal change in our polity could only be made by a vote of the

Presbyteries. Wehave seen , however, that this “ evangelistic

court," called the mission , was created and legalised by a mere

vote of the Assembly of 1877. And this vote wasnot direct

upon the merits of the question, but in the most indirect manner

possible. The Standing Committee on Foreign Missions recom

mended in the body of their Report thatthe Manual be approved.

When the Assembly voted the adoption of the Report, the Man

ual became “ law , and we have no right to deviate from it."

Now , we believe the Assembly may adopt Reports approving

of work that has been done, and recommending what it pleases to

the churches. But we submit that it has no power to make

changes in the organic law of our Church . We submit that the

Assembly surpassed its prerogatives when it legislated upon and

legalised the formation of a new Church court, and especially one

entirely foreign to Presbyterian principles, as we shall see the

mission is. The Assembly may interpret law , but she has no

power to make law . When she takes the general oversight of

the work of evangelising the world, she is not thereby empowered

to create new courts unknown to our Church polity on the plea

that they are necessary for the proper prosecution of the work .

But, in the second place, we may justly demand the scriptural

warrant for a mission . Dr. Lefevre says that “ It may safely be

assumed that no one holds that the particular distribution of

Church power made in our Form ofGovernment is jure divino."
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That may be; but can we therefore introduce radical and funda

mental changes into our system with the specious plea that what

we have is not jure divino in all its minutive ?

Our Book declares that Christ as King has ordained in his

Church a system of government which is “ expressly set down in

Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be deduced

therefrom .” Now , we have the right to demand the authority in

Scripture for any court composed only of teaching elders, as Dr.

Lefevre evidently regards it; or ofministers and laymen , accord

ing to the Manual; and wemay demand the proof that there was

any court in the regions beyond. Surely, if it existed in the

Apostolic Church, the very full history we have of their mission

ary operations would make some mention of it. It cannot be

said of the Scriptures, as has been said of our old Book , that they

were " drawn up at a period when the cause of Foreign Missions

was little understood and appreciated , and hence their principles

can be applied only by inference to many of the details of the

work .” ! The Apostolic Church was preëminently themissionary

Church, and it is incredible that no mention should be made of

an evangelistic court if it existed. Moreover, the apostles were

inspired not only to determine questions of doctrine, but to in

augurate a system of government that should meet the exigencies

of the Church in all ages and in every country. Now , we read

in the New Testamentof ecclesiastical courts in the home Church,

but not one syllable about evangelistic courts — “ Missions tech

nically so called - sub-committees,” in the regions beyond, with

chairmen and secretaries, to control the minister and designate

his particular field of labor, or his special work, and whose com

mands hemust obey , or lay himself liable to be recalled for dis

obedience to instructions. There is no passage in Scripture that

even contains the idea of such a thing as a mission . This en

tire silence of Scripture condemns it, even ifwe had no positive

proof against it. Paul and Barnabas were set apart by the

Since writing the above we were surprised to see that in his arti

cle on Our Schemes of Benevolence, Dr. Wilson takes the same posi

tion in regard to the word of God thathe here takes in regard to our

Constitution , as we may see hereafter.

VOL. XXXIV., no. 1 — 10.
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church at Antioch , and they reported to the same body that set

them apart (Acts xii. 3 , and xiv. 26, 27). They travelled to

gether, they preached together, they even ordained together. But

we have no hint of any “ mission ineetings ” in which Paul was

elected chairman or moderator, and Barnabas secretary, for the

transaction of business “ according to the rules observed by all

organised bodies [ courts ) of the kind.” When any knotty ques

tions arose, the missionaries carried them for decision to the courts

at home.

But not only is the thing unscriptural, it is unconstitutional.

The only courts recognised in our Constitution are the Session ,

Presbytery, Synod, and General Assembly . The evangelist is

set apart by the Presbytery , and as its delegate he exercises his

power of jurisdiction, and constitutionally he is responsible to

that home court . Here, again , Dr. Lefevre confesses the weak

ness of his cause, by acknowledging that it has no countenance

in the Constitution ; he pleads in favor of the intruder into our

system , that no one can venture to say that the particular distri

bution in our Constitution is jure divino. As they set aside our

Book in the case of the evangelist, on the ground of its being old ,

so in the case of the mission the Constitution is ignored, and its

testimony thrown out, on the ground that in its particular distri

bution of power it is not jure divino. Of one thing we are very

sure, that themission is not jure divino. But this court, even

were it composed of ministers only , would be utterly unpresbyte

rian. We feel content to push this point in the forcible language

of Dr. Adger: “ But it appears to us that the overwhelming ob

jection to this view is its making the 'mission 'to be a court of the

Church, and a new kind of court at that. It is made to be a repre

sentative body with no churches to represent. It is made to he

a Presbytery with no ruling elders present. It is made to be a

government ruling through clergy. Each of these objections, it

seems to us, has immense weight. . . . They ( the evangelists ]

must not undertake to make a new kind of Presbyterian court

essentially different from those set before us in Scripture . To do

anything of that kind would not be 'to create the Presbyterian

Church where never was one before. This new kind of court
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proposed to be created thus, it seems to us, would be a mere hy

brid — themongrel offspring of Congregationalism and Prelacy.”

But let us examine the reasons urged for the formation of this

evangelistic court. The Chairman and senior Secretary of the

Executive Committee each gives us a reason.

Dr. Lefevre thinks it necessary in order that we may govern

properly. Dr. Wilson thinks it necessary in order that wemay

be properly governed . Wewill consider them separately . Dr.

Lefevre says :

“ When co-evangelists preach the gospel in the same field , . . if their

power is not to be wielded jointly in the same particular mission , then

each evangelist's private opinion is authoritative judgment, and, as is

well known , these judgments are often contradictory. . . . This would

be disorder of the deadliest sort. . . . The Church has no liberty to do

her work on principles that would make such extraordinary confusion .

Wehave here, then, a clear case of joint power . . . . It seems necessary

to hold that evangelists must exercise their power jointly , and not sev

erally,when they coexist in time and space."

According, then, to Dr. Lefevre, a mission must be formed and

clothed with Presbyterial power to prevent clashing of judgments

and jurisdictions in the conduct of the work. But these judg

ments and this jurisdiction extend not only to the general con

duct and oversight of the work in all its branches, and the over

sight and control of the ministers who compose the mission, as

the Manual provides for , but also to the members of the native

churches. This Dr. Lefevre contends for.

" It cannot be allowed, says he, that in the same church, whether

forming or forined , there is a power to admit and reject the same per

son at the same time, or to declare an accused both guilty and not guilty.

. . . It cannot be that the same man , at the same time and place, is

eligible and ineligible to ordination, or liable to be ordained by one at

one momentand deposed byanother at the next, or be recognised by one

evangelist as a Presbyterian minister and discounted by , another at

his side."

Now , we wonder what our native elders would say to this

theory. We have in South Brazil several churches, some form

ing and others formed . Suppose the " evangelistic court" should

attempt some fine day to put this theory into practice,what would

be the inevitable consequence ? Dr. Lefevre thinks it would pre
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vent “ disorder of the deadliest sort,” since applicants for church

membership would be no longer “ subject to two jurisdictions."

Wethink just the reverse.

What would our native Session in Penha say if the mission

should march in , in a body, and say that, according to vital

Presbyterian principles that lie back of our Book , the power of

admitting these applicants belongs to and must be administered

by the “ evangelistic court," and the Session may, therefore, step

aside ! If they are worthy the name of elders, and we believe

they are, they would likely refer the " evangelistic court" to cer

tain vital Presbyterian principles that lie upon the face of the

Book and the word of God.

We therefore retort Dr. Lefevre's most telling statement upon

himself: “ The Church has no liberty to do her work upon prin

ciples that make such extraordinary confusion.” The opinion of

the mission and the Session would each be an authoritative

judgment and might be contradictory ; this would be disorder of

the deadliest sort. The two courts cannot wield their power

jointly ; the native elders do not enjoy the poor privilege of merg

ing their power with that of the mission, for according to the

Manualno one can become a member of the mission unless ap

pointed by the Executive Committee in Baltimore. Weare sur

prised that Dr. Lefevre should have allowed his will-o'-the-wisp

to lead him into such a dilemma. There is, moreover, a very

serious practical difficulty in the way of the realisation of his

ideal. He seems to forget that the field of which he treats may

be very large. Supposing that none of our native churches had

elders, it would still be a physical impossibility for the mission

to admit church members and try those guilty of offences, because

of the wide extent of territory over which the churches are scat

tered. There may be,moreover, several stations composing the

mission , and these stations may be fifty, sixty, or one hundred

milesapart. On Dr.Lefevre's theory,every time any onemaywish

to join the Church in any congregation belonging to any of the

various stations, the members of all the other stations must drop

their work , or leave it to the “ female assistantmissionaries," and

go off to exercise their joint power in a mission meeting ; for we
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must remember that The Mission is composed of all the male

members of all the different stations. Dr. Lefevre will doubtless

remind us that he has provided for this dilemma by saying that

this court could make a distribution of power analogous to that

made at home. That is , the mission must appoint the men to do

these various things just as a Presbytery would do at home.

The upshot of the whole matter, then, is, that the appoint

ment by our Presbyteries is all a farcical show .

And let it be remembered that in combating this thing we are ·

not combating a mere theory of Dr. Lefevre . We have simply

referred to the extra powers that he would confer upon the mis

sion court. According to the Manual, our power of jurisdiction

is joint, as we have already clearly shown ; the mission must ap

point each minister to his particulor work , and direct and control

him in it.

Now , we put the question seriously to the Church : Why oblige

our Presbyteries to go through the empty formality of appointing

our evangelists ? The Presbytery appoints the minister to

preach , organise churches, and moderate all native Sessions, and

ordain church officers in foreign countries, and then turns him

over to the Executive Committee. He then has no power to do

anything until the Committee sees fit to reappoint him to do the

same things. But the Committee sends him out to fall into the

hands of the mission , and then , “ according to the vital principles

of Presbyterianism ,” he cannot strike a blow, hehas no power

whatever (notwithstanding his two previous appointments ), un

til the mission grants him a third appointment. But stop ;

we are mistaken . The Manual does say that the mission

shall appoint him , unless the Committee has already done it. It

forgets, however, to make the appointment by the Committee

conditional upon his having been or not having been previously ap

pointed by the Presbytery. What has value is the appointment

by the Executive Committee. But if by chance the Committee

appoint two men pastors of the same church or directors of the

same college, what then ? We have not that " common inspira

tion ” which Dr. Lefevre tells us prevented confusion among the

apostles. Might not “ disorder of the deadliest sort” result even

when the Baltimore ideal is realised ?
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But seriously , what is gained by this triple crown — this three

fold appointment ? Dr. Lefevre is sure that things will be done

decently and in order ; that there will be no confusion whatever;

for all the ministersmust respect whatmightbedone in the name

of the mission by their own representative.

Well, if ministers of the gospel can so readily recognise and

respect the acts oftheir brethren when acting as the delegates of

the mission, why can they not do so when they act as the dele

gates of a Presbytery ? The mission is made to be worthy of

more respect than the Presbytery ! The truth is, if these minis

ters would consider each other as representatives of their Presby

teries, and observe the respect and courtesy observed by Presby

teries towards each other, there could be no difficulty. Dr. Le

fevre says, “ It cannot be that the sameman at the same time

and place is eligible and ineligible to ordination , or liable to be

ordained by one at onemoment and deposed by another at the

next, or to be recognised by one evangelist as a Presbyterian min

ister and discounted by another at his side."

Why, of course not. But does it follow that therefore we

have a clear case of joint power ” ? Certainly not. The passage

could be applied as pertinently to any two Presbyteries at home.

Wemay safely affirm that no candidate at home is liable to be

ordained and recognised as a minister by one Presbytery and dis

counted and deposed by the adjoining or any other Presbytery.

Arewe, therefore, to conclude thatonly the General Assembly can

ordain ? We think not. We are just to conclude that when one

Presbytery ordains a man, the other Presbyteries cannot discount

him ; they must recognise him as a minister. Let the same rules

that govern Presbyteries in their mutual relations govern their

representatives abroad , and there cannot possibly result confusion

and disorder. But we shall be told that Presbyteries do not have

jurisdiction over the same person at the same time and in the

samematter, while theministers in foreign lands do. Butwhy do

they ? Why are we confronted with this anomalous condition of

things so different from and foreign to anything to be found in

any Presbyterian Form of Government ? Why are we compelled

to solve so complex a problem ? “ But whatever be the way out
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of this particular difficulty , it seemsnecessary to hold that evan

gelistsmust exercise their power jointly and not severally when

they coexist in time and space.” So says Dr. Lefevre. And

how comes it that the Church has gotten herself into a “ difficulty '

that she cannot escape from without abandoning Presbyterianism ?

How comes the Church to fall into such a quagmire as this, that

the only possible outlet is on the other side, on Papal and Con

gregational territory ? Dr. Lefevre may answer: “ The actual

facts of the Foreign Missionary work, however, generally present

a still more complex problem . A mission is usually composed of

more than one general evangelist, and there arises the question,

What is the relation of these evangelists of the same mission to

each other as to the exercise of extraordinary power ?” Just so .

“ The actual facts” (that is , the formation of a mission) create the

whole difficulty . We cannot conceive of a stronger practical ar

gument against the formation of "missions” than the Chairman

of the Executive Committee gives us. Had he been a member of

the New Orleans Assembly to oppose with such arguments the

approval of the Manual presented by the senior Secretary , he

would have saved our Church the shame of the creation of such

a " complex problem .”

Butwe are told that “ when co -evangelists preach the gospel

in the same field,” they necessarily have jurisdiction over the

samesubjects , and this necessitates their exercising their power

jointly . Well,we do not hesitate to say that if sending more

than one minister to the same place leads the Church into such

difficulties as she has gotten herself into, then send but one to a

place. And, in truth , we are not so sure but this is just what the

Church should do, as a general rule . Wemay very pertinently

inquire, why so many are sent out and herded together at the

same place, unless it be in large cities where each can have a dis

tinct district to himself. Wethink the wise ones would be put

to it to find any countenance in the word of God for such a cus

tom . Concentration is the law of this world, but it is contrary

to the law of Christ's kingdom . It is worldly and essentially

infidel. The command was, “ Go ye into all the world and preach

the gospel to every creature.” The apostles obeyed , and as a
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consequence, before their death the gospel was preached in all the

world . If the Church would spend all her money now in sending

out only ministers, and scatter them , we believe the same result

would follow before our death . The seventy were sent out two

and two tomake a journey ; not to settle down at central points

and organise missions.

Since writing the foregoing, the Missionary for November,

1881, has been received, in which Dr. Wilson tells us that “ The

Saviour's direction to his servants to go two and two embodies

the profoundest wisdom .” The reason why he thinks so is, that

“ we need brotherly advice and counsel, and it is a matter of great

importance to exchange views in all new and intricate questions

that arise, leaving all matters of moment to bedecided by the col

lected wisdom of the whole.” He fails, however, to show us

what were some of the difficult and intricate questions that the

Saviour knew would arise before those servants ; nor does he

name the place where they met to solve " all matters of moment

by their collective wisdom .” He wishes the Church to be im

pressed with the “ profoundest wisdom ” of carrying on the work

by Conmittees and missions. Unfortunately for him , bowever,

the Saviour did not seem to send those servants two and two for

exchange of views on intricate questions, and to decide matters

ofmoment by their collective wisdom . He evidently sent them

two and two because he was acting under the old dispensation ;

he sent them as witnesses, and therefore sent them two and two

in order to establish their testimony, as the Mosaic law required ,

“ by the mouth of two or three witnesses." We find in this ac

tion of our Saviour the profoundest respect for the pattern given

in the mount centuries previously . If Dr. Wilson finds his pat

tern in the Saviour's action , then he should conform to it, and

" provide neither gold nor silver nor brass in our purses," and

send us " not into the way of the Gentiles.” If he really desires

a scriptural pattern for missions to the Gentiles, (we shall see

further on that he distinctly and emphatically declares that we

cannot follow apostolic example, and that there is no plan in

Scripture for conducting missions,) he should hunt for it, not

under the old dispensation , but after the sheet full of unclean

animals was let down to Peter.
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Pauland Barnabas were sent together on a journey ; not to

form themselves into missions, technically so -called . They after

wards found it advisable to separate and work apart. Concentra

tion for the purpose of building brick - yards and making towers,

reminds one of the confusion of tongues.

But since a " faithless and perverse generation ,” “ in the fulness

of our wisdom and enlargement of our views," must deviate from

the commands of our King and the example of his apostles ;

since the Church will have it that concentration is the best

policy , is there still no way to prevent the confusion of two sepa

rate jurisdictions over the same subjects , except by combining

the ministers into the organic mission of the Manual ? We think

there is an easy, natural, common-sense way, that will not force

“ difficulties” and “ complex problems” upon the Church . Let

each one have sole jurisdiction over a distinct part of the field .

Any one might invite his brethren to travel with him , preach

with him , and even ordain with him , while only he would have

authority and jurisdiction in that particular district. This, in

fact, is the only possible way it can be done,mission or no mis

sion . Even when a mission is organised , wehave seen that it is

compelled to delegate each member to do a special part of the

work ; in other words, as Dr. Lefevre says, there must be a dis

tribution of power. So, the only thing gained by its formation ,

is a mongrel hybrid court, a vast amount of red tape, and a

countless number of bones of contention , to cause confusion and

disorder.

But there is the vexed question of foot-binding. Oh, yes !

But we retort, there is the vexed question of dancing at home.

Cannot the foreign ministers agree to disagree as their brethren

at home do ? If not, let them follow the apostolic example :

when the contention becomes very sharp, let them separate, or

take the question home to the Assembly , unless, indeed , the mis

sion is a St. Peter 's chair, in which the triple-crowned bishops

become infallible.

But, says the senior Secretary, “ we all need to be controlled ;

no member of a Presbytery could plead exemption from such con

trol.” To this we suppose no one will take the least exception .
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Wecertainly do not. But there is a wide chasm between Dr.

Wilson 's proposition and his conclusion. “Weall need control;

therefore the mission must control you .” It behooves him to

bridge the gulf. Hegives the major premise and the conclusion ,

but the minor premise is wanting. Before we can accept the

conclusion , hemust prove that there is no other court in Christ's

kingdom that is competent to control us. According to Scripture

and our Constitution, the minister is controlled by and respon

sible to the court that set him apart to the work . Webelieve in

law ; we believe in review and control. Webelieve in authority

and obedience .which is not sinful. We believe that the power

of the whole is over our power. But the question is, Where is

the whole ? Scripture and the Constitution place it at home, in

the already organised Church . The Manual and the Baltimore

brethren create the whole in the regions beyond . This control

on the part of the mission is unnecessary. Rev . A . T. Graybill

labored alone for years in Matamoras, and Rev. J . Rockwell

Smith in Pernambuco. Neither was controlled by missions,

and yet they were unusually blessed and prospered in their work,

and, so far as the outside world is aware, neither of them felt

embarrassment from the want of control.

Webelieve in the apostolical mode of conducting missions. It

is divine ; it is feasible and sensible ; it leaves the foreign minister

as free as his brethren at home. If they must attend personally

themeetings of the courts, so he should be required to report to

his court at every meeting. It scatters the sowers, and thereby

scatters the seed . It frees the cause of the gospel among the

heathen from complications, as well as from “ difficulties” and

" complex problems.”

Paul was at liberty to travel when and where he chose, to stay

as long as he chose at any one place, and move from one city to

another , to establish new stations without a vast amount of formal

recommendations of missions and approvals of Executive Com

mittees. He was also at liberty to choose his own native assis

tants, andmake tents to supporthimself, or call upon the churches

to support him . We will, of course, be met with the objection

that Paul was an inspired apostle, with independent, irresponsible



1883.] 155A8 viewed by One in the Foreign Field .

authority , and hence no precedent for us. Dr. Lefevre says , on

this point :

“ The opinion is sometimes met with that the evangelist is an extra

ordinary, irresponsible officer, bearing some true analogy to an apostle
as such , so that the Church cannot control his work or review and re

verse his decisions. . . . To be irresponsible to the Church, the officer

must be inspired and immediately appointed by Christ. . . . Apostles

had , indeed , independent, several, and irresponsible jurisdiction under

all circumstances ; and their common inspiration — that indispensable

qualification of an apostle - -justified the fact, inade it becoming, and

excluded confusion ."

Well, in the first place, we lay no claim to independent, irre

sponsible authority, and we haveno fear that any one will accuse

us of such a position, after reading what we have already writ

ten . We believe thatwe are the commissioner of the Presbytery ,

and that it should have the power to direct and control us, just

as it does any pastor or any commissioner appointed at home to

exercise the power of jurisdiction . It should have the power to

direct and control us, and review and reverse our decisions.

But is Dr. Lefevre so very sure that the apostles had indepen

dent and irresponsible authority ? It is true they were appointed

to the apostolate directly by the Lord. As Paul says, they were

apostles, " not of men, neither by man, but by Jesus Christ and

God the Father , who raised him from the dead” (Gal. i. 1). But

after they were thus made apostles, were they independent and

irresponsible ? Paul would not give place by subjection to false

brethren who desired to bring him into bondage to Jewish cere

monies ; but that is far removed, indeed , from asserting that he

was not responsible to his brethren. He asserts also that “ when

James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the

grace that was given " him , they received him , giving him the

right hand of fellowship . But all this can be made to mean

nothing more than that they acknowledged his call to the apos

tolate, and by no means implies that they looked upon him as

irresponsible. On the contrary , it seems to us pretty clear that

the apostles were directed and responsible. We are told that

“when the apostles that were at Jerusalem heard that Samaria

had received the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and
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John,” which clearly shows that those two inspired apostles were

· directed by their brethren , and obeyed them . Pauland Barnabas

also were sent away to their work by the Church , and when they

returned , they reported their work to the Church,both at Antioch

and Jerusalem . (Acts xiii. 3 ; xiv . 26 , 27; xv. 4 , 40.) Again ,

Paul was sent, together with Barnabas and others, by the church

at Antioch , to Jerusalem , “ to the apostles and elders," about a

doctrinal question : " And the apostles and elders came together

for to consider this matter ” (Acts xv. 2, 6 ).

Again , we learn in Acts xi. 2, that the brethren in Jerusalem

by no means supposed that Peter was free from error or irrespon

sible . When he admitted the people of Cornelius to the Church ,

he was called to account for it by those of the circumcision . He

did not reply that he was independent and irresponsible to them .

On the contrary , he gave an accountof his conduct by rehearsing

the whole matter. He pleaded in his justification that it was the

Lord's doings, which he could not resist. So that even when

acting under the direct guidance of the Lord, he still recognised

and respected an authority which was over him in the Church .

When he afterwards erred, he was rebuked in the presence of the

Church (Gal. ii . 11).

All this seems to indicate clearly that the apostles were not

independent and irresponsible . The Presidents of the Provinces

are appointed directly by the Emperor, but they are by nomeans

irresponsible. If they violate the law of the Empire in the ad

ministration of their office, they are tried by the courts like other

men . With such evidence before us in Scripture, we cannot

agree that the apostles were independent, irresponsible officers .

But they will tell us that Paul was not controlled in his mission

ary work. True, he was not under the direct supervision and

inspection of a court in his mission field ; and that is the very

pointwemake. He was a responsible officer, responsible to his

brethren ; yet while he was set apart and sent out by them and

was responsible to them , he was left free to conduct and develop

his work as its exigencies required, without the constant over

sight, inspection , and interference of a mission . Had he erred

as Peter erred (Gal. ii. 11), he would have been reminded that,
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while free in his work, he was subject to control, and his opinions

liable to be reversed in the presence of all the brethren , as Peter's

were. Wemaintain that when the Holy Spirit sent forth those

apostolic ministers to do their work and travel every where, un

trammelled by missions, it was because the Saviour saw that it

would be best to have it thatway in his Church in all times ; and

it must have been because he thought that such interference and

such control and oversight would produce harm . That is the

scriptural apostolic plan. Now , let the friends of these organic

· missions or “ evangelistic courts” show some scriptural grounds

for their plan .

Dr. Lefevre affirms that the inspiration of the apostles “ ex

cluded confusion.” We challenge him to produce the proof from

Scripture . His article is written to show that two courts or two

evangelists cannot have independent jurisdiction over the same

subjects at the same time and in the samematter , for that would

produce disorder and confusion of the deadliest sort. Hemeans,

then , of course, to teach that the apostles could have independent

and several jurisdiction over the same person at the same time

and in the samematter , and their common inspiration would pre

vent disorder and confusion . Let him present the proof. Can

he refer to a single instance where this was true ? Wedoubt it.

The apostles do not seem to have been inspired at all times, under

all circumstances, for all purposes, and in all their relations to

each other.

On the contrary ,we have at least two very memorable instances

in which their common inspiration did not prevent confusion.

Peter acted very erroneously , although an inspired apostle, and

Paul withstood him to the face, before the whole Church . There

was disorder and confusion among the apostles. On another oc

casion Barnabas wanted to take his nephew JohnMark along on a

trip ; but Paul was so opposed to it that there arose “ a con

tention so sharp between them , that they departed asunder one

from the other.” It seems that in this notable case each one's

private opinion was an authoritative judgment. We are inclined

to think that Barnabas, the uninspired brother, was in the right,

for Paul afterwards confesses that the same young man , John
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Mark , was profitable to him for theministry. While the apostles

attempted to concentrate and work together, there was confusion

and disorder ; for, like the prophets, they were men “ subject to

like passions with us.” What prevented confusion among them

was, not their “ common inspiration ,” but their " departing asun

der one from the other, ” after which we hear of no more con

fusion and disorder.

It is no wonder the Standing Committee of the Louisville As

sembly, in recommending the appointment of a Committee to

report upon the evangelist's office and relations, should say : "We

felt it very important to have these questions settled , as they are

causing a great deal of trouble to our foreign missionaries." It

is to be regretted that the Committee then appointed should

finally be compelled to report as follows :

“ Upon the two remaining topics , viz., 'The Evangelist's Relation to

the Church gathered among the heathen , and his Relation to his Fel

low Evangelists in the same field , your Committee find themselves, after

two years of conference , unable to agree . It would be easy to bring in

two reports , running counter to each other, which would only involve

the Church in the abstract discussion of points which must, at last,

find practical solution in the foreign field . Your Committee can there

fore agree only in recommending to the Assembly to drop for the present

the consideration of these topics, and to wait for their practical solution

in the future history of our missionary operations.” — Minutes of the

Assembly of 1881, p . 388 .

With all respect forthat able Committee, webelieve the Church

has asmuch light before her now as she ever will have in the

future . Let the Church study thoroughly the “ actual facts” —

the actual relations as they are set forth in the Manual — and

compare them with the Scriptures, and see whether or not they

are according to the divine pattern . They force us into an

" evangelistic court," and, according to the Manual, this court

has the direction of the whole work . The Manual explicitly

declares that no individual missionary has theright to be heard in

Baltimore, in regard to his work, except as he is heard through

the mission . Now , each minister, layman, and woman is natur

ally interested in his or her special work . One wants more

money for colporteurs , or travelling expenses ; another wants
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more aid for students for the ministry ; another wants an increased

allowance for the boys' boarding school ; another thinks the

prosperity of the girls' school depends upon more aid in the way

of money or an assistant teacher ; another wants a dwelling

house ; another wants to build a chapel— and so on to the end of

the list. According to the Manual, all these things must be dis

cussed in a mission meeting ; and the estimates must be sent up

to the Committee , with reasons for all these wants. Now , the

Committee can hardly ever grant all. They must necessarily

refuse the request of one and grant that of another . Here, then ,

we have, as all may readily imagine, a fruitful source of a thou

sand heart-burnings and jealousies, and a great deal of trouble

to our foreign missionaries.”

Again , the mission controls all the individual members. If

one man wants to preach, the others may think he has special

qualifications for teaching, either the boys or girls, as the case

may be. He is induced, against his inclinations, to undertake

what he thinks does not pertain to him as a minister of the gos

pel. At the end of a few years, when he gets thoroughly inter

ested in his special work, the mission may think it better for him

to do something else. In deference to his brethren (and sisters,

perhaps)he again accedes. Here, in this personal control," we

have another fruitful source of “ trouble to our foreign mission

aries." And all the while the Church at homewonders how it is

that anything can cause trouble to our foreign missionaries,”

seeing they are so holy, and are not expected to be men and

women of like passions with other ordinary mortals.

It must be remembered , that while the mission is an " evangel

istic court,” clothed with these large Presbyterial powers, it can

never inspire respect and obedience like a Presbytery, since it is

composed of only three or four members, and each is at the head

of a special work , and all these works must appear in themission

and before the Executive Committee as rivals.

Let the evangelists be free and independent of each other, and

directly responsible to the Church at home, either to the Presby

tery or to the Executive Committee. Let each man take hold of

the special work to which he feels called , and be free to develop
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it, without interference on the part of his brethren. If it be a

college, let it be under a close corporation , composed of intelli

gent Christian men in the field . If it is direct ecclesiastical

work , let him have his own field and place of residence, and gather

around him his native assistants, as Paul did . Let him organise

his churches , and let him report to the home Church , as did Paul

and Barnabas. Let him send up his own estimates to the Com

mittee, presenting his own reasons for his applications.

There should be no more mutual control and oversight among

evangelists in heathen lands than there is between pastors at

home. The fact that two, three, or four pastors live and labor in

the same city at home, does not necessitate their forming a mis

sion to control and direct each other in their work .

We have hitherto considered the mission in the same light

with Dr. Lefevre ; that is, as an “ evangelistic court ;" as if it

were composed only of the evangelists or ministers belonging to

the mission . In order, however, thatwemay form an intelligent

judgment of this mission court, let us look again at its composi

tion . TheManual says that it “ is composed of all the missionaries

[ministers ] and male assistant missionaries, which term is ap

plied to laymen sent out as teachers and physicians." This

court is composed , then , of ministers and laymen ! Let our

Presbyteries, then, know that themen whom they ordain as min

isters of the word and rulers in Christ's kingdom , and send out

as their representatives, to exercise their ecclesiastical powers in

foreign lands, are compelled by Presbyterian law to wield those

powers jointly with laymen ! They must meekly lay down their

work at the feet of teachers and physicians, and go at the beck

of those who were never called by the Spirit to rule in the

Church , never set apart by the Church to do such work , and

dare not appear in Church courts at home. Did the New Or

leans Assembly really know what it was doing when it adopted

the Report of the Standling Committee ? Did the members of

that Assembly , at the time, or has the Church since then , calmly

studied this Manual? Is she satisfied with this law and this

evangelistic court ? Would she tolerate such a thing at home?

In view of the composition of this evangelistic court, Dr. Le
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fevre's definition of the evangelist is exceedingly pertinent ; he

does, indeed , “ wield ecclesiatical power in an extraordinary way " !

Surely he could wield it in no more extraordinary way than

jointly with laymen ! Even if this court were composed only

of the ministers, without the laymen sent out as teachers and

physicians, it would still be, as we have clearly shown, utterly

unscriptural, unconstitutional, and unpresbyterian. Wesuppose

it is in that light only that Dr. Lefevre regards it. But how he

can speak of the “ actual facts” of “ a mission that is composed”

and still not be aware that, according to the law which governs

the Executive Committee, of which he is chairman , the mission

is composed of ministers and laymen , we cannot comprehend, and

we leave it to him to escape from the dilemma into which he has

been led.

A strange court, truly, is this new mission court. We con

fess we can see nothing in the thing but Congregationalism be

decked with Presbyterian garments — à mongrel ecclesiastical

combination , legalised by Presbyterian law . It is well Dr. Le

fevre divides the evangelist into two classes. He thereby spares

the Church the necessity of establishing , for consistency 's sake,

such evangelistic courts at home, for the decent and orderly ex

ercise of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. We propose , however, in

order that the Church may not be compelled to await future de

velopments from the foreign fields, that she instruct the Home

Mission Committee to create missions for the home evangelists

such aswe have for the foreign . Let them appoint teachers and

physicians to labor in connexion with our home evangelists. And

why should they not ? If the souls of the poor heathen are to

be saved by teaching them the multiplication table and dosing

their stomachs with quinine and castor oil, cannot the backwoods

men and city roughs at home be saved by the samemodern in

ventions for regenerating bad hearts ? After these “male assis

tant” evangelists have been duly appointed , let the Executive

Committee of Home Missions prepare their manual, to be laid

before the Standing Committee of the Assembly , to be approved

and made law . Let it be argued that, inasmuch as these evan

gelists and teachers and physicians are all paid by the same Ex

VOL. XXXIV ., no. 1 — 11.



162 [Jan.,The Foreign Evangelist

ecutive Committee, therefore they must organise themselves into

a " mission technically so-called — a sub -committee,” and these

evangelists must wield their power of jurisdiction jointly with

these laymen. We venture the opinion it would be a serious

undertaking, and it would not require a Committee of seven able

ecclesiastics to decide what are the relations of the evangelists to

their fellow -laborers .

Would our Presbyteries at home consent to admit laymen

to their councils ? Would they submit for one moment to a law

requiring them to do so ? And yet this is the “ law ” that binds

their brethren on foreign soil. We do not believe the Church

would tolerate this mongrel hybrid in her own bosom for one mo

ment. This is the quagmire into which this will-o '-the-wisp has

led our Church. Wedo not hesitate to affirm that no “ complex

problem ,” requiring such a solution , should ever have been

created ; and we believe the Church will agree with us. If this

monstrous excrescence is to be fastened upon our Church polity,

then , in the nameof Presbyterianism , " blow up the mission ." Let

the Church stamp out of existence this creature that crawls forth

into open day and demands that its nakedness be covered with

Presbyterian robes .

Will not the reader agree with us, that the relations which we

teaching elders, we ministers of the gospel on foreign soil, are

compelled , according to the Manual, to sustain towards our fel

low -laborers, are unconstitutional, unscriptural, and unwise ?

But what should be our relations to the teachers and physicians

who are sent out by the Executive Committee ? If they are not

to have the privilege of controlling us and directing our work ,

what are our mutual relations ? We reply , just the same that

exist between pastors and Christian gentlemen in their congrega

tions at home. Each should have his special work to do ; and if

the Church sends them out in obedience to the Great Commission,

they should be sent out after being set apart by “ the laying on of

the hands" of the Executive Committee ; and the Church has no

more right to subject them to our control or us to theirs , than she

has to subject city pastors at home to the control of the laymen

in their congregation , or vice versa . Our teachers and physicians
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on foreign soil should be members of the native churches where

they reside, and be subject to the authority of the Sessions, just

as any other private Christian would be. They have no right to

a seat in a court along with their pastors, unless they have been

ordained and take their seat in a constitutional way.

But we have other fellow -laborers besides our brother-ministers

and theteachers and physicians. In order that the Church may ap

preciate thoroughly the discussion on all these important ques

tions, we make the following extract from the Manual :

" ASSISTANT MISSIONARIES.

“ This term is indifferently applied to laymen sent out as teachers , to

missionary physicians, to unmarried ladies , and to the wives of mission

aries. The labor of these different classes, with the exception of the

wives of the missionaries, is prosecuted under the general direction of

themission , whose powers are defined hereinafter. The wives of mis

sionaries being provided with outfit and other general expenses, are ex

pected to do what they can to promote the general work ; but in view

of their necessary domestic cares, their labors must be of a somewhat

desultory character."

It is to be regretted that the Manual is not more explicit on

so important and interesting a question as our relations to the

" unmarried ladies” and our “ wives.”

As to the “ unmarried ladies, " it is plain enough that their

labors are to be prosecuted under the general direction of the

mission. Here, again , we invite the authors of the Manual to

come upon scriptural and constitutional grounds, and show us a

reason for subjecting the unmarried ladies to our control. We

maintain that it is a grievous yoke that Scripture no where puts

upon them , and that is certainly contrary to the nobler sentiments

of the nineteenth century . Inasmuch as the known modesty of

our Southern unmarried ladies would forbid their coming before

the public to demand their liberty, we will assume the responsi

bility of doing so in their name, though we have not been invited

to do so , and may be considered by some as somewhat Quixotic.

Wemaintain, however , that there is not the least indication any

where in Scripture that the unmarried ladies were subjected to

the “ control" of missions. On the contrary, we think we can

show very clearly that they were not. Paul says to Timothy :
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“ I will therefore that the younger women marry ,” etc. (1 Tim .

v . 14). Then , after he gets them married , he says they must be

“ discreet, chaste, keepers at home, good, obedient to their own hus

bands” ( Titus ii. 5 ) ; and “ if they will learn anything , let

them ask their husbands at home” (1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35 ). Now ,

we think that the " younger women ” spoken of by Paul are

the same class as the unmarried ladies” of the Manual; and

Paul is very bold , and says, “ I will that they marry.” Be

fore they marry, the command is very positive : “ Children ,

obey your parents in the Lord , for that is right” (Eph . vi. 1).

After they marry , the command is equally positive: " Wives, sub

mit yourselves to your own husbands” (Eph. v . 22; Col. iii. 18 ).

As " ladies” must obey their parents until married , and their

husbands afterwards, any “ control” by the mission is proved un

scriptural, by the rule of exclusion , inasmuch as there cannot be

two jurisdictions over the same subject, at the same timeand in

the same matter. The ladies must be controlled , like every one

else , according to " decency and order " (1 Cor. xiv . 40). But

the " ladies" can protest against any control” by the mission on

principles of exegesis. In all three passages (Eph. v . 22; Col.

iii. 18 ; and Titus ii. 5 ) Paul uses the word idiois , your own hus

bands, which excludes any control on the part of the husbands

of other ladies .

Now , therefore,why do our Baltimore brethren attempt to put

a yoke upon the necks of the unmarried ladies which neither they

nor their mothers were able to bear ?

But they will no doubt tell us that we carry the principles of

exegesis too far ; for Paul said , " Help those women who labored

with me in the gospel.” Now , they will say, inasmuch as mar

ried ladies had to be “ keepers at home,'' it is plain that those

women who labored in the gospel must have been unmarried

ladies. But, in the first place, had they been unmarried ladies,

the chivalric Paul would not have used so vulgar a phrase as those

women . In the second place, he does not intimate thathe con

trolled them ; on the contrary, he says they labored with him in

the gospel. Now with is very different from under the control of.

In the third place, Paul was not a mission composed of several
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husbands of other ladies . It is generally supposed that he was a

bachelor, which changes the figure, as the Brazilians say. In the

fourth place , correct principles of interpretation forbid our giving

to a doubtful passage an interpretation that is contradictory to the

plain teaching of severalother passages, when the doubtful passage

may fairly be interpreted in harmony with the rest of Scripture.

Now , Paul is very positive on the marriage question . “ I will

that the younger ladies marry.” If those women were unmarried

ladies,wecan only suppose that his experience in attempting to con

trolthem in the first years of hismissionary labors was such as to

induce him afterwards to order them all to marry. But accord

ing to Dr. Lefevre, Paul's common inspiration would exclude any

sort of confusion in his management of his missionary work , so

we cannot suppose there was any difficulty on this score ; more

over, he was inspired , and could not change. When those women ,

therefore, labored with him , he must have held the same opinions

that he did when he afterwards wrote his Epistle to Titus. Those

women , therefore, could not have been unmarried ladies. We

are confirmed in this view when we examine particularly into the

question of “ those women .” The exhortation in regard to them

is found in the letter that the apostle wrote to the church at

Philippi. Now , when we turn to the Acts and read the history

of Paul's labors at Philippi, we do not find that those women bore

any resemblance to the unmarried ladies of the Manual. It is

said that when they arrived there, “ on the sabbath day we went

out of the city by a riverside where prayer was wont to be made,

and we satdown , and spake unto thewomen who resorted thither”

(Acts xvi. 13). One of these was Lydia ,who was converted , and

then constrained Paul to lodge in her house, which he did . Now ,

there is no hint given us in the history that any unmarried ladies

were sent out by the home church at Antioch or Jerusalem .

“ Those women,” therefore, that Paul mentions in his letter to

Philippi must have been women converted through his preaching .

They were native Christian women. And Lydia ,who is the only

one mentioned in the history, was a married woman, for she had

a " household” to occupy her which she had baptized ; and the word

in the Greek is oikos, which Dr. Dabney clearly shows was ap
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plied only to parents and children . (Theology, page 790, 2d Ed.)

Moreover, the service rendered by those Pauline " female assis

tant missionaries” seems to have been very different from the

work of the “ unmarried ladies” of the Manual. They did not

teach mission schools to bring the little heathen girls " under the

influence of the gospel,” as the pet phrase goes ; nor did they

stand on the sidewalk to preach the gospel to crowds of admiring

and wondering heathen . They labored with Paul in the gospel

as all native Christian women are ready to do, by receiving him

into their houses, by encouraging him and sympathising with him

when beaten and cast into prison . The only " unmarried lady"

in Philippi who labored with Paul in the gospel, as the phrase is

understood and acted upon in the nineteenth century , was “ a

certain damsel possessed with a spirit of divination ." She fol

lowed them ; she preached publicly, or rather recommended the

preaching of the missionaries, " saying, These men are the ser

vants of the most high God which show unto us the way of salva

tion.” But the history shows that Paul did not attempt to “ con

trol” that unmarried lady, but simply cast out the spirit of which

she was possessed, and suffered the consequences of his rashness .

The truth is, in all seriousness, we can see no possible reason

why ministers abroad should have any more control over unmar

ried ladies than pastors of churches at home. The Church prac

tically interprets the great commission , “Make disciples of all

nations," to mean , " Gather the children of all nations into mission

schools,” and very consistently , therefore, gives her best energies

to the school work , wherever the Adversary disposes the people

to encourage the missionaries to waste their energies in that way.

The Church, however, should be consistent, and set apartby the

solemn imposition of hands all who are called by the Holy Ghost

to the school work , be they male teachers ” or “ unmarried

ladies.” The girls ' schools and the ladies will then bear the

same relations to the Church's sympathies and charities , and to

the ecclesiastical courts , as the ministers of the gospel and the

work of the ministry. Since the Church has decided that, in

maintaining mission schools, she is obeying the great command,

the wants of these schools of course appear before the mission and
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the Executive Committee along with , and as rivals of, the work

of theministry in spreading the gospel. The Manual is there

fore consistent, to say the least, when it gives themale teachers

the same standing in the mission as the ministers ; but we must

protest against not allowing the “ unmarried ladies” who have

charge of the girls' school to vote on all questions that arise in

the mission. It is their right, and they should assert it. If it

is denied them , who could complain if they should freely use that

privilege that the Manual gives them when it says, “ Allmem

bers of the mission are expected to correspond freely with the

home office [in Baltimore] ” . Since the Manual declares that

" in relation to business matters, however, such as appropriation

of funds, the establishment of schools, etc., . . . the correspon

dence shall be between the mission as such and the Executive

Committee," and denies the unmarried ladies a vote upon these

matters in which they are so intimately concerned , the free cor

respondence rule should be extended in their case to the direct

presentation of their special work to the Executive Committee,

and its merits and its claims on the Church's charities, as com

pared with what the various ministers may be doing.

In any case, when the Committee of HomeMissions write out

their Manual, they should not forget to put charity schools con

ducted by unmarried ladies along with the evangelistic work. We

recommend, however, one improveinent that they should by all

means make. Give the ladies a seat and a vote in the EVANGE

LISTIC COURT, and leave out the free correspondence rule.

We wish it to be clearly understood that we do not object to

the heathen girls, and boys, too, being taught. Wehave not one

word to say against the devoted zeal of those women who have

gone forth to labor in the cause of Christ for the salvation of fel

low human beings.. What wemaintain is, that it is a zeal with

out knowledge, that inevitably draws them into the vortex of that

defiant spirit of rebellion against the Holy Ghost, which has led

many in these last years to harangue the vulgar immoral crowds

in the streets arid along the canals of China, and to mount the

platforms of public halls, and enter the pulpits of Presbyterian

churches at home. Webelieve that when our beloved Church ,
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in her corporate capacity , sends her daughters to carry the gos

pel to the heathen , she is false to her adorable Redeemer, and ,

under the specious plea of love to the heathen , she leaves her

Lord and yields to the enticements of an infidel age. In yield

ing to the pressure of the age, we are committing a great wrong

that will roll its baleful consequences upon the succeeding genera

tions of our children. John BOYLE.

ARTICLE VI.

A PERSONAL GOD THE POSTULATE OF REASON ;

FAITH THE PRINCIPLE OF KNOWLEDGE.

The theory of cognition, the nature and the limits of human

knowledge, the validity of knowledge founded on belief, as com

pared with knowledge originating in the empirical sense, and

more especially such philosophical problems as they relate to the

sphere of thought described by the term Theism , are the living

questions of the day. What can I know ? is the problem whose

solution underlies all thought-values.

Does physical antecedence exhaust the notion of causality as a

principle of knowledge, or does the judgment signify efficient

power ?

Is the finality which the order and adjustments of nature pre

sent immanent and unconscious, or does it betoken the creative

power and superintending providence of a personalGod ? Can

science so coördinate physical force as to construct the universe ;

and so explain the Cosmos as to lift us above the “need of the

hypothesis of a God" ?

If science may dispense with the knowledge of God, it is because

ultimately it disallows all spiritual being. The hypothesis of

mind in man is equally untenable,and hebecomes a mere " sentient

automaton ," and the last term of a series of developments begin

ning with " cosmic gas,' and effected by a mechanical " tyranny

of organisation.”
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When stripped of its euphemism there is an incoherence in the

utterance of these dogmas, and an essential incongruity which

demonstrates their falsity. On the other hand,the concatenation

of the truth , in its subjective apprehension , from the very nature

of mind as a cognitive agent, contributes largely to the certitude

which differentiates knowledge. Hence the great power of clear

consecutive statement in the presentation of truth .

The science of man as an embodied spirit furnishes a clew to

the interpretation not only of nature externalto him , but of reve

lation as it bears upon him . There is a unity and mutual depen

dence of all the manifestationsGod has given of himself in his

works and in his word.

In the natural endowment of intelligence and moral agency

thatGod gave man , hemade a revelation which is not antiquated

nor superseded by the revelation of his word. The Bible accepts

and assumes the truths which arise in the mind as intuitive be

liefs, and other things being equal, opens its treasures of wisdom

and knowledge and grace in richest profusion to the man who

knows himself - who knows himself as God made him .

In the revealed Scriptures God does not disregard the logical

relations of truth , nor the laws according to which our minds get

knowledge. In making known his gracious will by direct com

munication in man's language, he did not ignore nor degrade the

previous revelations of himself in the creation of the world , and

in the constitution of man 's nature. Natural religion supplies

the postulates on which revealed religion rests.

It is not necessary to the bare fact of salvation that the Chris

tian should be able to reduce to unity the thoughts ofGod in the

natural and the supernatural, but it is essential to the highest

edification of the believer in Christ, " of whom and through whom

and to whom are all things .” On the universal headship of

Christ the Scriptures give promise of the recapitulation of all

things in him . As a partial result in this direction — as a par

ticular bearing the type of the complete and ultimate fact — all

that belonged originally to man, the constitutive attributes of his

nature as he came from the hands of his Creator, shall be rebuilt

in the workmanship of grace created in Christ Jesus. The end
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which grace seeks presupposes themind that God gaveman ; and

the consummation of the gospel in the stature of a perfect man in

Christ Jesus, as God works, could not be realised upon a plan that

should overlook the elements distinctive of his rational and moral

being, the laws according to which his mind attains knowledge

and assimilates to itself its acquisitions. In the progress towards

the glorious result theremustbethe growth of a true manhood ; the

development into distinct consciousness of the fundamental princi

ples of the true and the right; the enshrining of these principles as

motive powers in the affections of the soul; and the engrafting of the

activities of thought occupied with the practical problems of life

upon those primary beliefs, which in the constitution of the mind

have been implanted as the perennial roots — sources of vitality out

of which shallbe evolved all its growth and its fruitage. And the

man does notreach the culmination of hismaturity until the process

of unfolding is complete in the coalescence of the ultimate in his

development with the primary in his constitution ; until the last

achievement in the formulation of his thought coincides with the

first principles of the metaphysic of his nature ; 'until the circle

completely returns upon itself, so that the last acquisition of his

activity is identical with the starting point of his rational career.

It is thus that the first truth is also the ultimate truth .

The mind thus developed , whose reflective consciousness reads

aright what God has written by creative fiat in the nature of man

as a rational and moral intelligence, has a vantage ground su

premely favorable for searching the Scriptures, and for learning

the higher lessons of revealed wisdom .

In thus representing the importance of natural knowledge as a

propæedeutic of high spiritual attainment — as a knowledge prepa

ratory and disciplinary — the reference is not to the knowledge

possessed or attainable by the natural man as he is described in

the Scriptures. Degraded by sin he holds the truth in unright- .

eousness ; his perverted mind turns the truth of God into a lie ;

his depraved heart darkens the understanding, and as he does not

like to retain God in his knowledge, he is judicially abandoned

to a reprobate mind to believe what is false and to do things un

suitable to his nature. In consequence of this depravity men
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may neglect what God shows them in the things which he has

made, and may dogmatically contradict what, notwithstanding

their denial, is to their own mind a primary belief. A belief

may be metaphysically necessary — that is, essential to our na

ture — and yet be rejected by the logical understanding. These

metaphysical principles do not regulate the processes ofmindme

chanically . They arise in the mind on their proper occasion. It

is possible to adopt principles which are to thought subversive of

them ; and the understanding starting from false premises reasons

with formal accuracy to false conclusions. The human person

ality , the existence of the external world , have been denied ; but

neither the sensationalist nor the subjective idealist has been able

to live in harmony with his theory. .

Men have denied the existence of God, the personality ofGod,

and the possibility of man 's knowledge of God ; but themoni

tions of conscience are not silenced by the most insolent atheism .

The primary belief, though dogmatically contradicted and stifled

by the enmity of the carnal heart, still asserts its character and

authority asan original conviction by casting up inquiries and sug

gesting apprehensions that would not arise, if the theory that

rejects God or denies him to human knowledge were true. An

unwillingness to receive truth operates to bias the perception

and disables the judgment. Göthe has said : “ As are the

inclinations, so are the opinions ;" and Fichte, that “ our system

of thought is often only the history of our heart," and that " men

do not will according to their reason, but reason according to

their will.”

None but the renewed mind, which has been restored from its

depravity in sin , and freed from the thraldom of a deceitful and

wicked heart ; none but the believer, who has been brought back

into harmony with himself as God made him ; none but the Chris

tian, whose delight is to find God, and the window of whose soul

is ever open towards the source of light, can have an unrefracted

discernment of those truths which present themselves as postu

lates of human knowledge ; truths which have no premises ;

which depend for their attestation on no inferential relation to

other truth ; truths which spontaneously arise as primary beliefs,
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whenever the mind turns to inquire in the relations where these

truths belong ; truths so radically incorporated with the power to

know , and constituting so essentially the integrity of the mind,

and the basis of confidence in knowledge, that in virtue of them ,

and on their unsupported dictum , we may promptly repudiate as

spiritually false that which philosophical ingenuity may offer as

logically impregnable .

The gospel does not divorce itself from these principles of the

intuitive reason . On the contrary, it is in thetruths of the higher

reason that it finds its closest affiliations in man's nature. " Ye

believe in God , believe also in me,” says Christ. Ultimately , the

belief of both rests on the same ground. The truths of the gospel

and the truths which express the revelation of God in man's nature,

are both attested by their unborrowed light to the faith of the

human heart. It is not necessary to theorise the life from Chris

tianity and reduce it to a barren religious theosophy, in order to

blend the lights of the natural and the supernatural. Chris

tianity appeals to a sense of obligation original in man, and sub

mits its claims at the bar of right reason - reason regulated by the

intuitive truth .

When human thought, the forge of all activities, is analysed in

its relation to human life ; when civilisation , which is the fruit of

these activities, is resolved , it is found that the practical truths,

the truths which affectour hearts and our lives, are always ultimate

truths. It is the primary belief infiltrating ,asit were, all thought,

that gives to every question its real significance and its power over

the human mind . It is not necessary to the office of these funda

mental principles of the reason, that they be distinctly recog

nised , and thatthe philosophical propositions in which they are

formulated be assented to . In relation to themovements of mind,

they are not premises in reasoning, but conditions of knowledge.

As first truths, given in the constitution of the mind, they are

called beliefs of the reason, in contradistinction from the formsof

thought elaborated by the understanding. They are innate, in the

sense that the mind has the power to be the source of them . But

they do not arise in the mind independently of experience. They

appear in the mental phenomena only in relation to some form of
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being, and in connexion with the concrete reality . Patricius, as

quoted by Hamilton , has most happily stated the distinction :

“ Cognitio omnis a mente primam originem , a sensibus exordium

habet primum .”

When spoken of as ultimate truths, reference is had to their

chronological relation in the order of knowledge. The specula

tive knowledge of these principles is possible only to few . The

discrimination of them as elements of mind , the discovery of

their relation to the activities of mind, the explanation of them

as laws of intelligence, the statement of them in formulæ as the

dicta of a rational nature, require the profoundest habit of the

philosophic consciousness and the most highly developed and

trained power of abstract thought.

The faculty of faith by which the mind rests in these princi

ples is, from its correlation with the principles themselves , the

strongest,most fruitful, force in the world of human nature. When

ever the appeals of men have penetrated to these depths of the

spiritual being, and been connected with these principles as the

concrete occasions of their rise in consciousness, the most irre

sistible and lasting influences that can be wielded are obtained .

The sinewsof men's souls are linked in vitalaccord with the pro

posals of those who lead them .

Professor Wace, lecturing on the Bampton foundation, has said :

“ It is upon faith that every civilisation has been based ; and in

proportion as such faith has been weakened, has every civilisation

tottered to its fall. A universal instinct has taught statesmen to

recognise in the maintenance of this principle the indispensable

basis of the social and political organisations over which they

have presided .”

Göthe has written : “ All epochs in which faith, under what

ever form , has prevailed , have been brilliant, heart-elevating,

and fruitful, both to contemporaries and posterity. All epochs,

on the contrary, in which unbelief, under whatever form , has

maintained a sad supremacy, even if for the moment they glitter

with a false splendor, vanish from the memory of posterity , be

cause none care to torment themselves with the knowledge of

that which has been barren.”
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The principle of authority is the correlative of the principle of

faith ; and the universal trustfulness of human nature, where the

race has possessed any organic life or moral vigor, its willing

ness to accept, and to hazard its interests, upon , some sort of

guidance, has its explanation in the fact that God constituted the

human mind to repose on the manifestations of his own mind.

It is therefore ultimately to the voice of God in the soul thatmen

appeal whenever they call to their aid the principle of faith .

Christianity redeems from its abuses and perversions, and re

stores to its normal action in vitally new relations, the principle

which God implanted originally in man's nature for his guidance

and government. “ Modern thought," as the sceptical speculation

of the day styles itself, discloses as its characteristic a temper of

mind that repudiates the chief lesson of history, and spurns the

essential principle on which the race has advanced to its present

civilisation. The science of sensible things has so predominated

in the achievements of thought in our day, that its processes and

its habits of mind have asserted a disproportionate sway, and dis

turbed the balances of truth . Science so restricted , admits the

validity of no conviction that cannot be verified by the practical

test of the senses ; and we must therefore limit our beliefs to

those things which allow the application of the test. This claim

remands to the abysmal unknown all questions respecting the

spirituality and personality of man and of God, and obliterates

all the distinctions that make life worth living. The sensation

alist vitiates even the limited and unimportant knowledge that he

allows to be possible. The universe he would construct is “ the

baseless fabric of a vision.” As Prof. Diman wrote, “ I hold

that any satisfactory conception which we can form of nature or

life , involves inferences that go beyond phenomena, and that the

whole structure of human knowledge rests on assumptions that

science is not competent to establish . Science calls on us to ex

ercise faith in many things not demonstrable by reason . In fact,

we transcend phenomena, and put faith in the unseen , when we

infer the existence of a material world , just as much as when we

infer the presence of a supernatural agency.” Mere sensible

experience can give no knowledge beyond the limit of simple
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enumeration . Generalisation is impossible, except on the au

thority of primary beliefs which are independent of experience.

But there are spiritual phenomena presenting themselves to

our consciousness, forcing themselves on our attention, and oc

casioning inquiries which we cannot but recognise as concerning

us far more than any questions about things of which we have

information by sense. These are phenomena not of sense, but of

consciousness, essentially diverse from the facts of physical na

ture. They will not submit to any sensible test ; they cannot be

interpreted in terms of physical force. We cannot study the

operations of mind by investigating the structure and functions

of the brain . So far as the method of science is concerned

with the assertion, it is out of the reach of man to determine

that thought has its correlative in the physics of the brain , in the

sense that there are peculiar and distinct molecular groupings and

molecular motions corresponding to the individual phases of

psychic activity . Webelieve that, owing to themysterious union

of spirit and physical substance in the constitution of man , there

are mutual reactions of the dual parts of his nature, so that there

is truth in the aphorism , “mens sana in sano corpore.” But

that there is any such organic dependence of thought on phy

sical process as to legitimate the conclusion that “ a right-handed

spiral motion of the molecules of the brain " is the physical ante

cedent of the consciousness of love ; and that a left-handed spiral

motion in like manner conditions hate — makes a large demand on

human credulity . To justify this physico -psychological method

of investigating pure spiritualities, the allegation is made that

consciousness is untrustworthy, and that the term science cannot be

allowed to the uncertain conclusions founded on the ephemeral

data of consciousness.

The explanation of thepartisan disparagement of the testimony

of consciousness is not far to seek . If personal consciousness is

accepted as trustworthy , the principle of faith must be admitted ,

and the experientialist's theory of knowledge is proved untenable .

The " sensus communis hominum ,” as well as the trend and

effort of philosophy in all ages, leaves no room to question that

in the estimate of the mind itself the problemswhich those theo
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rists who call themselves par excellence scientists exclude from

the domain of human research , are the very problemswhich ex

plain the finality of our powers of knowledge. Reason is stul

tified by the assumption that in matters of highest import to us,

our rational naturemocks us with insoluble enigmas . Why should

I concern myself to study the forces and phenomena of physical

nature, if the questions concerningmy own nature and relations

and destiny, which hauntme at every point of contact, arebeyond

the limit of legitimate inquiry ?

These questions of the nature and limits of human knowledge

are as old as the first essays of the human mind in philosophy.

And while they are questions in metaphysics , they do not concern

the metaphysician alone, but present themselves to every man as

underlying all other questions of his life. Locke said : “ Our

business here is not to know all things, but those which concern

our conduct.” Kant said : “ The business of philosophy is to

answer three questions: What can I know ? What ought I to

do ? For what may I hope ?" An eminent poet and sceptical phi

losopher , obeying the spontaneous yearnings of his nature, has

said : “ Man is born, not to solve the problems of the universe ,

but to find where the problem for himself begins.” And Paul,

on Mars' Hill, confronting the Athenian agnostics, has, under

the guidance of divine wisdom , worded for us the problem which

the philosopher, under the impulse of a primary conviction ,

groped after : “ God that made the world and all things therein ,

. . . hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on

all the face of the earth , and hath determined the times before

appointed , and the bounds of their habitation ; that they should

seek the Lord, if haply they might feel after him , and find him ,

though he be not far from every one of us."

Rational existence is the phenomenon which crowns the cre

ative work ofGod. Theend of rationalexistence — the rêdelov téhoc

is to know God ; and the history of humanity is the manifesta

tion of God 's providence inspiring, guiding , and disciplining man

towards this end.

In the original constitution of the mind, man was specially en

dowed with the power to know God . It is not meant that the
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knowledge of God is innate in the sense that men are born with

this knowledge already formulated in their understandings. We

do not come into the world having ourminds stored with propo

sitions ; but we are constituted to know sometruths on their pre

sentation , as credible in themselves ; as independent of any other

truth for verification ; as postulates of the understanding. All

thinking , all rational procedure, must, from the finiteness of

the human mind, have some starting-point, some assumed truth ,

from which its process begins ; some truth accredited by the laws

of intelligence, and believed as self-evident. And it is upon this

foundation of primary belief, of intuitive truth , that the mind

builds the superstructure of all its acquisitions, and behind these

first principles the discursive reason cannot adventure.

This function to know God supplies the rationale of the human

intelligence ; all thought implies a spontaneous faith in God.

The nature of human knowledge, as conditioned by necessary

intuitive truth, points to the nexus of dependence by which the

human mind has its source, and not in the eternal reason . Truth

is no abstraction ; it cannot exist apart from mind . Whatever is

true, even the phenomenal truth , derives its validity from the

eternal truth ; and truth can be said to be eternal only as it ex

ists in the eternal mind. So that truth is incomprehensible

without God , and " God is the light of all our seeing." The prin

ciples on which we know anything, are the principles of truth as

that truth eternally inheres in God. So that we cannot be said

to have attained any real knowledge except as we know things in

their relation to God as the manifestations of his glorious name.

Our capacity to know anything realises its highest purpose in the

duty patent to every moral nature to search the manifestations

which God has given in his works and in his word of his attri

butes and will, of his infinite excellence and glory. The laws of

intelligence impressed on ourminds as rational and moral beings,

the constitutive powers which make the mind what it is, are de

signed, in their unperverted and free action , to lead us immedi

ately to this knowledge of God . All other knowledge is ancil

lary to this.

In the explanation of the phenomena of nature, or in the

VOL. XXXIV., no. 1 – 12 .



178 [JAN.,A Personal God the Postulate of Reason ;

analysis of human knowledge, the purpose in view does not al

ways require us to go back to the ultimate principle of faith in

God. It is generally sufficient to find a proximate support in a

proposition that is conceded as established , and that expresses a

more general fact than the one thought under it. These more

general facts we call “ laws." The higher the generalisation , the

more adequate and satisfactory the explanation which it affords.

This adequacy is not due to the muliplicity of phenomena which

the generalisation colligates. A logical universal can never arise

out of simple enumeration . The only mental sequence of any

number of observed recurrences is an expectation. Simple enu

meration may be contradicted by a single instance. Unless the

mind furnishes some principle from its powers of knowledge which

may bind the phenomena together, the product of simple enumer

ation is a mere rope of sand ,

The devotees of scientific culture as a substitute for religion ,

felicitate themselves over some proximate explanation by natural

law of physical phenomena which, in less advanced stages of sci

entific progress, had been referred to the immediate agency of

God. Their exultation recalls the story which Herodotus relates

of the Egyptians who thought and congratulated themselves that

they were less in the power of the gods than were the Greeks, be

cause the fertility of their soil did not depend on the capricious

rains, but was secured by the annual inundation of the Nile. If

they had pursued this investigation only one step back of their

conclusion , they would have discovered that the rains in the re

mote interior of Africa explained the overflow of their river .

The vaunted conflict of science and religion is precisely of this

kind. Sometimes those who find God in his works, make too

short the sequence between the First Cause and the observed

fact ; but the discovery of a new link , or of many new links,

does not prove that there is no such causal sequence. Sometimes

science, and especially in the hands of theorists who do not like

to retain God in their knowledge , stops short in its regressive

movement towards the First Cause, and proposes its intermediate

conclusions as ultimate truths.

The universe, in all its departments as laid before man for his
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investigation, is not a thing, but a thought. The mind of man

is the centre of this realm of earthly being, which, as has been

well said , " exists only in reason, and by reason, and for reason .”'

The invariable laws of nature, the correlation of its forces, its at

tractions and repulsions, the whole procession of its phenomena,

would be a shallow pageant, void and vain , were not the whole

system , in its grand unity and manifold diversities, a revelation of

the creative mind to derived intelligence. “ The act of knowledge,

in so far as it is the copying in the human consciousness of the

essence of the thing, is the after -thinking of the thoughts which

the divine creative thinking has built into things.” The spirit of

a true philosophy, as it comes to the interpretation of the book of

nature, has been exemplified in Kepler, when he exclaimed , “ O

God ! I think thy thoughts after thee.” And the true method of

the study of nature has been reduced to its scientific statementby

Agassiz , when he says that " all true and thorough classification

is but the interpretation of the thoughts of the Creator."

To a certain degree, our minds are correlative ; or, to speak

perhaps more correctly , are responsive to themind of God. There

is a preëstablished harmony between the world of thought within

and the world of material order and adjustment without. Man 's

powers of knowledge furnish the key to the mysteries of nature,

so that man, by themere workings of his spirit, may be able to

penetrate the system of nature as the workmanship of God .

By this correspondence of mind in man with the material

world , no logical support is given to the theory of constructive

idealism , which , by a process of dialectic, unfolds from the sub

jective self all existence ; which makes the ego the generating

principle of all things ; so that the world is but a shadow pro

jected by the laws of the thinking subject, and nothing is real

but the logical evolution of ideas in the mind. Nature is a reve- ,

lation , not of man , but of God ; but it is a revelation to man 's

intelligence. Man is himself a part of nature, and the respon

siveness of his mind to nature as a revelation of God , is a prin

ciple of the unity of nature, and is just as essential to the knowl

edge of self as to his knowledge of the world external to him .

The harmony of mind in man and mind in nature makes it pos
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sible for man to interpret the phenomena of nature, but furnishes

no terminus a quo for the ideal process of an a priori construction

of the universe. It enables him to ascertain the truth of what is,

but does not enable him to determine what must be. Science is

the coördination of the facts of nature under general concepts ; .

it is the reduction of the order of phenomena to the order of

thought ; and the test of the syntheses of science that commends

them at last to acceptance, is their conformability to the laws of

thought. This power of coördination in thought is responsive,

not creative ; it is not an absolute power, but a power that man

possesses in his relation to the universe around him .

Positivists regard this power of abstract conception as “ one of

the artifices of research which our infirmity renders indispens

able .” On the contrary, it is a method of research which mani

fests the power of the human mind as the image of the mind of

God .

The correspondence is between mind in man and mind in na

ture, not between mind in man and observed phenomena. The

scientific conceptmay have no actual exemplification in pheno

mena,and yetmay be essential to the understandingof phenomena.

The definitions of pure mathematics afford illustration. So in

the science of mechanics, the first law of motion has never been

realised in any phenomena of motion, and yet any motion that is

seen is inexplicable without it. This law is a " purely abstract

idea .” The Duke of Argyll says of it: “ Like many other laws

of the same class, it was discovered , not by looking outwards,but

by looking inwards; not by observing, but by thinking. The

human mind, in the exercise of its own faculties and powers,

sometimes by careful reasoning, sometimes by the intuitions of

genius unconscious of any process, is able, from time to time, to

reach now one, now another, of those purely intellectual concep

tions which are the basis of all that is intelligible to us in the or

der of the material world ."

“ Copernicus, Kepler, and Galileo were all guided in their pro

found interpretations of visible phenomena by those intuitions

which arise in minds finely organised, brought into close relations

with the mind of Nature, and highly trained in the exercse of
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speculative thought. They guessed the truth before they proved

it to be true; and those guesses had their origin in abstract ideas

of the mind which turned out to be ideas really embodied in the

order of the universe."

And so constant has this been in the history of science, Dr.

Whewell says it is to be considered, not as an exception , but as

the rule.

This responsiveness ofman' smind to the thought of God might

be abundantly exemplified from the history of scientific discovery

and of the mechanical arts. Sir John Herschel has said : “ Al

most all the great combinations ofmodern mechanism , and many

of its refinements and nicer improvements, are creations of pure

intellect, grounding its exertion upon a very moderate number of

elementary propositions in theoreticalmechanics and geometry.”

The discovery of the principle of the achromatic telescope is men

tioned by him as “ a memorable case in science , though not a sin

gular one, where the speculative geometer in his chamber , apart

from the world, and existing among abstractions, has originated

views of the noblest practical application.”

Max Müller remarks that “ Copernicus, in the dedication of

his work to Pope Paul III., confesses that he was brought to the

discovery of the sun 's central position , and of the diurnal motion

of the earth , not by observation or analysis, but by what he calls

the feeling of a want of symmetry in the Ptolemaic system . But

what had told him that there must be symmetry in all themove

ments of the celestial bodies , or that complication was not more

sublime than simplicity ? Symmetry and simplicity, before they

were discovered by the observer, were postulated by the philoso

pher. From out of the congruities of thought man always adopts

an hypothesis as a “working " synthesis before he establishes a

theory.

It is the Christian philosopher — the right-minded theorist — the

man whose intellectual and moralnature has been restored to har

mony with his nature's God, and who accepts the science ofman

as furnishing the true method of investigating the phenomena of

external nature: — it is the man of this character who has done

the most to advance science, and whose contributions abide as



182 [Jan.,A Personal God the Postulate of Reason ;

lasting acquisitions of human knowledge. And this is so , be

cause in him mind in man responds to mind in God, and the

truth and accuracy of his discovery are assured by the similitude

of his understanding to the understanding of God who contrived

and ordained the universe.

So we find it indicated in the structure of man 's rational and

moral nature, and in the scheme of the universe in which he is

placed, not only that the highest function of intelligence is to

know God, but also that all real knowledge must have its centre

and its completion in him . “ It is true," says Bacon, " a little

philosophy inclineth a man's mind to atheism , but depth in phil

osophy bringeth men's minds about to religion ; for while the

mind of man looketh upon the second causes scattered, it may

sometimes rest in them and go no farther ; butwhen it beholdeth

the chain of them confederate and linked together, it must needs

fly to Providence and Deity.”

But further, not only is the final cause of rational existence to

know God, but weare constituted to know him as he is, the true,

living, personal God. “ Our highest conception of existence is

bound up with personality .” It does not satisfy our inquest to

be told that mind is only “ a series of feelings with a background

of possibilities of feeling," nor that it is " a series of feelings which

is aware of itself as past and future.” Nothing is explained by

such a " paltering with us in a double sense.” The individuality

of which the mind is conscious, is not a mere continuity, or

succession of states. Beneath the sequence of phenomena is

the self-conscious agent, the “ suppositum intelligens," who can

say “ I.” This conscious individuality is not recognised as a de

fect, but as an excellence essential to spiritual being. It is in

the highest distinctive attributes and functions of our being that

we stand out thus in individual subsistence from the category of

things. Our strength and dignity are in our personality . It is

objected that the ascription of such a mode of being to God is in

compatible with his infinity ; that the attribution is of the nature

of definition, and that all definition is limitation ; if, therefore ,

God be a person , he cannot be infinite ; if he be infinite, he can

not be a person. But if personality be a perfection of spiritual
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being, the ascription of such perfection is no more a limitation of

his infinity than the ascription of holiness. Weare limited not

in possessing the attributes of personality , but in possessing those

attributes in finite measure. God made man in his own image ;

and reason demands that the efficient cause of finite personality

shall be himself a person . “ Consciousness cannot arise out of

unconsciousness ; personality cannot have its birth from imper

sonality .”

Our rational and moral nature will not own allegiance to a

mere metaphysical abstraction , or impersonal principle. The

apostles of “ Culture" insist that modern research and the refine

ment of the nineteenth century require us to renounce for ever

the delusion that “ God is a person who thinks and loves ;” that

wemust substitute for this relic of effete thought the idea of a

" stream of tendency by which all things fulfil the law of their

being.” Weare exhorted to give up our anthropomorphism , to

erect ourselves above the habit of a masked self-adoration in

representing the Supreme in the attributes of personality , and to

content ourselves in the conclusion of Positivism that the highest

attainment of the human mind is to ascertain the laws of pheno

mena, and then bow down in humble acknowledgement of the

“ Infinite Unknown.” .

But our intelligence, and , much more, ourmoral and religious

nature, revolts from this conclusion . We feel that we should de

grade God beneath ourselves were we to express his being in terms

of physical force, while we express our own being in terms of

spiritual action . There is an involuntary universal tendency in

man to look upon his God as a personal existence. It is not a

tendency that waits upon any dogmatic system of philosophy or

of theology. It is a spontaneous development of mind in its

normal activity . It may be imperfectly manifested . Man 's spir

itual nature may be wrecked so that his highest and best intui

tions are dead, and his religious powers and impulses may then

be so misguided and perverted as to bealmost past recognition .

But when unrestrained by sin , or when not overlaid by the igno

rance of degradation, man 's nature, by its own essential activity,

clearly postulates a personal God . Indications of this religious
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feature are found in both ancient and modern systems of heathen

ism . Even in the religions whose objects of worship are the

forces or elements of nature , the deified objects are invariably per

sonified . The hymns and prayers addressed , the propitiations

and offerings made, presuppose the personality of deity . All

mythologies are based upon the idea of personal, historical inter

course between the gods and men . There is a universal intuitive

principle ofman's being as a derived nature, by which he is im

pelled to think of his God as a personal existence.

This spiritual phenomenon , so universal to man, is not ex

plained by the assumption that in personifying deity , we are only

projecting outside of ourselves the facts of our own finite con

sciousness. That man does so know the personality of God on

occasion of his own conscious personality, is a fact which itself

needs to be explained , and the word of God furnishes us the only

rational explanation . Man was created in the image of God, and

this image is expressed in the attributes of intelligence and will,

which constitute personality . We know the personality of God

through, or upon occasion of, our own conscious personality, be

cause God has so constituted us in our natures responsive to his

nature, that in obeying the laws of our rational and moral intelli

gence, we are inevitably brought to this conclusion . And by this

law of our being as in the image of God , we are protected against

the loss of the true conception of God, so long as we read aright

our own consciousness .

But, again , we are created with the need thus to know God.

Ifwe contemplate man as a moral being , we discover in him a

conscience which admonishes him of his personal responsibility .

Whence are the power and the effect of the ideas which man de

tects in his conscience ? How does the " oughtness" that enforces

the judgments of conscience originate ? On what authority do

the decisions of conscience rest ? To what does man's free will

pay deference in acknowledging his responsibility ? Some would

refer all the fact# of man's moral consciousness to a spontaneous

self-supporting moral order . And they havedeceived themselves

by “ the fatal imposture of words” until they are persuaded some

thing is explained by such mere phrase.
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Let us inquire again of man's primary teacher — his own con

sciousness. Does the soul acknowledge any authority that is not

realised in some mode of personal being ? Does man's will con

sent to be in subjection except to some higher personal will ?

The right is addressed to man's conscience, not simply as a dis

tinction from the wrong ; not merely as a proposition , but as a

command ; as Kant styles it, the “ Categorical Imperative." It

is known in consciousness as duty , and accompanying the recog

nition of its obligation is the distinction ofmerit and demerit, and

of rewards and punishments, to be administered on the principle .

of distributive justice.

What does all this imply except that themoral order which is

discerned , and the moral ideas which are the phenomena of con

science , have their origin and support and end in a Supreme In

telligence and Holy Will ?

The connexion between belief in God and belief in duty is il

lustrated in the fact that " generally the step from doubt is a reck

less plunge into sensuality .”

The conscience appears in man as the representative of an au

thority which is not its own. The data of ethics are given in the

intuitions of the mind , but the authority of ethical truth is not

based on the intuitional consciousness. Wemust observe the dis

tinction between the basis of morals and the basis of a theory

ofmorals. The consciousness is a source of knowledge, and a

knowledge of dictations which imperatively command the assent

of the reason and the acquiescence of the moral nature ; but

the authority on which these dictations rest is not in the con

sciousness, but in God .

This peculiarity of ethical truth furnishes one most unanswer

able argument against the doctrine of evolution asapplied to spirit

ual phenomena. If the facts of man's moral consciousness were

capable of such a naturalistic explanation ,being the last and highest

stage of the evolutionary process, they would have in themselves

their complete justification . There would be nothing higher to

which they might be referred, and the spontaneity of the process

would effectually exclude the intrusion of any foreign reason for

its products . If evolution afforded the reason for all phenomena
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so as to render the hypothesis of a God superfluous, evolution

would not universally falsify itself by owning an extraneous God

in support of the dictations of conscience.

As a matter of fact, whenever God has been excluded from the

moral or the natural world , it has not been by any such sponta

neous process as evolution is claimed to be, but by the specious

reasoning of men to whom the hypothesis of a God is not con

venient. Allman's moral spontaneities are in the opposite direc

tion, and conscience in its normal exercise, fulfilling its proper

function , is interpreted as the voice of God in the human soul.

And this fact indicates the only sure and solid basis and guar

anty of a true, a safe, a permanent, and an ennobling morality.

Neither the individualman, nor public opinion , nor what is termed

the social man, can be held in subjection to a mere metaphysical

distinction , or an abstract principle. If men are to be preserved

from individual corruption and vice ; if society is to be saved

from degeneracy and moral ruin , the knowledge of the true God

must be disseminated, and men be brought to realise that they

live and move in his personal presence ; that his omniscient eye

discerns their thoughts and feelings, and that all their words are

spoken in his ear.

Human administration of law , in distinguishing too widely be

tween crimes and sins, loses the support of the highestmoral sanc

tions, and the aid of the strongest restraints from evil. The laws

which men enact do not lay the foundation of obligations, but

presume them . Theproper protection of human rights and liber

ties does not require the social man to be atheistic , nor social

morals to be pagan .

But man is not only a rational and moral being ; he is by na

ture also a religious being. Systems of superstition and idolatry

illustrate this fact ; the temple, the altar, the sacrifice, give it

manifestation . Man must have a God to worship . He may de

grade himself to the level of the brute, and render homage to the

deified passions of his own fallen nature. Hemay bow down to

stocks and stones, the idols which his own hands have fashioned ;

but these depraved practices only illustrate with emphasis the sur

vival of the imperative indestructible fact and law that hemust

have a God .
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If man is essentially a religious being, the existence of God is

a necessary truth , and , therefore, not susceptible of proof. Any.

attempt to establish such a truth by a process of reasoning, in the

ultimate analysis will be found to assume the truth to be proved.

The existence of God is implied in every act of knowledge, and

implied not merely as a part of all knowledge, but as a condition .

Our resolution of the forms of thought usually ends with the cate

gories ; these are taken as the fundamental, a priori conceptions

of the understanding. But these categories, though few , do not

express the unity towards which all thought tends. These cate

gories must be related to each other , and systematised in scme

postulate that comprehends them all. In Prof. Flint's concise

statement : “ In the idea of God all the categories of thought are

comprehended and realised in their perfection . They constitute

a complete system , and the whole system issues into , and is ren

dered organic by, the idea ofGod.”

Hamilton failed to distinguish between the data of knowledge

and the starting point of a theory, when he enunciated the doc

trine that “ the affirmation of a God” is “ a regressive inference

from the existence of a certain class of effects to the existence of

a special character of cause."

The assumption of the existence of God is necessary to the

complete explanation of any effect. From special classes of ef

fects wemay reason to the special character of God ; we may

reason from “ a certain state of things" to certain attributes in

God. By inference and through revelation our knowledge of God

may be corrected and extended. The content of the idea of God

may be changed and increased by all the difference between a

fetich and the God of Christianity . But at these two poles of

religious thought there is the same assumption of the existence of

Deity. The Scriptures embody a revelation adapted to man in

his lowest degradation . In sublime simplicity they open their

communication with a statement involving this assumption .

Must the missionary begin with Hamilton 's " regressive infer

ence," and from “ a special class of effects” “ exclusively given in

the phenomena of mind” ascend to the existence of God, in order

to prepare the ground for the proclamation of the gospel ? Must
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he prove the existence of God before he announces himself to

the Hottentot as the messenger ofGod ?

The telic force of all argument concerning God is to show what

he is ; and as exhibitions of his character inferential conclusions

incidentally and secondarily confirm the conviction that he is.

But the proof is not original; the idea ofGod is not derived from

the proof.

The man in sin whose reason is developed to exercise its pow

ers under the categories of thought, and whose conscience is

capable of its function of moral dictation, is compelled to acknow

ledge a personal God. It is not a welcomed conviction . He

employs every artifice to suppress it. He would gladly exchange

such a conception of Deity for some “æsthetic, benevolent prin

ciple,” some impersonal pervading “ stream of tendency by which

all things fulfil the law of their being.” Calling himself a

" scientist,” he would substitute “ the persistence of force and the

indestructibility of matter.” The Epicurean culturist, to whom

the idea ofduty is odious, would elevate beauty in nature and

art to the place of God, and expend his romantic sentiment on a

cold abstraction that would leave him undisturbed by troubles of

conscience . The holiness of a personalGod is embarrassing, and

the unconverted man is at enmity with it. He has all to fear and

nothing to hope from such a God.

But there could be no calamity to be compared with the be

reavement of the Christian, should unbelieving thought succeed

in robbing him of his Lord and Master. He would go through

the earth with an orphaned heart and a desolate life . Let him

be persuaded that his privilege to call upon God as his .Father is

a superstitious delusion and a snare ; that he is playing " the

game of life upon the chess-board of the world " with one who

“ never overlooks a mistake normakes the smallest allowance for

ignorance;" that " to theman who plays well the highest stakes

are paid with that sort of overflowing generosity with which the

strong shows delight in strength ; and that one who plays ill is

check-mated , without haste, but without remorse." Let him feel

that there is no love with the power that holds his destiny, no

compassion for his misery, no sympathy with his suffering ; no
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helps, no deliverances for him ; that there is no strong tower to

which he may flee, no covert from the storm ; no listening ear

into which he may breathe his consuming griefs ; no strong help

ful heart upon which hemay lean in his weakness and trial; let

him feel there is nothing in the universe butmechanicalforce and

necessary law ; that he is held only in the relentless embrace of

an inexorable cold eternity , which " wears always to him a feel

ingless expressionless iron mask ,” and he is doomed to an " ec

lipse of the soul and a blight of the heart," for which he would

gladly exchange the nothingness of annihilation . A Christian

without his God — what would he be ? An empty pageant, a moral

burlesque, a cruel mockery.

Says Dr. Thornwell: “ The belief of a superintending Provi

dence is the guardian of society, the security of the state, the

safeguard of the family . Its influence pervades every interest,

and sanctifies every office ofman ; it ennobles his actions, sweet

ens his affections, animates his hopes, gives courage in the hour

of danger, serenity in time of trouble, and victory in death . If

there be a God, it is a great thing to be a man ; if there be none,

and men should universally act on the belief that there were none,

we had rather be anything than a member of the human race.

Hell and earth would differ only in topography."

A candid devotee or a keen satirist of evolution as the expla

nation of all existence, states the conclusion thus: “ If matter

and force have been eternal, so far as human mind can soar, it

can discover no need of a superior mind to explain the varied

phenomena of existence . Man has truly become in a new sense

themeasure of the universe, and in this the latest and most ap

palling of his soundings, indications are returned from the infinite

voids of space and time by which he is surrounded, that his in

telligence, with all its noble capacities for love and adoration , is

yet alone — destitute of kith or kin in all this universe of being."

“ If it had been my lot to have lived in the last generation , I

should certainly have rested in these “sublime conceptions' (of

theism ) as in an argument supreme and irrefutable. I should

have felt that the progress of physical knowledge could never ex

ert any other influence on theism than that of ever tending more
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and more to confirm that magnificent belief, by continuously ex

panding our human thoughts into progressively advancing concep

tions,ever grander and yet more grand, of that tremendous origin

of things — the mind of God. Such would have been my hope ;

such would have been my prayer. But now , how changed !

Never in the history of man has so terrific a calamity befallen

the race as that which all who look may behold advancing as

a deluge, black with destruction, resistless in might, up

rooting our most cherished hopes, engulfing our most pre

cious creed , and burying our highest life in mindless desola

tion . Science, whom erstwhile we thought a very angel of

God ; pointing to that great barrier of law , and proclaiming to

the restless sea of changing doubt, 'Hitherto shalt thou come,

but no farther, and here shall thy proud waves be stayed' — even

science has now herself thrown down this trusted barrier ; the

flood -gates of infidelity are open , and atheism overwhelming is

upon us.”

The instincts of the human heart are stronger than the logic

of the understanding, and a mind lost in the mazes of its thought

and manacled by a rigorous dialectic, turns itself by a spontane

ous motion in the direction where the truth lies. A man cannot

carry his convictions with him in giving up that which heknows

to be light, and a benign influence for that which he knows to be

darkness and a demon of destruction .

What a contrast, as a satisfying solution , is the explanation

which Christ gives of the phenomena of existence : “ My Father

worketh hitherto, and I work.” Ages before the appearance of

man on the earth , God was treasuring in its bosom an inexhaust

ible provision for the wants of his creature, and adapting this

provision in form for the development of his genius and skill, and

for his education in the thoughts of God. God had proposed to

his own mind the ideal of man, and during the long cycles in

which the earth was forming, he prepared the physical conditions

which were suitable for the development of man according to this

ideal. And when the fulness of time was come— when the earth

was prepared,according to God's plan, for inhabitation — he called

man into being, and placed him in a physical world and in a moral
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system suited to train and discipline him for his destiny. When he

had completed his work and established theharmonies between man

and nature, he did not withdraw himself beyond the utmost con

fines of creation , and retire within the solitude of his own being.

There has been no evolution of law into supremacy over God ;

there has been no abdication of God in favor of the " phantom of

succession .” Mere recurrence, nor a colligation of observed re

currences, does not satisfy the mind when it asks an explanation

of the phenomena of nature or of life. The God whom man

was made to know , and with whom he finds himself related , is

not a “ Deus unicus, solitarius, destitutus.” The work of God

in creation was only the ground on which he would project the

wonders of his mind in providence and government. God in

creation is only preliminary to God in human history .

The fact that man is organically connected with nature, and

that the history of man takes up into itself the history of the in

ferior creation, is evidenced by the disorder in nature consequent

on and corresponding to the moral disorder in man, introduced

by sin . And this correspondence appearing subsequent to the

transgression by which man fell, and adapting the world to his pro

bation and recovery, clearly illustrates a perpetual superintending

providence. Miracle and special providence are not the occa

sional interferences of a wisdom enlarged by experience, seeking ·

to rectify the motions of an established order . They are the

proper manifestations of divine superintendence, direction , and

discipline, conducting man in the exigencies of his freedom to his

destiny. If we accept the doctrine of a personal God, and of

man as the “ offspring of God,” there is no antecedent incredi

bility of a miracle. On the contrary , the history of religion

shows that the occurrence of a miracle conforms to the laws of

thought, and is held to be the proper attestation of a message

from God. So that, in its proper relations, in the realm of pro

vidence to which it belongs, above the level of material causes,

there is no more incongruity in the miracle than in an experi

ment in physics . Aside from its testimonial value accrediting to

man a message from God, themiracle serves to dispel the delu

sion to which the fallen mind seems so prone in thinking thatthe
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uniformity of method according to which God conserves his cre

ative work - -the uniformity of nature's laws, as we are accus

tomed to call it - expels God from his universe. For the miracle,

illustrating as it does the supremacy of a Personal Will, rends

for the moment the veil between the seen and the unseen, and

discloses the hand of God at the helm of affairs . “God who

made the world and all things therein , hath made of one blood

all nations of men for to dwell on, all the face of the earth , and

hath determined the times before appointed and the boundsof

their habitation ." He has directed the dispersions, the migra

tions, the irruptions, the conquests, the absorptions, the fusions

of nations. He has provided the physical conditions, the his

torical associations, the political influences, the civil polities, the

moral and religious agencies, the peculiarities of language, the

habits of thought, the varieties of occupation, the modes of life,

the manners and customs necessary to develop and to character

ise the covenant, educating, and missionary nations."

Prof. Arnold Guyot, as a geographical historian, has most

beautifully interpreted the plan of God : “ Asia, Europe , and

North America are the three grand stages of humanity in its

march through the ages. Asia is the cradle where man passed

his infancy under the authority of law , and where he learned his

dependence on a sovereign Master. Europe is the school where

his youth was trained , where he waxed in strength and knowl

edge, grew to manhood, and learned at once his liberty and

his moral responsibility. America is the theatre of his activity

during the period of his manhood ; the land where he applies

and practises all he has learned , brings into action all the forces

he has acquired, and where he is still to learn that the entire de

velopment of his being and his own happiness are possible only

by willing obedience to the laws of his Maker .” “ Luther drew

the Bible forth from the dust of libraries,where it lay forgotten ,

at the momentwhen Columbus discovered the new world .” “ The

founders of social order in America are , indeed, the true off

spring of the Reformation ."

The inference is direct and obvious that the American people,

with their social order thus ordained of God , with their wide



1883.]
193Faith the Principle of Knowledge.

.

area , varieties of climate, and favoring conditions of develop

ment, with their mixed population, their composite language with

its idiosyncrasies of growth and adaptation, sustain a peculiar re

lation , and that American Christianity has a peculiar and an

advanced mission, in reference to the ultimate purpose of God in

peopling and governing the earth .

But the general providence of God, in which he governs na

ture and the nations, is to subserve the transcendent scheme of

love revealed in the gospel. God's ultimate purpose is to gather

together in one all things in Christ.” Hehas made him to be

" head over all things to his Church.” He has invested him with

authority and dominion , that every knee should bow unto him ,

and every tongue confess , and that the kingdomsof the world may

become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ. The salva

tion of the individual man - his training and discipline for the

destiny which God in Christ proposes ; the gathering of the

elect ; the edification of the Church ; the Christianisation of the

nations ; the spiritual elevation of the civilised life - such are the

earthly aims of the kingdom which the Father has given the Son.

The distinguishing principle of this kingdom is the doctrine of

grace ; thesubject of it is redeemed and renovated man . It is a

kingdom of objective truth and subjective knowledge. Through

the truth all its stupendous results in quickening humanity are

to be accomplished ; and this distinguishing, vitalising truth is

“ the truth as it is in Jesus."

Themethod by which the King in Zion proposes to effectuate his

great work is intimated by himself: “ What I do thou knowest

not now , but thou shalt know hereafter.” He gives no account

of his actions. His way is in the sea and his path in the great

waters . He has so disposed affairs, that man's sagacity and sci

ence have attained the completest results in those things which

are “ at the farthest distance from him ," and " farthest removed

from humanity .” Man can construct a calendar predicting astro

nomical movements, determining transits and eclipses to the exact

moment of occurrence, but he cannot tell what a day or an hour

may bring forth in those things which most nearly concern him .

Christ seizes , revitalises, and calls into new activity, the prin

· VOL. XXXIV ., no. 1 – 13.
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ciple originally implanted in man for his guidance and govern

ment.

The ancient philosopher recommended the contemplation of the

ideas of the holy and the beautifulas an instrument of spiritual

elevation . . But Christ presented himself as the archetype of the

true, the beautiful, and the good , and announced faith in his own

divine person as the sovereign method and instrument of spiritual

deliverance and spiritual life. He came forth from God and

spake with authority , as being the original source of truth ; and

in relation to the ends of his kingdom as subjectively realised by

men , he proclaimed himself the truth . So that the faith he de

manded was twofold : a trustful, loyal acquiescence in his divine

person and character, and an unconditional surrender of the

heart to the great truths embodied in him and manifested by his

gospel. It was enough with him that belief rested on his own

authority. “ He that is willing to do the will of God, shall know

of the doctrine."

Paul,as he approached the goal, presents the ripening effects of

these divine truths resting on divineauthority , as they are trans

formed through faith into the Christian experience , and become

the stay of the trustful heart. “ I know whom I have believed ,

and am persuaded that he is able to keep that which I have com

mitted unto him against that day.” Whatever else the Saviour

may in his wisdom withhold from his disciple , he makes himself

known. This suffices. And this is the gate to theknowledge of

all things as they shall be recapitulated in Christ.

In accepting Christ, Paul did not renounce his reason, nor re

pose on any illusive sentiment, nor indulge in any emotional

phrensy. His faith was no wild enthusiasm . If ever man was

competent to determine the validity of evidence, and to discrim

inate a rational conclusion , Paul possessed such strength of rea

son . His was not a blind devotion . The reasonableness of the

faith held his mind through all vicissitude in unshaken allegiance,

and when the end came, having endured all, he could say with

out a shadow of weakening doubt, “ I know whom I have be

lieved ." These words were uttered when the shades of the dark

valley were already beginning to gather about him , and he felt

himself to be standing almost before the assizes of eternity . The
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circumstances were such as to bring to the most decisive test the

validity of faith and the sufficiency of a religion so founded .

Thomas Paine , if left alone during his last illness, would scream

and call until some one came to him ; and in his paroxysms of

distress, as he consciously confronted a future without a hope, he

would cry out: “ O Lord, help me! God, help me! Jesus Christ,

help me !"

Richard Cecil, when told that a young man , for whom he had

felt a deep interest, had " embraced the notions of the free

thinkers, and was prepared to live by them ,” responded quickly :

“ Aye, aye ; but will he die by them ?”

Monsieur Littré, one of the most learned and famous men in

France, the great champion of “ free thought," associated with

Auguste Comte in founding the Positive Philosophy,when on his

death -bed received the sacrament according to the rites of the

Romish Church . The opinions which he had advocated in his

lifetime, which had been his pride, which had brought him his

fame among men , did not support him when he came to die .

These opinions might answer for him to live by, as he had ac

counted life ; but when the end came, and things earthly were

fading to his sense and palling upon his heart, these opinions

would not suffice for him to die by.

The dying apostle presents a strong contrast as he begins to

" brush the dews on Jordan's banks,” and knows that the “ cross

ing is near.” His faith gives more vividly than ever “ a substan

tial reality to the objects of his hope, and a verification in his

heart to the invisible .” It is the Beulah hour when the light

streamsfrom the eternal city, and casts the glow of heaven around

him . He can almost see “ the friends and kindred dear,” who

stand on the other shore. A rapturous gladness seizes his soul, a

joy unspeakable and full of glory. Amidst this glorious scene

and high anticipation there appears to his enraptured view One

in whose fellowship he has been disciplined by the sorrows and

trials of the pilgrimage, and towards whom his heart goes out in

the fulness of its chastened affection and trust : “ I know him

whom I have believed, and am persuaded that he is able to keep

that which I have committed unto him against that day.”

J. V . LOGAN.
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ARTICLE VII.

· AN INQUIRY INTO THE AGGRESSIVENESS OF

PRESBYTERIANISM .

[ Concluded .]

A CONCIO AD CLERUM .

According to promise,we resume" inquiry" into this important

matter , regretting most sincerely that even in the treatment of

this, which certainly is worthy of patience, we are liable to the

charge of prolixity. Is it too much to aspire to be long without

being dull ?

Wedivided the subject into three heads :

I. The theory of the ministry, as affecting the regulation of

supply and demand.

II. The working of Church courts in the exercise of the power

of review and control.

III. Aggressiveness in the limited department of congrega

tional work.

The preceding paper was concerned with the first division alone.

This, owing to the aggressiveness ” of our views, threw us so

much on the defensive as to call for more space than both of the

others. Wehope that we are now , in every sense, through the

deepest water, and that the reader may from this point wade

comfortably through to the end.

II. THE WORKING OF CHURCH COURTS IN THE EXERCISE OF THE

POWER OF REVIEW AND CONTROL.

There can be little doubt in the mind of any experienced pres

byter , that a very serious defect in practical Presbyterianism lies

in the non -exercise of the power of review and control on the

part of our Church courts . In this matter we are Presbyterian

in theory, and Congregational or Independent in practice. Our

theory is, that the power of the whole is over the power of every

part; the Presbytery is the Bishop; possessed with episcopal

power .
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" The Preshytery has power . . . to establish the pastoral relation ,

and to dissolve it at the request of one or of both parties, or where the

interests of religion imperatively demand it ; . . . to visit churches for

the purpose of inquiring into and redressing the evils that may have

arisen in them ; . . . to take special oversight of vacant churches ; to

concert measures for the enlargement of the Church within its bounds ;

in general, to ordain whatever pertains to the spiritual welfare of the

churches under its care ." 1 .

The Presbytery notoriously fails to exercise the authority with

which the foregoing paragraphs invest it. It leaves pastors and

churches virtually supreme, only interfering at the solicitation of

one or both parties . The pastoral relation is instituted upon

the presentation and acceptance of a call ; but the Book evi

dently contemplates this action as the result of a careful and

deliberate process, wherein the Presbytery, with full information

before it, examines and decides each case upon its merits with

reference to the pastor elect, the congregation calling, and the

Church at large ; and arbitrates between conflicting claims,

whether such claims be represented by the commissioners of two

competing congregations, or one party be the unrepresented in

terests of the Church at large, which always presents the silent

yet powerful plea of her need and her claim upon the Presbytery

as her only and her responsible guardian .

In this matter, however, only two things generally receive any

very careful consideration at the hands of the Presbytery : 1st.

Whether the salary is reasonable. 2d. Whether the call is made

out in due form ; i. e., whether the i's are all dotted and the t's

crossed aright, and the chairman of the congregational meeting

has signed and attested the document properly ; if not, they will

strain out every gnat of technical irregularity , if it takes a

year to do it ; but when it comes to such a course as just out

lined above, the camel is swallowed , hoofs, hump, and all. We

always pay tithe ofmint, anise , and cummin , but we do undoubt

edly sometimes omit the weightier matters of the law .

The Book demands equal deliberation and caution in dissolv

ing the pastoral relation : the pastor is to tender his resignation

? Form of Government, V ., 4 , Par. 6 .

2 Form of Government, VI., 5 , Par. 11.
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to the Presbytery, and the church then cited to show cause, if any

it has, why the Presbytery should not accept the resignation.

This is evidently a provision against the hasty dissolution of the

relation under transient despondency, mistaken views of useful

ness, temporary dissatisfaction, etc . ; and in all these matters

Presbytery is to be the ultimate judge. According to our almost

universal custom , however, the pastoral relation is dissolved “ at

the request of the pastor, the church concurring ;" i. e., the

pastor gets dissatisfied , receives an invitation to “ visit ;” a call

follows ; he assembles the congregation ; tenders to them his resig

nation ; they accept and appoint a committee of correspondence,

which secures at once a successor ; and the whole matter comes

before the Presbytery, cut and dried , and nothing is left for that

venerable body to do but to ratify .

If it is to be presumed that all choicesmade are the wisest and

þest ; that individual churches, each blind to everything but its

own interests, are to be left to compete with each other upon the

every-man-for-himself principle ; that pastors and congregations

are to be left entirely to their own discretion as to when the rela

tion is be instituted and when dissolved ; that there is no call for

closer oversight — then Presbyterianism stands condemned in her

polity , for this is not Presbyterianism . That in such a presump

tion , one would be reckoning without his host, observation most

clearly demonstrates. The independent denominations are recog

nising this every year, and providing for closer oversight. That

Presbytery often fails to exercise the rightwith which it is in

vested by the Constitution, in many cases from a delicacy and

kindly regard which consult the feelings of a pastor or congrega

tion at the expense of the general cause , is too notorious to be

questioned , and maybe illustrated ex abundanti.

Presbytery has under its ostensible government two fields of

labor, both vacant; one offers a salary of $ 1,200, the other can

pay only $600. There are two ministers at the disposal of the

Presbytery ; one a young man recently from the Seminary , pro

mising and popular; the other a good sound preacher of some

years ' experience, with an expensive family . The $ 1,200 church

. Form of Government, VI., 5 , Par. 13.
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calls the young preacher ; the $600 one says, How happy would

I be with either ! The young man could be comfortably sup

ported on $600 ; the older man could not live on it. But the

larger salary gets the inexpensive man , the other church remains

without a pastor, and the older preacher without a field ; and in

nine cases out often , the older man would have served the stronger

church just aswell and as acceptably as the younger, if they would

only give him a trial; perhaps more so. Presbytery has the un

doubted right to advise at least in these matters ; and when the

interests of the Church at large are at stake, this right becomes

duty. A certain Methodist field of labor in the writer's vicinity

once made strong efforts to secure a certain pastor, offering for

him a fine salary. The Bishop declined to " appoint” him . The

man whom he did send was a sore disappointment. A member of

the charge in question told the writer that he did not think the

people would pay him even a living. The result was, that the

unwelcome pastor remained with them to the extreme limit of the

itinerant system , and at the end of the four years the people sent

up a petition to have him sent back again for the fifth time. Un

der his work the field had prospered to such an extent that it had

been divided into two pastoral charges, and in addition to paying

his salary, the people had built two new churches. Suppose, in

the instance above cited, the Presbytery , as bishop of the two

churches and the two preachers, were to recommend the stronger

church to take the older pastor, and the weaker one the younger,

and that a trial bemade for one year, and let the results decide

the case, would not this be better than to stand silently by and

leave the churches to fight thematter out,and the issue of progress

or.decline, life or death , to be decided by “ the survival of the

fittest” ?

Again , here is a man of first-rate organising ability ; energetic,

a good pioneer builder , a man of small family too. He has

charge of a good church , but one where Presbyterianism is rooted

and grounded, in a community Presbyterian from time immemo

rial, where the children inherit the accumulated blue blood of

generations ; or he is in a town stereotyped by having been fin

ished half a century before, where there is no prospect of any
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new or floating element to be gathered into the congregation ;

such a charge, in a word , as requires only conservative ability , in

which there is no call for the exercise of his peculiar gifts. His

charge is well supplied, his labors are entirely satisfactory and

acceptable to his people ; he baptizes the infants , and as they

grow up and come forward, receives them into full communion ,

performs the marriage ceremony, and buries the dead ; his con

gregation loses nothing, and the general cause gains nothing.

In the same Presbytery there are oftentimes several young and

growing business centres, giving great promise, by their rapid in

crease, of becoming in a few years large towns or respectable

cities . They have preaching once a month by some settled pas

tor who lives within striking distance, who comes in on Saturday

nightand leaves on Monday morning. Or they are supplied by

a pastor of excellent pulpit ability , but with no gift whatever for

organisation. Here is manifest waste of resources, the aggres

sive man wedded to the conservative field , and the conservative

man fixed in the place which exactly suits the other. Each

church is ignorant of the other 's circumstances, and the Presby

tery , the pastor of both, well acquainted with the situation , but

having allowed them to drift into this hap-hazard, ill-assorted

marriage, leaves the matter to right itself in process of time, with

the following issue : our people struggle along, discouraged by

the neglect of the Presbytery, and sick at heart at seeing the

opportunity pass unimproved, and the flood-tide for Presbyterian

ism 'ebbs and leaves our cause stranded high and dry, while other

denominations, by the prudent prevision and careful oversight

of their authorities, grow with the town into strong, influential

organisations. Twenty years afterward people will wonder why,

in such a large and prosperous town, Presbyterianism is so far

behind the other denominations, especially since our Church has

(now ) such a conspicuously able man there. .

Let us take another instance. A pastor is called and installed.

In process of time, long or short, as the case may be, it becomes

evident that a mistake was made in the first instance , or else that

the pastor's work in that field is finished . Dissatisfaction is felt,

and gradually widens and deepens until it is apparent to many, if
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not to most, of the Presbytery. The subject is canvassed sub

rosa . The situation is discussed informally at every meeting by

the ministers ; sometimes the elders of the church in question will

tell their troubles to one and another of their most intimate ac

quaintances among the preachers. Together they deplore the

sad situation, but nothing is done, and all concur in leaving the

unacceptable pastor in utter ignorance of the state of affairs until

at last the thread that binds him to his charge , eaten through by

the constantbut smothered fire of discontent, parts finally asunder ,

and leaves both ends burning. Oftentimes nobody's feelings are

spared in the long run , and the only thing gained by this failure

in Presbyterial duty is thedamage inuring to the church through

the long neglect. Perhaps such a case will be considered ex

treme or rare, though we fear there aremany Presbyteries which

could furnish a parallel. Were our theory carried out fairly and

squarely , the remedy would be at hand. Our custom gives easy

escape to the dissatisfied pastor, but the dissatisfied church yet

groans within itself. This evil is of such magnitude as to lead

to the suggestion numbered 19, in the preparatory list prefixed

to the first paper,' which suggestion was derived from a published

address delivered by a prominent and influential elder before a

" church union .” We quote a few paragraphs as a sample of

what is thought, felt, spoken, and published by intelligent " lay

men " on this topic. From the extract the reader will see that

we are not yet in the vanguard, though he may ere this have

voted us as quite " advanced " :

" It is a very important and suggestive fact, that there is a growing

disinclination on the part of the churches to entering this most useful

relation. In my narrow acquaintance, I can name churches that have

lost the services of useful and acceptable ministers from this cause alone,

and all over the land you find pulpits filled by the anomalous 'stated

supply .' On inquiry, I think it will be found that the true and only

cause of this lies in the tenure of the pastoral office and the unpleasant

difficulties which attend the dissolution of the relation . If the inution

comes from the one side, but little harm results , for few churches would

be so ungenerous as to take serious offence because a beloved pastor

yields to solicitations to enter a wider field of usefulness , with better

1 SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN Review , October, 1882, p . 654.
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worldly advantages ; but if the motion starts on the other side, the end

is seldom reached short of divisions and dissensions and heart-burnings,

the development of feelings little different in kind or degree from what

attends the divorce of the marriage tie with our more cultured brethren

of the North. No matter which side is to blame, the church bleeds,

and a legacy of discord is banded down by the incuinbent to his suc

cessor. You know ,Mr. President, this is no fancy sketch . A good man ,

sincerely desirous of being spent in his Master 's service , may outlive

his usefulness in his field from no serious fault of his own. It is often

difficult for the church to deal frankly and candidly in so delicate a mat

ter. An earnest worker may soon find himself misplaced, but labors on ,

with the hope, like Mr. Micawber, that 'something will turn up ,' and

still labors on with the growing conviction of the mistake made in his

settlement. Perhaps bis restless eye casts furtive glances atother fields,

and rumors come of invitations to other portions of the vineyard , but

they prove to be rumors only, .with no fruit except, perhaps, the discov

ery to his people that he is only holding on to them until he can get

a better place, and this adds nothing to the appreciation in which his

service is held . The poor man is environed by difficulties. IIis only

support is the laborer's hire . He dare not overlook the claims, which

would make him worse than an infidel, and he limps on to the crutch

of engrossing secular pursuits. Langor, barrenness, inefficiency, in all

church work, are the inevitable results. Am I answered ,that this is all

wrong, and constitutes no real objection to our present usage ; that pas

tors are constantly, sometimes even capriciously, dissolving this relation ,

and churches have the same right unchallenged ? But the case being

altered , alters the case. Let one of a bench of elders screw himself up

to the rashness of moving for a dissolution , and the discovery is soon

made, that he is not as good as he ought to be, destitute of personal

piety , actuated by 'old grudges,' etc . . . . .

“ Butwhat is the remedy for these supposed evils ? I answer, it is

ready and at band , and would be effectual. Presbytery alone can make

and break the alliance. Let Presbytery only authorise it for specific

periods, and on the arrival of these periods, let churches and pastors

be required to show why the relation should continue. Thus only can

Presbytery effectually oversee her churches and meet the duty imposed

by our Book 'to visit particular churches for the purpose of inquiring

into their state.' Presbytery cannot locate pastors of its own motion ,

but it can limit the pastorates, leaving churches and pastors to a fresh

exercise of their elective affinities. Is it objected that good men might

be unsettled and thrown out of occupation ? I answer, there is a place

for every such one somewhere in theMaster ' s vineyard . Let him search

for it. If he has aspired too high , let him be content with an humbler

sphere. The cultivation of the vineyard is not for the purpose of giving
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bread to workers. The ark of the Lord must move on, though men

perish hy the wayside. Private Christians, in every sphere of life, find

it frequently necessary to change their field of labor. The veteran sol.

dier only, invalided in the service, is entitled to a pension from the first

fruits of the treasury.

“ But would the change proposed conflict with any law of the Church,

or in any degree jeopard her characteristic conservatism ?

" Pastors are but men, and the most efficient and successful would

bardly be less so , in view of a more searching account of their steward

ships. The slothful might be stimulated to greater faithfulness. Does

any one suggest, I would ape the itinerancy ? I answer, it would be an

itinerancy without an earthly hierarch and the tyranny of an arbitrary

law ; an itinerancy which would overcome stagnation by free, healthful

circulation , and impart life and progress to our Church mechanism . If

our Church desires to hold its own, if it aspires to aggressive work, it

must get out of the ruts of usage and tradition . The time is past for a

quasi chaplaincy."

One of the most difficult problems which tax the administra

tive skill of the Presbytery is the maintenance of its feeble

churches . A large number can only raise from $75 .00 to $ 150.00

per annum for the support of a minister . They cannot possibly

supply themselves with the gospel, and they constantly send up

to the Presbytery petitions praying relief. When such letters,

sometimes very touching in the description of spiritual destitu

tion and powerful in their appeal to Christian sympathy, are read,

a sad silence follows, and then some brother , with a deep and

heartfelt sigh , rises to apply the patent-right process, i. e., he

moves that the request be referred to the agent of Sustentation ."

This much-enduring brother racks his bewildered brain , and at

last groups a number of these churches into possible pastorates,

and recommends to each group some preacher whom he has

reason to think within its reach . But as often as otherwise

certain churches in these groups “ kick out of the traces,"

and all his plans go for naught; two congregations in the group

are satisfied , but a third has “ been used to better preach

ing," etc., etc. The two cannot do without the third , and the

latter wants a whole loaf or no bread.” The result is, that the

next year the same difficulty presents itself. In view of this not

uncommon nullification of the only feasible plan for the remedy

ofthis great evil, is it not well to ask whether there be not some
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point at which Presbyterial authority and congregational liberty,

by the thickening of the one and the thinning of the other, do co

alesce ? And is not the point where the former thickens some

where in the immediate neighborhood of the place where the

recalcitrating sister has to depend on outside help for four -fifth :

of the salary ?

If the reader will consult the Assembly Minutes for 1882, he

will find in the territory embraced in this discussion (the Synods

of Virginia , North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia , includ

ing the Presbytery of Savannah) two hundred and twenty -four

churches reporting a membership of less than thirty , and these

constitute more than one- fourth of the whole number of churches

in these old Synods. Now , when we remember that it is rare for

a church of twice this membership to be self-supporting, we can

imagine the proportions of the problem . No one but a Presby

terial agent, however , can appreciate the anxiety and trouble that

one or two helpless but querulous churches can occasion, and how

much careful planning they may render null and void . Ah ! how

often have we seen this brother rise in Presbytery and stay a mo

tion to puta call into somebody's hands while it is yet trembling on

the Moderator's lips, and beg the Presbytery to consider the effect

of thatmotion upon one or more struggling churches. The body

listens to him respectfully and feelingly, and appeciates the diffi

culties of the situation ; but being unwilling to wrestle with the

responsibilities of so delicate a business, they make him their

scape-goat, and refer the whole matter to the agent of Susten

tation.” He sometimes asks for “ instructions," and he some

times finds that the Presbytery has none to give.

These are no fancy pictures, but portraits ; and while they

may look somewhat unfamiliar , painted in the homely colors of

truth, unvarnished by the euphemismswhich oftentimes throw a

glamour over the features of fact, yet the more you study them ,

themore you will be inclined to admit the likeness, though you

will still say that the artist does not flatter his subject. That

must be a very lax construction of language indeed which decides

that in such instances as these the Presbytery is " ordering what

ever pertains to the spiritual welfare of the churches under its
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care." Does such a course of non -interference as this exhaust

Presbyterial oversight ? Credat Judæus Apella ! Congrega

tionalism does as much ; the Independent Baptist denomination

does as much through its pro tem . Presbyteries . Presbyterial

oversightmeans farmore than this ; and what it does mean is ex

actly what we need most sorely in our aggressive work, in order

to avoid the natural drift towards the strengthening of the strong ,

the ignoring of the weak, and the neglect of the unoccupied terri

tory within our bounds. Itmeans a system which combines for

purposes of perfect organisation all theadvantages of the one-man

power of Prelacy without its disadvantages and limitations; a

system in which not the wisdom and piety and providence of one

man , however excellent, consult for the interests of the united

Church , but the resources ofmany men combined for the prosper

ity and progress of the whole cause. In order to this, however,

the power of the Presbytery must come into close contactwith all

the churches, and its united eye must be on the whole field . In

every portion of the Church it must be felt that the power of the

whole is over the power of every part, and every section of the

territory must feel that its claims and needs are on the heart of

this episcopal body.

Let us learn a lesson from the organisation of the Methodist

Church . In their Annual Conference every part of their terri

tory is represented through the “ presiding elders ” of the various

“ districts.” They travel each over his district repeatedly during

the year, and go to the Conference well acquainted with the char

acter and circumstances of every charge in its bounds. These

men form the bishop 's advisory board , and through their recom

mendations the preachers of the Conference are assigned to the

various fields, and the effort is thus systematically made to put

the right man in the right place. Of course, their decisions are

not always wise, but there are three enviable results : ( 1) They

have no vacant charges ; ( 2) No church languishes long under the

ministrations of an unsuitableman ; if it suffers for twelve months,

relief comes at the end of that period, and the presiding elder has

the minister assigned to a field for which he is better suited ; ( 3)

They have no W . C.'s among their ministers except the “ super
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annuated ,” i. e., the invalided , and the " supernumeraries, " which

is a delicate description of a man who, in the judgment of his

brethren , heard the Lord “ call” some one else and answered by

mistake.

While we do not admire the itinerant system , yet we do like

its results in thematter of episcopal oversight, and we are free to

say that these results are a desideratum in our Church . Our

pastorates are formed too much at hap -hazard, and the supervision

of the Presbytery over this matter is entirely too nominal. This

court has the undoubted right at its own motion to dissolve a pas

toralrelation ;' to decline to institute it in the first instance ; or to

put the call into the hånds of the pastor-elect with advice; or to

recommend the church to desist from prosecuting the call. And

while it has never claimed the right to “ locate” a pastor, it is cer

tainly within its province to recommend such a choice to a church

as it believes will be best for it and other churches under the care

of the court. Moreover, Presbyterianism is not a government by

delegates, but by representatives, and there is a vast difference

between the two.

We think it would be well for every Presbytery which has

many vacant and feeble charges, to keep one of its body con

stantly employed to travel regularly among them , giving them

pastoral care and attention , providing them , as far as possible,

with the means of grace , and endeavoring to keep them encour

aged and alive to their own needs and the interests of the general

cause . Many of these churches do nothing towards any Chris

tian work at all, have no services, make no contribution to the

support of the gospel anywhere, and this condition of collapse

begins as soon as a church becomes vacant. But the Book makes

it the duty of the Presbytery “ to take special oversight" over

such churches, whereas really these are the very congregations

over which Presbytery takes no oversight whatever .

For the relief of discontented pastors and disaffected churches,

the Presbytery might appoint a standing committee of experienced

1 Answer of General Assembly to Dr. Dana's letter , Minutes, 1880,

p . 196 .

2 Thornwell's Collected Writings, Vol. IV., p . 101.
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and discreet presbyters to have this special business in charge,

with whom all ministers or congregations desiring a change

might correspond (confidentially , if they prefer to do so ,) stating

difficulties, grievances, etc., and this committee could take such

steps as its wisdom suggests as best in the premises. They could

recommend certain ministers desiring a change to congregations

in the same condition , and oftentimes arrest discontent or smooth

over difficulties before any actual breach arises, or bring the mat

ter before the Presbytery , if the good of the cause demanded it.

This would tend to remedy the difficulty complained of in the ex

tract on pp . 201– 203. The trouble now is, that this business

belongs to the whole Presbytery, and no one likes to take the first

step in so delicate a matter.

But we think we have both law and machinery abundantly

sufficient for every need, provided only we employ both to the

best advantage. In making it the duty of the Presbytery “ to

concert measures for the enlargement of the Church within its

bounds,” and “ to order whatever pertains to the spiritual welfare

of the churches under its care," the law grants power to do what

ever is necessary to accomplish this end. We conclude this

branch of the discussion with another citation from The Form of

Government, (V ., 2, Par. 2 .):

Secondly , They have power to establish rules for the government,

discipline, worship, and extension of the Church , which must be agree

able to the doctrines relating thereto contained in the Scriptures, the

circumstantial details only of the matters being left to the Christian pru

dence and wisdom of church officers and courts . . . . Moreover, they

possess all the administrative authority necessary to give effect to these

powers."

In these words there is ample grant for all the necessities of

Presbyterial oversight; only two things are needed : first, an ap

preciation of its need ; and secondly , the nerve necessary to use

the power vested by the Constitution in the Presbytery.

III. AGGRESSIVENESS IN THE LIMITED DEPARTMENT OF CONGRE

GATIONAL WORK .

And here there opens before us the whole department of congre

gational work , for under the wide sense of aggressiveness all such
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work may claim consideration . In so broad a field severe selec

tion is necessary to avoid transgressing limits of space and pa

tience by descending into wearisome details on the one hand, or

evaporating into nebulous generalisation on the other. Hence

we advertise our purpose to consider congregational work from a

limited standpoint, viz ., as concerned chiefly with the gathering

in of outside element, floating material, rather than the natural

normal increase of the congregation from within itself by themul

tiplication of its own families, or the additions by certificate from

the Church at large. In this, as in the general evangelistic

work of the Church , there is reason to fear that Presbyterianism

is rather conservative than aggressive. We believe she loses as

few who are distinctively her own as any other denomination, but

in the competition for outside element we think she is not as for

midable a rival as she might be . Possibly a proper self-respect

and superiority to all the chicane of proselytism have degenerated

into something having too much the semblance and effect of in

difference. The pulpit is well supplied , perhaps better than that of

any other denomination in the town; and while all show and shoddy

are despised with a commendable scorn , the congregational ex

penses are more liberal than those of any rival. The church is

comfortable and attractive, and provision is made for the cour

teous reception of strangers who present themselves. In this

species of negative rivalry, let it be said to her honor that she

holds a royal place ; but having gone thus far, she waits for the

mountain to come to Mahomet, while among the Methodists and

Baptists Mahomet goes persistently and perseveringly to the

mountain .

Moreover, the remarks made in the first part of our discussion

(SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW , October, 1882, pp. 667, ff.)

are applicable to individual congregations. If the allegation con

cerning the middle position occupied by our Church, between the

upper and nether social millstones , is true, then we are virtually

shut off from a very large (in many towns the largest) class of the

population . If the standard of our pulpit and the social position

of our congregation are such as we have asserted , then in towns

like Richmond, Norfolk , Wilmington , Raleigh , Charleston , At
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lanta , Macon, etc ., etc., there will be more gathered into the

Methodist or Baptist Church than into the Presbyterian , for the

very same reason that there is more wool on white sheep than on

black. The area from which these denominationsdraw their sup

plies is so much larger. This difficulty, in our judgment, is in

surmountable, except by some such provision as we have already

suggested in that part of our discussion referred to above. With

out reopening this point here, however, we pass on to remark

that for congregational aggressiveness there is needed :

1. Something to call out, develop , and unify latent elements of

strength in every congregation .

That there must be a vast amount of latent strength in the

average congregation will be made evident by a comparison be

tween an ideal church and the church as we see it. The ideal of

an active church is one in which every member asks Paul's ques

tion, What wilt thou have me to do ? where individual personal

responsibility is felt, and every application for membership is un

derstood to be an application for employment. It is stated that

Mr. Spurgeon addresses to every person seeking admission to

membership in his church this question : “ Well, if you are re

ceived, what individual work are you going to take up and carry

on for the Lord ?” and the result is said to be that of his 5 ,750

communicants each one represents a willing worker under his

leadership , and that he saves his own strength by doing nothing

that his parishioners can do equally well. If this be true, no one

need be surprised at the phenomenal growth of the Tabernacle,

nor the amazing amount of extra-parochial work Mr. Spurgeon

accomplishes. His great congregation exhibits one of themost

essential, as it is one of the rarest, elements of an ideal church :

every member of the spiritual body performing its proper func

tion , and " all the body fitly framed and knit together through that

which every joint supplieth , according to the working in due

measure of each several part, maketh the increase of the body."

How life is marred by the congestion or paralysis of even a sin

gle member of the body ! And yet in reality we find the greater

portion of every congregational body in our Church suffering com

plete congestion or partial paralysis ; the working element form

VOL. XXXIV., No. 1 – 14 .
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ing a very small coterie, the members of which could be counted

on the fingers, and all the rest of the congregation perfectly pas

sive and inert. There is no organisation on earth that carries as

much dead weight as the ordinary average congregation . Its

progress is made like that of the scotched snake, under the terri

ble disadvantage of having motive power turned into freight.

The active percentage is composed of the pastor, the Session , the

board of deacons, and several godly women ; and blessed is that

congregation which hath even so large a force ofworkers. Too

often is it the case that the Session delegates its work to one ac

tive elder, the body only meeting upon occasion or often enough

to fulfil the requirements of the Book ; the board of deacons form

ing a corporation of “ silent partners ” in church work, who ex

haust their duty in passing the plate during public worship ; and

the congregation at large discharging its conscience by the regu

lar attendance upon one service a week — that at 11 a . m . on Sab

bath, which reminds us of The Parson's Dream :

“ The pastor of one of the up-town churches in New York ," says the

Working Church, " relates the following singular dream : 'Some time

ago I dreamed that I was hitched to a carriage, attempting to draw it

through the mud which covered the street in front ofmy house. How

or why I had been assigned that position, I could notexplain , but there

I was, pulling with allmymight, as though I had been the best carriage

horse in the town. I had reached a point not far from the church, when

the mud seemed to get deeper and deeper, and the carriage to draw so

heavily that I gasped for breath and almost sank down exhausted. This

seemed themore inexplicable , when , looking back , I saw the entire con

gregation behind the carriage, apparently pushing it along. But the

more I tried, the harder it became, till finally I was forced to stop and

examine the difficulty . I went to the rear, where I supposed was the

congregation , but nobody could be found . I called , but no answer. I

repeated the call several times, but still no reply . By-and-bye a voice

called out, “ Hallo !" and looking up, whom should I see but one of the

deacons looking complacently out of the window , and upon going to the

door of the carriage, what wasmy astonishment to behold the whole con

gregation quietly sitting inside.' !

When we remember how much is actually accomplished by con

gregations which " live at this poor dying rate," we may imagine

what the ordinary church of one hundred and fifty or two hun

dred communicants could do if every memberwere alive , thorough
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ly and actively in earnest. Consider, for example, the zeal ex

hibited by the members of a small struggling church . Every one

feels that something is expected of him individually . Whenever

two or three meet, they discuss church work invariably , and they

try to make everything count," as the saying is. If the mem

bership of a church of two hundred displayed the same activity

as that of one of twenty, the whole town would feel its influence ;

but generally there are more active workers among the twenty

than the two hundred. The problem for pastors is to awaken

this sense of personal individual responsibility to God. He is to

do this by perpetually reminding them that they do not stand be

fore God in the aggregate, but in his sight as individuals ; that

they can no more delegate their Christian work to certain active

members of the congregation than they can their prayers ; and

also by bringing them to face and appreciate the monstrous ab

surdity of virtually believing that God requires no more service

from two hundred believers than from twenty ; that of that con

gregation unto which God commits the more he requires the less.

Not only ought this latent strength to be called into exercise ,

but into united exercise ; to accomplish the best results there

must be consolidation or unification . In union there is strength .

It is a necessity of perfect organisation ; the resultant strength

increases by a species of geometrical progression . One hundred

men dominated by one purpose and acting in concert are more

than a hundred times as influential as oneman . There is a sort

of electric enthusiasm generated by moving masses ofmen , which

intensifies the strength of each while fusing it into the common

force. A thousand men might each in turn strike a blow with

all his strength against the iron gateway of some citadel without

making the slightest impression, whereas a battering-ram by

uniting just this very strength into one blow might shiver the

gate to atoms. This is the difference between a mob and an

army. The Scripture illustrations of the Church set forth the

most perfect unity, the most complete organisation : members of

the same family , disciples in a school, stones in a building, limbs

of a body. The Bible emphasises and enlarges upon the pecu

liar intimacy , the perfect sympathy, that should exist. Practi
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cally , all this unity is exhausted in the statement: oi návres éx Tov

Évòç å prov jeté youev, and the symbolical " one loaf” is at once both

symbol and thing signified. Let the reader pause and ask him

self wherein consists the practical union of the congregation . It

is not social, for as a congregation there is no social mingling;

it is not friendship , for oftentimes they are scarcely acquaint

ances; it is not in church work , for the congregation at large

does nothing ; if in anything, it must be in adherence to the same

standards, and, of course, this union is more intellectual than any

thing else , and this is one of themost barren of all bonds. Con

gregational union is practically that of the sand-heap, disinte

grated particles raked together into a pile on the Sabbath , and at

all other times scattered. It ought to be something like the unity

of machinery, wheels great and small turning in different direc

tions with different degrees of velocity and with varying power,

representing at once the greatest diversity and the most perfect

unity, each contributing its individual share to the one common

purpose of the whole. Or, to return to the scriptural figure :

“ The body is one and hath many members, and all the members

of that one body, being many, are one body, and the eye cannot

say unto the hand, I have no need of thee ; nor again the head

to the feet, I have no need of you.” Here is organisation and co

operation , the same idea so forcibly expressed in the passage be

fore quoted by the words, “all the body fitly framed and knit

together.”

There may be much work with little coöperation , and some

times there is. The wheels within wheels may be all whirling ;

each little imperium in imperio may be busily exercised without

enjoying the aid and accomplishing the results of united effort.

The Session is one, the board of deacons is one, the ladies' socie

ties are one , the young men 's prayer-meeting is one, and each is

a little separate world in itself, and the pastor is the only con

necting link . Supposing each to be active, we have the picture

of a working non- coöperative church , and rather a rarity too, we

fear. If it were not so very rare, we would not emphasise so

much this idea of unification. The lack of the latter goes far to

wards accounting for the rarity of the former.
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In whatmanner is congregational unity manifested before the

world ? Weneed something to make the congregation recognise

its oneness ; some plane upon which they may meet together and

feel that the bond of union and association is that they are all

members of the same congregation . This bond, and this only .

When this is done, one great step in advance is taken. A few

paragraphs back , the activity of a small church was spoken of.

Any one familiar with such a church is aware of the fact that the

bond of union between the members is tenfold stronger than that

in a large church . The writer has frequently visited just such a

church , and on every visit this fact is impressed upon him . At

every little gathering, whether for dinner or tea or an evening

chat, sooner or later some member of the little knot invariably

introduces some phase of church work ; a new arrival in the

community is discussed , and his probable ecclesiastical affiliations

are surmised ; any new attendants upon church are spoken of;

any person in the town who has given any indications of Presby

terian “ leanings " is mentioned, etc., etc. Now , we think that it

would be indeed a very great advance in aggressiveness if this

spirit of united coöperative interest and interchange of news,

views, opinions, etc., etc., could be aroused in the larger churches.

And we think , if the congregation could be brought to meet to

gether occasionally as a congregation , an assembly to which the

only title of entrance was the sole and simple fact of being identi

fied with the congregation, irrespective of all social position , wealth ,

or intelligence , age, or sex, this result would follow : church

work would be discussed — being confessedly the sole connecting

link and bond of union , itwould inevitably furnish a predominant

topic for conversation ; themembers of the church would become

acquainted with each other ; absent members would be inquired

after and sickness learned of ; certain persons would invite their

friends to accompany them ; the congregation would feel that its

organisation was for a purpose, and the community would soon

discover that the church was alive,

An appreciation of this need is doubtless that which has in the

last few years made church parlors an item in modern ecclesias

tical architecture. Whatever may be thought of themeans used ,



214 [ JAN ., .An Inquiry into the

the end aimed at will commend itself to every reflecting mind.

Noreader will underrate the importance of enlisting the interest

and activity of the whole congregation in aggressive work ; and

in order to this, the organisation, as such, must know itself, ap

preciate its own power now dormant, and recognise the fact that

they are a spiritual corporation, a coöperative society for religious

work . How this first step is ever to be reached , so long as the

only occasion of assembly is for the worship of God in the hear

ing of the word , is a mystery. Why, we suspect it is rare that

the Session takes the trouble to acquaint the congregation with

the reports it sends up to Presbytery ; many churches are igno

rant even of the sum contributed during the year towards bene

volent operations, each member knowing only how much he con

tributes, utterly uninformed as to the work of the congregation

as a whole ! As long as this kind of isolation is encouraged ,

there cannot be coöperation, and without it the greatest part of

the strength will lie latent.

2. A second need for congregational aggressiveness is more

preaching. While there is call for consolidation of congregational

strength , there is needed also something like a diffusion of min

isterial force. Our preachers must do more work, not in the

study, but in the pulpit. Wehave several times alluded to the

very great numerical excess of the Methodist and Baptist minis

try over ours. Not only have they more preachers, but they

arrange them with reference to their work in such a way that

they accomplish much more than we. The country preacher

among the Methodists does virtually twice as much as his Presby

terian brother ; he supplies six, eight, or possibly a dozen

churches, whereas our country pastor has generally only two.

The Methodist is a “ circuit rider ; " he preaches Sunday at 11

a . m . at one point, rides ten or twelve miles and preaches at an

other in the afternoon of the same day, and on some day in the

week he fills a third appointment. Thus, in the course of the

month, he supplies twelve churches, giving each a sermon once a

month , or six , giving each two sermons.

It has been intimated more than once, that our country pastors

are doing much less preaching than they might do. This inti
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mation we were slow to receive, until we saw it stated in the

Minutes of the Synod of North Carolina for 1881 (p . 260), that

after somediscussion the following paper was adopted and ordered

to be sent down to the Presbyteries for their consideration :

" In order to secure greater faithfulness and efficiency in the discharge

ofour duty as laborers in the vineyard of the Lord, and especially in view

of the deficiency of laborers and means to sustain them , and with a

view to obviate these evils, the Synod of North Carolina hereby resolves :

" 1 . To recommend to the Presbyteries under its care to use all proper

means to secure that every minister within their bounds, not incapacitated

by age or feeble health (and who is not already doing so ), shall preach

twice on every Sabbath .

" 2. That, unless in case of congregations so situated as to be so pro

fited by a second service as to warrant this expenditure of labor, these

services be held at two different points.

“ That the Presbyteries, in so far as the way is clear, so group the

churches and arrange the fields of labor as to facilitate this object."

The obvious implication of this paper is, that there are minis

ters (and a sufficient number of them to call for formal, serious

action ) who are only preaching once a week. This, in many

cases, would only require the preparation of two sermons a month ,

for in such cases the two congregations are entirely different,and

the pastor preaches the same sermon on two successive Sabbaths.

The impression seems generally to prevail that the town pastor

has the soft place . Let us see : he faces the same congregation

twice on Sabbath and once during the week, besides the extra

ante. communion services and special days of thanksgiving, of

prayer, funerals, etc., so that his year's work will not fall below

a hundred and seventy different sermons to the same congrega

tion ; while his country brother , even if he preaches twice every

Sabbath , gets along with only about one-third as many pulpit

preparations. For there are few men who, preaching to a church

ten or fifteen miles distant from the one in which he preached

the preceding Sabbath , will not repeat the sermons. The labor

of sermonising is ordinarily in inverse proportion to the number

of churches supplied.

The paper contemplates two very important things: 1st. That

there should be outposts wherever possible in every congregation ,

occupied as preaching points , to form the nuclei of new congre
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gations. E . g., a pastor has two charges in a territory embracing

a whole county. Instead of preaching only once on a Sabbath ,

because , perhaps, the churches are too far apart to allow him to

go from one to the other on the same day, or because it is incon

venient for the congregation to attend an all-day service, and im

possible for them to return home and assemble again in the after

noon, let him select some convenient point on the outskirts of the

congregation and preach in the afternoon at a school-house or

some such building, and gather a congregation there, many of

whom would not attend at the church. Thus he would have two

missionary points in his territory, and be doing very valuable

evangelistic work along with his regular charges, and even then

do less (physical exercise excepted ) than the average town pastor .

The paper contemplates, 2d, the grouping of churches ; butthis

important and perplexing difficulty has been already treated un

der the head of episcopal oversight. Nothing can be accom

plished by the grouping, unless the churches stay grouped ; the

agent of Sustentation builds his card castles, and some little sis

ter knocks them down .

Let all our pastors in town and country do just as much

towards the occupancy of the outlying territory as possible. The

town pastor might occasionally preach on a Sabbath afternoon or

a week-night at some point in the country accessible to him . We

know of one Presbyterian church whose organisation is traceable

to the fifth -Sunday preaching of a man who lived in a town fifty

miles distant, and it in turn became the centre of a circle which

now embraces four churches. In many towns such a course

might be pursued , and in our large and scattered country fields it

is much more feasible. Our ministers must spread out over more

territory . The paucity of our supply makes it far more essential

for us than for our Methodist brethren , and yet one of their

preachers, though they have so many more than we, supplies a

territory oftentimes in which we would have three or four pastors.

This is another reason why vacant churches are unknown among

them .

3. A very potent instrumentality for aggressiveness is to be

found in “ protracted meetings.” By this phrase wemean simply
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and solely the repeated presentation of the gospel, day after day

and night after night, in consecutive services , preaching, and

prayer-meeting. We are not an advocate of new measures, ma

chinery, or hot-bed forcing apparatus of any kind , or any sys

tematic " getting up ” of a revival (we do not believe that revivals

come from that direction ), but we do most heartily favor the con

tinued persistent presentation of the truth , and the pressing per

severingly of its claims upon the hearts and consciences of men .

The Spirit of God is sovereign, and he alone “ opens the heart”

ofmen that theymay “ attend unto the things” which are spoken ;

but no Presbyterian holds that the sovereignty of God precludes

the use of means on the part of man. The difficulty attending

the ordinary stated preaching of the word is, that a week of dis

tracting cares and worldly businessor pleasure intervenes between

these services to dissipate whatever impression has been made.

Ordinary wisdom and practical common sense would suggest some

means whereby to obviate this difficulty, to overcome this mani

fest disadvantage, to retain , perpetuate, and intensify the impres

sions made by the preaching. Can there be any reasonable ob

jection to this ? You wish the heart to melt under the gospel,

and the plan is to get it warm to a certain point, and then allow it

to cool down to its normal temperature, and to repeat this process

statedly at intervals of a week !

" Ah ! but the excitement of these protracted meetings !"

Our people are so straight on this subject that they lean back

wards, and our preachers feel it incumbent to add to every ac

count of a revival that there was " no excitement whatever attend

ing the meeting.” Fancy Peter publishing an account of the

day of Pentecost in the Jerusalem Presbyterian, and concluding

with the statement, “ everything was calm and quiet, and the

meeting was not attended with any excitement whatever" !

Of course, mere animal excitement cannot be too seriously

deprecated ; but on this account to oppose all protracted meet

ings , is about on a par with condemning a sound wholesome din

ner because gluttony issues in the pains and penalties of gout.

Is there not such a thing as legitimate religious excitement ?

When the Holy Ghost convicts a man of personal sin , and reveals
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to his awakened gaze the yawning of an eternal hell, it is but

natural thatthere should be someexcitementin that man 's breast .

An appreciation of imminent danger generally arouses the feel

ings to a high pitch . True, the effect is different upon different

constitutions and temperaments. Some are calm , cool, and col

lected , even in the greatest peril ; some lose all presence of mind ,

and are overwhelmed by the intensity of their emotions; some

receive the saddest tidings without the change of a single feature

or the quiver of a muscle to indicate the grief at heart ; others

are overcome with sorrow and yield to a perfect abandon of grief.

So it is with religious feeling. Shall we expect a man whose

very nature impels him to give vent to his feelings in all other

dangers and griefs, to be perfectly cool and collected when God

shows him the greatest danger that can threaten mortal man ?

The Scriptures do not countenance this indiscriminate condemna

tion of all religious excitement. Judging from the narratives

therein contained, no inconsiderable amount of it seems to have

attended the first preachingof the gospel. While we are violently

opposed to all emotional frenzy ,and abhor all the abuse ofhuman

susceptibility to the impressions of the awful and the terrible, yet

we are heartily rejoiced when , under the faithful and fervent

prayers of God's people and the pointed , practical, personal

preaching of the gospel, a revival of religion comes down, and

men's hearts are stirred to their profoundest depths, and numbers

begin to lose their coolness, quietness, and collectedness, and ask

in unmistakable earnestness and anxity , “ Men and brethren ,

what must I do to be saved ?” And we pity the pastor who

would not be rejoiced at it, and we pity still more his congrega

tion . Wehave known such instances, and invariably, “while

other fleeces were wet, theirs were dry." True, this may have

been a mere coincidence , but the regularity of it deserves atten

tion. Wehave yet to know of an aggressive, growing church ,

whose pastor did not believe in revivals.” The tendency of this

recoil from excitement is towards the dry rot. In Professor

Phelps's late exhaustive treatise on The Theory of Preaching,the

following paragraphs occur in discussing the morbid fear of

fanaticism :
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The religious weaknesses are very few which sap the strength of the

pulpit more insidiously, yet more fatally , than this. It is not easy to de

cide which is the more disastrous to a preacher's power over the con

sciencesofmen — to be a fanatic , or to preach in servile fear of being one.

The following points deserve especial mention :

" ( 1 ) The perils of the large majority of educated preachers are not in

the direction of fanaticism , but in that of a servile fear of fanaticism .

Culture itself is a break-water against fanatical surges. Its danger is

that of becoming a barrier to the inflow of rational enthusiasm . His

tory shows that genuine fanatics in the pulpit have been comparatively

few - not so many, by a vast reckoning, as those who have been ferocious

denouncers of fanaticism . The weaklings who have succumbed to their

dread of an intemperate pulpit by making their own pulpit stupid , have

been as the stars in multitude.

" ( 2 ) Every revival of religion which has been extensive and power

ful enough to become a landmark in history , has formed a certain

proportion of the clergy in opposition to it, through their fear of fanati

cal distortions. Good men have been swept, by their antipathy to fanati

cism , into theranks of worldly hostility to every 'great awakening,' ” etc .'

We have heard of some cases which show to what extreme this

feeling may be carried . A brother told the writer that he was

once preaching in such a minister's church , having persuaded him

to have a series of services in connexion with his communion.

During the preaching there were indications of religious feeling

in the congregation, and he suggested to the pastor the propriety

of visiting certain persons in the privacy of their homes, to talk

with them about their personal salvation , to press the claims of

the Saviour upon them individually , and to pray with them pri

vately. This the pastor declined to do, saying that he had never

done so , and that he did not consider it Presbyterian !

We heard another minister of our Church quoted as saying

that if he saw signs of religious feeling in his congregation on

Sabbath morning, he would close the church and have no preach

ing that night ! This we would not have believed possible , had

we not heard the former incident from a brother's own experi

ence. We cannot doubt its truth , and the two cases seem to be

about on a par. Such men handle the gospelas a child does a fire

arm , fearfully , too timid to discharge it, because they are afraid

of the report and the rebound .

Theory of Preaching, p . 472.
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In connexion with this, let us quote another extract, from the

pen of a minister whose wide and close observation gives him

ample data for his conclusions ; whose unusual acuteness ofmind

qualifies him to discern the just relation between principle and

practice, cause and effect ; and whose prominence for twenty years

in the aggressive work of his Presbytery, gives his opinions an

enviable weight wherever their source is known. The reader

will see that our brother has exactly anticipated Professor Phelps,

as quoted above :

" Many of ourpeople,and perhaps all of ourpastors, have been troubled

with cases of spurious conversion , and have at least seen what they

regarded as spurious revivals. Wesuppose there will be no question

raised as to the injury done by these counterfeits wherever they appear.

But one form ofthe injury is so striking that it deserves a special notice.

It comes from a natural reaction against the evils noted, and may be de

scribed as caution degenerated into suspiciousness . Unquestionably

there has been produced in the minds of many a distrust of revivals ,

which has not failed to do mischief. It is not a little singular that such

distrust ever obtained a foothold in a Church which makes the divine

sovereignty a cardinal point of its doctrine. And it is still more singu

lar that it should ever have been able even for an instant to obtain rest

for the sole of its foot in a Church with a history such as ours has.

And yet more is it remarkable that any Christian should ever seem to be

less alive to the dangers of stagnation , than to the fancied perils of

revival.

“ Weuse the expression ' fancied perils,' because we are sure that the

very caution which produces the fear would avoid the dangers which ,

under other circumstances , become real. Now , what is the effectofthis

distrust? In some cases , at least, it has led to a careful repression of

any unusual manifestation of interest, lest an outbreak of 'wild -fire'

should occur ; and this repression has too often repressed the interest

as well as the expression thereof. There is a terror resulting from over

caution that is as dangerous as thatwhich is thechild of over-confidence.

And we earnestly ask our brethren to consider whether in avoiding the

one they have not fallen upon the other."

Just so far as this tendency prevails, to that extent will con

gregational aggressiveness be hindered . Believing this, we pro

test most earnestly against this tendency in our beloved Church .

Let it be understood, however , that wetake no stock in the peri

patetic, professional revivalist, with his little tricks like silent

prayer (which suggests to us the slow music and turned -down
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lights of a sleight- of-hand performance ), and his serio -comic re

ligious ditties, wedding sanctified slang to cornfield music ; the

irresponsible ecclesiastical tramp, who, under the misnomer of

evangelist, perambulates the country, encouraging the idea that

he holds the string to a sort of heavenly shower-bath ; who,when

a pastor, from “ the conscience of ” his pastoral vows, objects to

some of his sensational clap-trap, has the impudence to ask him

if he assumes the responsibility (!) of opposing " the work," and

intimates, not very obscurely, that all objection to his methods is

opposition to the Holy Ghost, instigated by the devil.

Such men may be very good in their way ; but as we do not

like that way, wewould give them a wide berth . Let the pastor

by suitable sermons on the several Sabbaths preceding the time

when he wishes to begin his meeting, and by constant prayer for

God's special presence, endeavor “ to make straight the way of

the Lord ,” and then , if the attendance and attention of the con

gregation are encouraging, let him announce the meeting and

notify the brother, who has previously promised his assistance, to

come; and let this assisting brother be some co -presbyter well

and favorably known, a pastor who has the cure of souls and ap

preciates its responsibility, whom the pastor and his congregation

can implicitly trust. Let these two brethren and the congrega

tion labor and pray together day by day. Let the preaching be

plain , practical, and pointed , and.endeavors be made to utilise the

impressions made by each discourse. While the visiting brother

does the preaching, let the pastor conduct the daily prayer-meet

ing, and by this and visiting from house to house for private ad

monition and prayer seek to apply the truth to special cases

whose characters , needs, difficulties, etc., are known to him . If

he sees indications of feeling in any member of the congregation

during a sermon, let him , by all means, in some way have an in

terview with that person before thenext sermon . Thebestmeans

for this is to be left to the wisdom and prudence of the pastor in

charge ; the pastoral work is distinctively his, the responsibility

of it is laid upon him by God, by the Presbytery, by his own

conscience, and by the congregation. Into this sphere no man

has a right to venture farther than the pastor himself welcomes

him .
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This is what wemean by protracted meetings. After all, it is

simply the preaching of the gospel in such a way as to bring it

home to individual hearts and consciences , in such a way as to

follow the sowing with some attempt at least at a harvest, in such

a way as to convince the hearers that you are definite and per

sonal, and are striving for the salvation , not of mankind, but of

men. It is but the gospel weapon wielded with that downright

earnestness which in all the affairs of life is so apt to develop the

resources of skill, tact, and energy, and which carries into work

for God some of that wisdom which the children of this world so

constantly and successfully exhibit in their generation (and the

" children of light,” too, when they are concerned with secu

lar matters). It is preaching the gospel as if we believed it, and

then acting towards our hearers out of the pulpit as if we really

meant what we said while in it.

Every hunter knows that it will never do to fire at birds by the

flock , he must fire at a bird. We have no particular penchant for

protracted meetings as such, and if any pastor can so conduct his

regular Sabbath services as to supersede the necessity for special

provision as above indicated ,we bid him hearty God- speed ; but so

far as our personal observation extends, this is generally firing

at the flock ,

We would not recommend periodic protracted meetings; we

would have them whenever, and as often as, and as seldom as,

the congregation seems ripe for the work. While deprecating all

periodic regularity, mechanical arrangement, and public adver

tisement (by way of stirring up an arousement), yet wewould

never let pass an opportunity for such services, if the way seemed

open , and would always try to keep the way open. Above all

things, we would never sacrifice such an opportunity to pride in

a high standard of preaching. If there seems to be religious

interest in the congregation , let the pastor go into the pulpit every

night with the best preparation his circumstances allow , and if in

the providence of God he can make no special preparation, let

him go without it, and , casting to the winds (or the devil ? ) all

anxiety about the standard of his pulpit, let him urge over and

over the same trite old arguments. It matters not how rusty

they may be; put them to the people red -hot, and the rust



1883. ]
223Aggressiveness of Presbyterianism .

will not appear. Men will forget to criticise, and he himself will

be astonished at the effectiveness of his preaching. Several years

ago we received a very interesting letter from one of our most

active and successful pastors, giving some account of such a series

of services ; after mentioning that nineteen had united with the

church at the communion which introduced the services, he goes

on to say :

“ About fifty (omitting these nineteen ) have been to the study to be

talked and prayed with , and about twenty-five of them are indulging

a bope. I have written to — , to come to-day and be with me to

morrow and for several days. I wrote yesterday and have not heard

from him . I am sound in wind and limh, never felt better. I think I

can go on for a month longer at least, and will do so whether I get help

or not, if the Lord still continues to manifest so powerfully his gracious

presence. Is it not wonderful ? I go back and take up old sermonsand

fire away and the Lord blesses. I have preached and given talks at

church (to say nothing of daily talks and prayer at the study at about

four or six per diem ) abouttwenty times since we started , and I think I

am good for twenty more. Help us with your prayers."

Does some non -believer in “ revivals ” ask , But how many

stuck ? For the sake of such a questioner we have paused and

made a little statistical digression , with which we will favor him ,

with the prayer that it will stick and afford food for reflection .

Having examined the growth of this pastor's church, as repre

sented by a period of ten years ending with 1882 , we discover

that if the Church at large had only gathered and held as many

proportionally, we would now have, in addition to our present

gains, enough strength to form nearly four more Synods as strong

as that of Georgia .

Oh that our beloved Church , with her wonderful capacities,

capabilities, and adaptability for unlimited aggressiveness, would

“ break up her fallow ground;" her theory, polity, constitution ,

structure, etc., are as nearly perfect as anything this imperfect

world contains. Would she but put her varied resources into

active and consistent operation , her tabernacle, like the fabled

Arabian tent, would spread till it sheltered and housed the desti

tutions of the world , and she herself would look forth as themorn

ing , fair as themoon, clear as the sun, and terrible as an army

with banners.
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RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

The book market is as rich as ever in the line of biblical exe

gesis. The fourth volume of “ The Speaker's Commentary ” 1

brings the great work to a conclusion. It is chiefly notable for

a new and extended exposition of the Apocalypse . Wemay say

once more that whilst not absolutely free from the subtle and in

sidious taint of the refined modern raționalism , the Bible Com

mentary is in the main sound in theology as well as in scholar

ship . It is, besides, the nearest approach that the unprofessional

and merely English reader can make to the posture of the skilled

evangelical interpreter in other lands. Dr. Marcus Dods is the

able editor of Augustine, but has been taken to task (if ourmem

ory serves us aright) by the Free Church for certain alleged errors

of doctrine. Professor Davidson is justly famed as an Hebraist,

but is ambiguous, if not lax, in some of his theological statements.

Otherwise, these valuable handbooks for Bible classesa 3 might

receive more unstinted commendation .

A new volume of the so -called “ Meyer's Commentaries " ' has

appeared,by Dr. Huther. The evidence for and against Second

Peter is held to be equally balanced . Such grave mistakes in

nearly all German books are much to be deplored . There is no

The Bible Commentary. By Bishops and other Clergy of the Anglican

Church. Edited by F . C . Cook , M . A .,Canon of Exeter. New Testament,

Vol. IV ., Hebrews-Revelation , pp . 844 . Charles Scribner 's Sons, New

York.

? ILandbook for Bible Classes. Edited by the Rev. Marcus Dods, D . D .,

and the Rev. Alexander Whyte, D . 1). The Epistle to the Hebrews, with

Introduction and Notes, by A . B . Davidson , M . A ., LL. D ., Professor of

Hebrew in the New College, Edinburgh . Pp. 260. T . & T . Clark , Edin

burgh . 1882. Scribner & Welford, New York .

3Hundbooks for Bible Classes. Edited by the Rev. Marcus Dods, D . D .,

and the Rev. Alexander Whyte, D . D . The Book of Joshua, by George

C . M . Douglas, D . D ., Principal of the Free Church College, Glasgow .

Pp. 122. Ibid.

Meyer's Commentaries. The Pastoral Epistles. By J. E . Huther, Ph.D .

Translated by David Hunter, B . D . 8vo , pp. 370. Ibid .
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objection to having “ TheWords of Jesus " embodied in a separate

record , any more than to having volumes made up simply of the

Pentateuch or of “ Scripture Promises.” On the contrary, there

is a manifest propriety and advantage in such an arrangement.

This exclusion of all other matter should , however , be but tem

porary ; and care should be taken to avoid the gross and unpar

donable error (which seemsto be suggested by this title ) that the

Christianity of Luke and Paul and James and Peter and Jude

and John is not just as truly the Christianity also of Christ as

“ Christ's Christianity ” ) itself.

Pastor Tophel's discourses on the Holy Spirit ? are said to be

excellent and original. The finest part of the book is on the

crowning of all by the resurrection body. The great work on this

subject is, of course , John Owen 's ; and Dr. Octavius Winslow ,

of Bath , has written with much wisdom and evangelical unction

on the same profoundly interesting topic . Dr. Dorner, the famous

theological professor of Berlin , is undoubtedly one of the most

honored names amongst contemporary authors in the department

of dogmatics. The first and second of his translated volumes

(which appeared some timeago)are now followed up by the third

and fourth . The method is a novel one (especially to English

readers), and the treatmentmust be conceded to be masterly. In

general, the work is, we are rejoiced to say, emphatically ortho

dox ; and this is especially true of what is said concerning the

proper deity and substitutionary mediation of Christ. The distin

guished author's views are far from satisfactory on all points . The

theory as to the triune modification of the divine being is appar

Cbrist's Christianity : Being the Precepts and Doctrines recorded in

Matthew , Mark, Luke, and John , as taught by Jesus Christ. Analysed

and arranged according to subjects. By Albert H . Walker. 12mo, $ 1.25 .

?The Work of the Holy Spirit in Man . Discourses by G . Tophel, Pastor

of the Evangelical Church , Geneva. Translated by the Rev. Thos. J.

Despres. Edinburgh : T . & T. Clark ; New York : Scribner & Welford .

3A System of Christian Doctrine. By Dr. J . A . Dorner, Oberconsis

torialrath and Professor of Theology, Berlin . Translated by the Rev.

Alfred Cave, B . A ., Principal and Professor of Theology, Hackney Col

lege, London ; and the Rev. J . S . Banks, Professor of Theology,Wesleyan

College, Leeds. Vols. III. and IV . Edinburgh : T . & T . Clark & Co.

1882. New York : Charles Scribner's Sons. $ 3 a volume.

VOL. XXXIV ., No . 1 - 15 .
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ently more nearly akin to the Patripassian or Sabellian scheme

than to that of the Nicene Council. There is also a qualified

assent given to the doctrine of the Restorationists. Dr. Kinns's

new book on the thread-bare subject of the Bible and Science ' is

able and interesting.

Symbolics is the subject matter of the theological professor of

Upsala , Doctor Scheele's, learned and valued work, of which the

third volume has just appeared in Leipzig .? It is fair in its state

ments, but the range of view is from the standing-point of the

modern semi-Pelagian and semi-mystical German Lutheranism .

It is refreshing to meet so soon again with the nameof that genu

ine scholar and sterling apologist, Dr. Uhlhorn . The theme (and

a truly captivating one it is) of his present disquisition is that of

Christian Love as seen at work in the early Christian centuries.3

This brilliant defender of the faith , unlikemost of his countrymen ,

knows the power that lies in the word style, and leaves scarcely

anything to be desired , either as to the matter or manner. Pro

fessor Lippert is engaged in a series of studies respecting the

origin of religious beliefs and observances. In the present volume

we have the fruits of the third of these successive studies. His

hopeless attempt in this volume is to derive the cultus of the

Christian system from the so -called prior forms of faith and ser

vice, which Christianity has displaced. His effort in all his books

is to make out that everything else and later has grown out of one

original idea of soul-worship. The impressions of the Tractarian

movement in the English Church , which Mr. Mozley has to give

us, as well his recollections of such men as Newman and Pusey ,

The Harmony of the Bible with Science . By Samuel Kinns, Ph. D .,

F . R . A . S . With 110 illustrations. One volume large 8vo, orer 530 pp. ;

extra cloth , bevelled , gilt top , price $ 3 . Cassell, Petter , Galpin & Co.,

739 and 741 Broadway, New York .

? Theologische Symbolik . Von Professor und Dokt. von Scheele . Dritter

Theil. Leipzig : J . Lehmann ; New York ; B . Westermann & Co. 1882.

*Die Christliche Liebesthætigkeit in der alten Kirche. Von G . Uhlhorn ,

Dr. Theol. 12mo, pp. 421. Stuttgart: D .Gundert. 1882. New York :

B . W . Westermann .

"Christenthum , Volksglaube, und Volksbrauch. Geschichtliche Ent

wickelung ihres Vorstellungsinhaltes. Von Julius Lippert. Berlin : Hof

mann. 1882.
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are embodied in two entertaining but disappointing volumes,'

which have recently been issued from the press of the Longmans.

Mr.Mozley , it would appear, shrank from being a Romanist, very

much as Erasmus shrank from being a Reformer.

The latest contribution to Biblical Hermeneutics” comes to us

well recommended in more ways than one. Apropos, why does

not someone say a kind word sometimes for the brief but admir

able treatise on this matter that forms the concluding chapters of

Barrows's Companion to the Bible ? The outline plan which com

prehends the whole field to be investigated under two aspects, one

human and one divine, could not be essentially bettered . The

so-called science of comparative cult-philosophy is getting to be

almost amusingly popular among infidel scholars. “ The Faiths

of the World ” 3may, nevertheless, be discussed from an entirely

Christian , as well as rational, point of view . In this instance it

is from the Neo-Hegelian position taken by Dr. Caird, one of the

leading authors. Dr. Tiele is a learned Hollander who has written

a valuable history of the religion of Egypt. Much of it, however ,

is guess work . He scouts the old -fashioned idea of an esoteric

and an exoteric system . The paradox of the joint and synchronous

existence of a spiritual monotheism and a grossly material poly

theism , he explains in another way . He thinks the'minor deities

were looked upon as symbols. The adventurous Robertson Smith

comes up again smiling after every knock -down overthrow , and

reconstructs the entire fabric of the ancient Jewish history in the

'Reminiscences, chiefly of Oriel College and theOxford Movement. By

the Rev. T . Mozley , M . A ., formerly Fellow of Oriel, etc . 2 volumes.

London : Longmans ; Boston : Houghton , Mifflin & Co .

?Biblical IIermeneutics. By C. Elliott, D . D ., and the Rev. W . J.

Harsha. New York : A . D . F . Randolph & Co.

The Faiths of the World . St. Giles 's Lectures. Charles Scribner' s

Sons. 1882.

*History of the Egyptian Religion . By Dr. C . P . Tiele. Translated

from the Dutch , with the co -operation of the Author, by James Ballingal.

Boston : Houghton, Mifflin & Co. 1882. 16mo, pp. xxiii., 230 .

5The Prophets of Israel and Their Place in History to the Close of the

8th Century B . C . Eight Lectures by W . Robertson Smith ,LL.D . Edin

burgh : Adam & Charles Black. 1882. 8vo, pp . 444. New York : D .

Appleton & Co.
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approved continental fashion in which the German idealist excogi

tated the camel, to wit, out of the bowels of his own inner con

sciousness. The adroit professor is very agile and versatile and

fascinating, and puts his case capitally well ; yet it is diverting to

think how many of his enthusiastic admirers never find out that

their accomplished conjurer got all (or nearly all) his tricks from

Kuenen and Wellhausen. It is as if some boyish assistant of a

prestidigitateur like Hermann were to run away with the chief's

apparatus, set up on his own account, and palm off all themaster's

feats of jugglery and legerdemain upon distant audiences as bonâ

fide his own.

The records of the Roman Catacombs ' strangely confirm and

piece out the chronicle afforded by the other historic and literary

remains of a coeval antiquity . They have, notwithstanding, a rude

but graphic charm , a homely and at the same time an engaging

pathos, that do not attach to other monuments of the primitive

Christian age. Canon Farrar's prose confectionery is not always

wholly free from foreign poisons, and even when in a pure state

needs to be taken in judicious moderation . His scholarship and

fancy are alike admirable. The philosophic romance of John

Inglesant has broughtmany readers acquainted with that Romish .

mystic Molinos, the founder of Quietism . It seems a remarkable

movement to have sprung up in the latter part of the seventeenth

century , and in the very bosom of the corrupt Church that had as

yet refused to rid itself of the slough of the Middle Ages. Mr.

Shorthouse works in his fine portrait of Molinos at the end of his

marvellous processional canvas. Dr. Shields is a lover of the

- - - -- -- - -- --- - -

'Les Catacombes de Rome. Histoire de L 'Art etdes Croyances Religi

euses pendant les Premiers Siècles du Christianisme. Par Theophile Rol

ler. Paris : Vve. A . Morel et Cie., Libraires- Editeurs . MDCCCLXXIX .

Premier Volume, 304 pp. ; Deuxieme Volume, 391 pp. (Royal8vo.)

? The Early Days of Christianity . By F . W . Farrar, D . D ., F . R . S .,

Canon of Westminster, Author of " The Life of Christ," " The Life and

Work of St. Paul," etc . 2 vols., 8vo, with Notes, Appendix , Index, etc.,

price, per set, $ 5 ; a cheaper edition in 1 vol., with Notes, etc., $ 2 . Cas

sell, Petter, Galpin & Co., 739 and 741 Broadway, New York.

3Molinos , The Quietist. By John Bigelow . New York : Charles Scrib

ner' s Sons. 1882.
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difficult art of generalisation. The Italy of King Humbert is

burgeoning out, as it would seem , in the way of metaphysics and

exact science, as well as into the more charming exhibition of

poetic and other literary efflorescence . Rosmini? speculates after

the generalmanner of the Germans in regard to what Coleridge

in his endless monologues used to style the “ omject ” ; and appears

to have succeeded in striking out a new path . His Standpunkt

is at the very opposite remove from idealistic nihilism . Professor

Cunningham , of Cambridge, has given us a vigorous and readable

account of the rise and development of England's material pur

suits. He has been thought to have done better in his relation

of facts than in his exposition of principles ; but the question is

still an open one.

The Book of Enoch is here presented in English. As it has

come down to us, it is an Ethiopic translation of a Greek transla

tion of a Hebrew (or Aramaic) original. Apocryphal as it is,

there is some curious interest attaching to it, and it is looked

upon by the Swedenborgians as having preceded and moulded the

canonical Epistle of Second Peter. The labors of Laurence, Dill

man , and Rödiger are happily succeeded (and utilised) by Dr.

Schodde. The late Dean of Westminster was a far better bio

grapher and littérateur than Church historian , biblical antiquarian ,

or gospel herald . These Sermons preached on special occasions

show him when at his best. He was not a great thinker ; and his

Christianity, after having been winnowed of all that was narrow

and repulsive, had in the same process been winnowed, too, of

The Older of the Sciences . By Prof. Chas. W . Shields. New York :

Charles Scribner's Sons. 1882.

? The Philosophical System of Antonio Rosmini-Serbati. Translated ,

with a Sketch of theAuthor's Life, Bibliography, Introduction ,and Notes,

by Thomas Davidson. London : Kegan Paul, Trench & Co.

3The Growth of English Industry and Commerce . By W . Cunning

ham , M . A ., late Deputy to the Knightsbridge Professor in the University

of Cambridge. Cambridge : At the University Press . 1882.

* The Book of Enoch : Translated from the Ethiopic , with Introduction

and Notes, by the Rev. George II. Schodde, Ph . D . 12mo, pp. 278. An

dover : W . F . Draper. 1882.

5Westminster Sermons. Sermons on Special Occasions preached in

Westminster Abbey. By Arthur Penrhyn Stanley, D . D . New York :

Charles Scribner's Sons.
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nearly all that is distinctive and precious. Funeral discourses

will be found here upon such men as Frederick Maurice, David

Livingstone, Lord Palmerston, Charles Dickens, Charles Kings

ley, the Earl of Beaconsfield , Sir John Herschel, Thomas Carlyle,

Grote, and Lyell. They are all superficial and inadequate, but

written in alluring English .

The lamented Professor Diman , of Brown University , was as

gifted and acute in the departments of history and literature as in

that of apologetics. He seems to have been fitted , however, to

shine in the lecture-room rather than in the pulpit. As might

have been anticipated , therefore, the orations and even the essays

in this volume take the palm over the parish sermons, although

every one of these productions has traits of excellence. The ser

mons are too technical in their phraseology. Dr. Diman must

have been a magnetic man personally, as well by reason of his

ingenuous enthusiasm as of his amiable character.

The Quaker statesman and orator, Mr. John Bright, is certainly

one of the most wellmarked and reputable figures of the present

age. His method is not that of concatenated reasoning, but of {

direct impression . Heknows the people and speaks their dialect.

His speeches appear to have been partly committed to memory ,

but largely unpremeditated as to the language. Often , he says, he

has written nothing beforehand butthe bare outline of his address

on an ordinary visiting card ; but even in such cases it is his habit

to fix certain passages in his mind in the very words in which he

means to clothe then when he appears before his audience, and

as a rule he pays the strictest attention in advance to his perora

tion . The view of “ The Prince” that was generally accepted

before Macaulay wrote his famous essay, has now come in vogue

again . In other words, it is again the correct thing to regard the

work as intended au grand serieux , and its author (in theory, at

"Orations and Essays ; with Selected Parish Sermons. By the Rev . J .

Lewis Diman , D . D . Boston . lloughton , Mifflin & Co .

?The Life and Speeches of the Right Honorable John Bright, M . P . By

George Barrett Smith, Author ofthe “ Life of the Right Hon. W . E .Glad

stone, M . P .," with Portraits. Two volumes in one. New York : A . C .

Armstrong & Co. 1881.
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least ) as the Iago of the refined system of modern statecraft.'

What a pleasing task Mr. Ashton set himself when he undertook

the labor of investigating the social life of England in the days of

Bolingbroke and Marlborough, of Pope and Swift and Steele and

Addison and Lady Mary Wortley Montague ! ? The social life

itself in those days, as depicted even in the charming literature

of that era , was far below the standard which is now recognised

by custom . Mr. Eidlitz is favorably known as having drawn

the plans of a number of handsomebuildings, including churches .

His treatise on Art 3 is intelligent, but denunciatory, and to a

certain extent (if we are not in error ) pragmatical. The book

is not wholly free from the presence of that Agnostic blind

ness on religious matters that pervades so much of the current

writing of the day. De Bacourt has contributed a deeply inter

esting chapter to the history of American politics and socialman

ners. He is, for the most part, fair,and in some cases even goes

out of his way to be kind ; buthe has his bitter prejudices and

violent antipathies. There is a droll caricature in thebook ofMr.

Webster and the American Court. Professor Wilhelm Müller's

- Political History of Recent Times ” is an able and thoughtfully

digested work . Signor Fornelli strongly advocates state control

in education .

The Historical, Political,and Diplomatic Writings of Niccolo Machia
velli. Translated from the Italian by C . E . Detinold . 4 vols., 8vo. Bos

ton : J . R . O food & Co .

Social Life in the Reign of Queen Anne. Taken from the Original

Sources. By John Ashton, author of the " Chap-Books of the Eighteenth

Century," etc. With 84 illustrations by the author from Contemporary

Prints. 2 vols., 8vo, cloth , $ 9 .

3The Nature and Function of Art,more especially of Architecture. By

Leopold Eidlitz. New York : A . C . Armstrong & Co .

'De Bacourt. Souvenirs d 'un · Diplomate. Lettres intimes sur

l'Amérique. Paris : Calmann Lévy ; New York : F . W . Christern .

5Political History of Recent Times, 1816 - 1875, with Special Reference

to Germany. By Wilhelm Müller, Professor in Tübingen . Revised and

enlarged by the author. Translated , with an Appendix covering the

period from 1876 to 1881, by the Rev. John P . Peters, Ph.D . Harper

& Bros. 1882.

L 'Insegnamento Publico ai Tempi Nostri. N . Fornelli. Rome:

Forzani.
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The late Professor Hodgson 's work on the blunders in our daily

speech ' has already been barely mentioned in these columns. It

is pronounced to be a work of decided merit. Mr. Morley's re

cent withdrawal from the Fortnightly Review has for the nonce

concentrated many eyes upon him . His account of English liter

ature under Victoria 2 had been only in part forestalled by Mr.

Edmund Clarence Stedman's “ Victorian Poets," and is marked

by his known characteristics as a man of wide reading, and an

attractive but rather heavy writer of sceptical tendencies and

affiliations. The Essays 3 on a kindred butmore extensive subject,

which we owe to the late Professor Brewer, of King's College,

London ,may be safely commended for those qualities which seem

to beas inseparable from English scholarship as is verdure from the

English parks and lawns. English metre has found an enthusi

astic and successful expounder in the person of a very learned and

scientific German by the name of Schipper. Such an account as

Mr. Welsh has given in the two volumes just issued simultane

ously in Chicago and London , of the growth of the most precious

of modern literatures, and of that most wonderful of modern

tongues which not only contains but embodies it, is richly worth

having and keeping. The chronicle and philosophic analysis of

English prose fiction is on certain accounts more profitable read

"Errors in the Use of English. By the late W . B . Hodgson, LL . D .

American revised edition. 12mo, pp. 246. 1882. D . Appleton & Co.,

New York.

?English Literature in the Reign of Victoria . By Henry Morley. G .

P . Putnam , New York .

3English Studies ; or, Essays in English lIistory and Literature . By

the late J . S . Brewer, M . A ., Preacher at the Rolls , Professor of English

Literature and Modern History in King's College, London . London :

John Murray.

‘Englische Metrik in Ilistorischer und Systematischer Entwickelung

Dargestellt. Von Dr. J . Schipper. Erster Theil. Altenenglische Metrik .

Bonn : Strauss . Pp. xxvii., 565. New York : Westermann.

5The Development of English Literature and Language. By Alfred H .

Welsh, A . M . 2 vols . Chicago : S . C . Griggs & Co. ; London : Trübner

& Co. 1882.

A History of English Prose Fiction, from Sir ThomasMalory to George

Eliot. By Bayard Tuckerman. 8vo, uniform with Taylor's German

Literature , $ 1.75. G . P . Putnam 's Sons, New York .
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ing than the English prose fiction itself. Yet we do not hesitate

to say that, if prose fiction is to be read at all, English prose fiction

(that is, prose fiction that was composed in English ) is,as a whole,

more deserving of perusal than any other .

Daniel Macmillan was one of the founders of the Macmillan

Publishing House, and his name is another added to the catalogue

of remarkable Scottish booksellers, to which belong such names

as those of Constable, Blackwood, and the brothers Chambers.

He was shrewd, sagacious, well informed, literary , genial, and

pious. Mrs. Fanny Kemble ? was in more senses than one born

an actress ; but she is an actress no more , and throws all her

weighty and still charming influence in the other scale . The most

telling blows against the stage that have rung in our time are

those which have been delivered by this estimable , gifted, and

accomplished woman. Her autobiography is admirably executed

and full of virtuous grace, as also of personal and literary attrac

tiveness, not to refer to other and varied grounds of merit on

which these memorials make their silent appeal to the discerning

reader. Two parts of Mr. Cory 's “ Guide to Modern English :

History " are now offered on Mr. Holt's counters ( if, indeed , Mr.

Holt has ever introduced such a thing as a counter into his place

of business),and are marked by freshness and suggestiveness, and

by knowledge and self-reliant force, rather than by caution, dis

cretion, and other sober and humdrum qualities which are indis

pensible in the case of one whose claim is that he is competent to

lead the unwary and the ignorant. So interesting a field as that

of the literature of Italy can now be traversed under very beguil

ing auspices, for it will be in company with so great an expert in

English style as Mr. Symonds, some of whose review -essays are

amongst the finest extant.* The book on Heine and his romantic

" The Memoir of Daniel Macmillan . By Thomas Hughes . London and

New York : Macmillan & Co. 1882.

2Fanny Kemble's Records of Later Life . 12mo, (uniform with “ Records

of a Girlhood" ), $ 2 .50. Henry Holt & Co.

3A Guide to Modern English History. By Wm . Cory. Part II.

MDCCCXXX -MDCCCXXXV. 8vo, cloth , $ 3.50. Ibid .

' Italian Literature. By J . A . Symonds. 2 vols., 8vo, with portrait of

the author, $ 7 . Ibid .
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school is said to reward the man who cuts the leaves. The great

city of New York commonly boasts of its population, its indus

tries, its millionaires. It has greater reason to be proud of its

churches, itsmission- schools, its hospitals, its asylums, its immense

organised charities . All these things are found elsewhere. There

is one thing not yet mentioned to which New York can pointwith

exultation and cry, without fear of a response from any quarter,

“ Match that, if you can ! ” It is the Volunteer Fire Depart

ment, that had its beginning apparently under Stuyvesant, but

was created by legislative enactment in the next century, and

flourished at its highest point of efficiency and honor between the

years 1830 and 1850. The memorable fires of 1835 and 1845

were a great stimulant to organised exertion . All classes, especi

ally the best, followed the engines ; millionaires were not wholly

wanting, and were elbowed by the sturdy yeomanry. The war

put an end to all this, as to many other forms of good.

*Heine's Romantic School. Translated by S . L . Fleischman. 2mo,

$1.50. Henry Holt & Co.

2The Story of the Volunteer Fire Department of the City of New York .

By Geo. W . Sheldon . With 145 illustrations. Svo, cloth , $ 4 .50 . Harper

& Bros., New York .
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ARTICLE I.

THE FOREIGN EVANGELIST AS VIEWED BY ONE

IN THE FOREIGN FIELD .

III.

HIS HOME RELATIONS.

To the Presbytery .

The editorial published in the Missionary for May, 1874, was

written “ to present the views of the Executive Committee of

Foreign Missions" upon the subject of the foreign evangelist's

home relations. About two weeks after its publication, it was

indirectly approved by the Columbus Assembly, aswe have seen.

Within a year thereafter, the pamphlet entitled Ecclesiastical

Status of Foreign Missionaries was published. This paper,

however, is confined entirely to the question of his relation to

the native Church, alluding only incidentally , on page 9, to his

home relations. The Manualwas published and approved , aswe

have already seen, in 1877 , in which the same theories are an

nounced , on this point, as in the two papers just cited.

Now , it is a very curious fact that the views of the Executive

Committee on our home relations, as thus presented from time to

time, have never been discussed . So far as is known, not one

syllable , pro or con , has ever been elicited from the Church . Not
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only have the great body of our Christian people silently acqui

esced , but even their rulers, assembled in our highest church

court, have adopted those views without one word of discussion !

Why this strange anomaly ? When questions of ecclesiastical

law and authority arise, our Church always shows herself ready

enough to give them a thorough discussion . The foreign evan

gelist's home relations is a strange exception. We will venture

to give two or three reasons for this. In the first place, these

evangelists and their work are in distant countries , far removed

from the Church . Our system of conducting Foreign Missions

practically cuts them off from the Church , so that any question

that is personal to them is not a living practical question to the

Church . The Assembly's power to create Presbyteries in foreign

countries would not have been questioned by the Church at home,

but for the fact that our Kentucky brethren had personally ex

perienced the effects of the unconstitutional usurpation of the

Synod's prerogative by the Northern Assembly ; and the matter

even then would , no doubt, have been dropped by the Church be

fore it was settled, had not the missionaries themselves overtured

the Assembly on the subject. And after all her discussion , and

even legislation , on the subject of his foreign relations, the fact

that the Sao Paulo Presbytery still exists after a lapse of six

years, and will continue to exist, unless the missionaries send up

another overture, proves that the Church has no living interest

in anything that relates to the evangelist's status.

In the second place, these questions have unfortunately been

acted upon in such a way as not to elicit discussion . On both

occasions the views of the Executive Committee on these points

of ecclesiastical law were submitted , not to the Presbyteries, nor

even to the Assembly directly , but, as we have already shown; to

the Standing Committee on Foreign Missions; these Commit

tees , again , recommended their approval in the body of their re

ports, and not directly on their individual merits. Now, of

course the Assembly has the right to discuss any point in these

Our prediction has been verified . The Sao Paulo Presbytery was not

dissolved until one of the missionaries, the Rev. E . Lane, was present at

themeeting of the Synod of Virginia in 1881.
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reports ; but they are usually read, if we mistake not, when the

subject of carrying the gospel to the heathen is the order of the

day ; when a large congregation is assembled to hear glowing

addresses ; when the programme and speakers are arranged be

forehand , and in the enthusiasm of the occasion the reports are

read , commending the manner in which the work has been car

ried on ; that a certain number of thousand dollars be raised the

ensuing year ; that the views of the Executive Committee in

regard to the evangelist be approved ; that the circulation of the

Missionary be extended, and that the Monthly Concert be more

generally observed, etc., etc . — all of which is reasonable and pretty,

and the report is adopted unanimously , and presto, the views of

the Executive Committee on the grave questions of the relationsof

the evangelist become “ law ," withoutbeing referred to the Presby

teries , and without discussion even in the Assembly . We are

persuaded that this failure on the part of the Church and the

Assembly to discuss the views of the Committee is not due to

the fact that the views of the Church coincide with those of the

Committee. The Missionary for May, 1874, takes the view that

missionaries should belong to native Presbyteries, and when pre

sented to the Assembly through its Standing Committee, the

Church indirectly agreed . When, however, the question was

presented directly to the next Assembly by an overture from the

missionaries, it elicited no small discussion, and resulted in the

adoption of the contrary view .

Again , the Assembly of 1877 approved the Manual in pre

cisely the samemanner as the paper in the Missionary had been ;

yet six monthsafterwards, the Synod of Kentucky unanimously

adopted a paper which set forth a principle the very reverse of

the Manual on the question of the missionary 's relations to the

home Church. We venture the assertion that not one in twenty

of themembers of the Assemblies of 1874 and 1877 were aware

that when they voted the adoption of the reports of their Stand

ing Committees, they were legislating upon the subject of the

foreign evangelist's ecclesiastical relations. Is it to be wondered

at that doctors of ecclesiastical law in our Church do not know

where a certain Presbyterian dictum in regard to evangelists is
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to be found, nor are aware what there is in our Constitution to

enforce such a dictum so rigorously ?

Let us examine, then , the views of the Executive Committee

which have become “ law ” in our Church , on the evangelist's re

lations to the home Presbytery.

According to the Missionary for May, 1874 , the foreign min

ister is to become a member of the native Presbytery, and hence

all connexion with the home Presbytery is severed . But it says :

" Ile is directly and immediately under the control of the Assembly .

. . . He is a member of the [ foreign ] Presbytery, but at the same time

he is, as a missionary or evangelist, under the direction of the Assem

bly . . . . While he will feel himself bound to obey the ( foreign ] Pres

bytery in all matters relating to the general welfare of the churches

under its care, yet that Presbytery cannot undertake to control bis

labors in such a sense as to nullify the authority of the Assembly over

him . . . . The Executive Committee of Foreign Missions, as the agent

of theGeneral Assembly ,exercises full control over the whole work.”'

The Ecclesiastical Status of Foreign Missionaries , published

within a year after the above, says :

" The evangelist is never to becomea de facto member of any Presby

tery he may form . . . . He is to continue a member of the Presbytery

in this country which clothed him with the powers and functions of an

evangelist, with this understanding, however , thatwhen he is ordained

to thework of a foreign missionary, he is transferred by his Presbytery

to the control and direction of the Assembly , so far as his missionary

labors in a foreign land are concerned . There is no incompatibility in

this between the authority of the Presbytery and that of the General

Assembly. The ecclesiastical power of the Presbytery remains unim

paired . It supervises his conduct, though in an inperfect way, as a

minister of the gospel. It can summon him , nomatter where he lives

or labors, before its bar, and try him for immorality or heresy ; it can

defend and protect his good name, if he is assailed ; and it can appoint

him , whenever it chooses, as a commissioner to the General Assembly .

On the other hand , the Assembly can exercise no immediate ecclesiastical

control over the missionary . It cannot try ordepose him for immorality

or heresy , unless the case comes up in the form of appealand complaint

from the Presbytery. The Assembly simply claims the right to direct

his labors, and may dismiss him from its service for incompetency, for

disobedience, or for thewantof fidelity in the discharge of his duties."

The Manual, which is law at present, being the latest theory

on the subject, says on this point:
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" He receives ordination as such from his Presbytery and retains his

ecclesiastical connexion with that Presbytery, though laboring in a for

eign land . So far, however, as bis work in the foreign field is concerned,

he is a missionary of the General Assembly and acts under the general

direction of the Executive Committee of Foreign Missions.”' Again :

" The Committee may recall a missionary for incompetency, for neglect

ofduty, for disobedience to instructions, or for disorderly conduct. The

missionary , however, in case he feels aggrieved , has the right to appeal

to the General Assembly, to which the missionary and the Executive

Committee are alike responsible .''

Wemay now ask of our will-o'-the-wisp , “ Where is he ?" He

is ordained by and retains his ecclesiastical connexion with his

Presbytery. He is transferred , however, to the Assembly . He

is then put under the “ general direction" of the Committee,

which then turns him over to the particular direction and control

of the mission. No wonder the Standing Committee of 1874

recommended : “ 6 . That the view of the complex relations of our

missionaries as being partly under the control of their Presbyte

ries, and partly under that of the Assembly through its Execu

tive Committee of Foreign Missions, as that view is presented in

the leading paper of the Missionary for May, 1874, meets with

the approval of the Assembly, as indicating the only policy pos

sible in the anomalous circumstances in which the foreign mis

sionary is placed .”

“ Complex problems” abroad , and complex relations" athome.

“ Difficulties” abroad, and “ anomalous circumstances” at home!

No wonder the Chairman of the Committee on Bills and Over

tures in 1879 said : “ We felt it important to have these ques

tions settled , as they are giving a great deal of trouble to our

missionaries.” How could it be otherwise ? In 1874 the Com

mittee admit that “ the position of the foreign missionary is some

what peculiar" in that two bodies, the Assembly and the Presby

tery, direct him at the same time ; yet they assure the Church

that “ no practical difficulties of the kind have ever arisen , so far

as is known, in the prosecution of the work ; and under a pru

dent administration of affairs they are not likely to arise .” But

it seems that even prudent management cannot prevent difficul

ties . It is not wise to introduce a system that presents such com
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plex problems and relations that it requires the greatest prudence

to avoid practical difficulties .

If the Church would but be content with the simplicity of the

Scriptures and of her Constitution , clashing of authority would

be impossible. Wemaintain that the Presbytery at home should

have sole charge and direction ofher foreign evangelist.

1. In the first place, it is her bounden duty to do so because

she ordained him and set him apart to the work . It is admitted

by the author of " Ecclesiastical Status” that the Presbytery

“ clothed him with the powers and functions of an evangelist,"

and this no one will deny. It gave birth to him as an evangelist,

and she is unfaithful to her duty if she does not take a direct

oversight of him and his work . It is the solemn duty of the

body that sets him apart to see to it that he is faithful to the

work to which she appointed him . It is her bounden duty to

see that the work is well done. Wehave seen that according to

our Constitution , “ when a minister is appointed to the work of

an evangelist, he is commissioned to preach the gospel, and to

him may be intrusted [by the Presbytery ] the power to organise

churches, etc.” Now, for a body to appoint a commissioner to

do a work and never more take any particular concern in him or

the work is, to say the least, an anomaly. Nor does the Presby

tery commission him to do the work of the Assembly or Execu

tive Committee. She would have no right to send him out to do

another body's work . The work he is to do is the very work

that, according to our Constitution, belongs to the Presbytery.

Our Book is consistent on this point. It is the Presbytery's

work , and it is her bounden duty to see that the work is well

done. The minister is her commissioner, and if she transfers

him and the work to another court, she shirks a solemn respon

sibility . Our Constitution does not recognise sponsors at ordina

tion . If it did , the sponsors could not take the child from its

natural parent until the latter proves herself incompetent; this

she has never done.

2 . Our second argument is, that she is competent. Wesee no

reason in the world why such men as compose the Presbyteries of

Roanoke, East Hanover, West Lexington , and Transylvania
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are not competent to receive letters and reports from their repre

sentatives in Brazil. In what respect are they incompetent ?

Have they not the natyral and acquired qualifications? Have

they not the promise of the Holy Spirit to guide them ? No one

will deny them all these qualifications. What more is needed ?

They have wisdom , ability, and zeal. What is lacking ? Is it a

knowledge of Brazil ? This they can get; the same sources of

information are open to them as to their brethren in Baltimore.

Is it a personal acquaintance with their commissioners ? They

have had the men under their care usually for years ; they ex

amined and have a personal and thorough knowledge of them .

More than this, they solemnly lay their hands upon them , in

voking the blessing of God upon them and their work , recom

mending them to the grace of God for the work which is to be

done. The personal and comparatively intimate relations that

exist for years between the Presbytery and her candidate, and

which continue to exist up to the time of his ordination , show

that she is the most competent body to direct him in his work.

The paper unanimously adopted by the Synod of Kentucky, re

ferred to heretofore, sustains us in the two points just made:

" It is the view of the Synod that our judicatories are not taking that

oversight of and interest in our missionaries and their work in a foreign

field which is warranted by the relations they sustain to our Church

courts, and to our Christian sympathies ; be it therefore

" Resolved , 1st. That the Synod recommend to all its constituent Pres

byteries who have in their connexion members in the foreign field , that

through the Moderator or a Committee appointed for the purpose , they

invite a recurrence to the rule of giving to these bodies an account of

their welfare and their work ."

It will be seen at a glance that the Synod was of the opinion

that the Presbyteries should take an oversight of “ our missiona

ries and their work in a foreign field .” The Manualand Eccle

siastical Status, however, think that “ he is transferred by his

Presbytery to the control and direction of the Assembly so far as

his work in a foreign field is concerned , and acts under the gen

eral direction of the Executive Committee of Foreign Missions."

The Synod thinks, too , that the “ relations” existing between the

Presbytery and the evangelist justifies her taking an oversight of

him .
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Butwe shall be told that the Presbyteries removed from the

seaboard are for that reason incompetent to remit the necessary

funds to foreign fields. With our knowledge of Western deacons,

we cannot think so . Asthe ministers and ruling elders are com

petent to direct him in his work, so we maintain that the deacons

in any Presbytery are competent to remit the necessary funds to

the foreign field . With all the facilities which are offered by

modern commerce and banking systems, it would be forming a

very low estimate of the intelligence of the business men of the

West to suppose that they are incompetent to remit money to any

foreign country. Are there not banks in all our Western towns ?

Cannot these banks remit funds to Brown Brothers of New York ,

or any other large banking-house of the East, to be sent in the

form of bills of exchange to any part of the world ? The tendency

in the Church at present is to put the diaconate practically upon

its scriptural and constitutional footing. Let the Presbyteries

take the glorious work of Foreign Missions into their own hands,

and the natural result will be to magnify and honor this divine

office that has fallen into such disuse through the introduction of

unscriptural “ schemes.”

3 . In the third place, a direct oversight by the Presbyteries

would secure a most important object aimed at by the Synod of

Kentucky, when it said : “ The Synod is also anxious to enhance

the interest of our people in the great work of sending the gospel

into the regions beyond ; and in order thereto ,desires to put them

in communication with the brethren who have gone out from the

bosom of our churches." We do not think this point could be too

much emphasised . Direct and immediate communication , we are

persuaded , would increase the interest in our Church more than a

hundredfold . We all know thatwe are infinitely more interested

in a work for which we are personally responsible . As long as

the Committee is responsible, the Presbyteries will not, and can

not, feel personally interested in it. This is a principle in our

nature that cannot be overcome by homilies and exhortations.

Their interest will always be that general interest which every

Christian should feel in the spread of Christ's kingdom . The

Saviour, instead of changing this principle in our nature (which
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is not sinful), accommodated the polity of his Church to harmon

ise with it. He availed himself of it, and made it subservient to

the furtherance of the cause of his gospel. We believe he inten

tionally brought the Apostles back to report to the very brethren

by whom they had been set apart by the imposition of hands and

recommended to the grace of God . If the Presbyteries received

semi-annual reports from their brethren abroad, to be read and

discussed at their regular meetings, every part of the Church

would be put into personal, immediate, and constant communica

tion with its own work and laborer. The minister would be re

porting to his old associates, friends, and acquaintances who have

a personal interest in him . He could then present his individual

work in all its aspects to his brethren. Instead of having one

body to receive and read these communications from all the mis

sionaries, there would be a separate body for each individual min

ister. The information being immediate and scattered over the

whole Church , the interest would be personal and universal. Not

only so : it would be an enlightened interest. The Presbyteries

and people would learn through communications, sent directly to

them , the views of their commissioners in regard to the work .

We have been told that the Church wants to know what themis

sionary has done, and not what he thinks. Wehave not formed

so low an estimate of our Presbyteries, that they would ordain

men whose opinions about their work are not worth knowing.

The evangelist is a minister and an elder in the Church, and the

Church is entitled to know his views; and if she knew them , we

maintain that her interest and zealwould be “ according to knowl

edge.” Nor can it be objected that the knowledge and interest

of any one Presbytery would be confined to one particularmission

field . Let the action of the Synod of Kentucky be carried out;

let " the correspondence be so conducted that the communications

from our brethren be presented in a Synodical service , to be held

at each meeting of the Synod when suitable, for the benefit of the

cause and the encouragement of our people.” Let the same thing

be repeated at the Assembly ; or let the Presbyteries report to

that body. Besides this, these communications could be published ,

together with the gifts of all the churches, in our weekly Church
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papers, or in a monthly conducted as a private enterprise. Each

Presbytery would thus be personally and immediately engaged in

the work , and yet be thoroughly acquainted with the work of its

sister Presbyteries .

4 . It would have another very desirable effect, which the Synod

wished to bring about when it said : “ It is the wish of the Synod

to extend to these brethren all the encouragement and support

received by our ministry in the home field , and to enable them to

feel that the ties which bind us together in the service of our

common Master are as close and as strong."

It was our privilege to meet the author of that paper, and we

esteem him as a Christian brother. We know and love a large

number of the ministry and eldership of that Synod, as well as of

the people of our native State, with whom we worshipped and at

whose firesides we were at home. We confess that the above

language touched a sympathetic chord in our heart. But the

resolutions were futile. Our present system effectually sunders

the cord that binds the foreign minister to his Christian brethren

athome; and that cord cannot be mended by resolutions. Were

we not transferred by our Presbytery to the control and super

vision of the Executive Committee? Ten years have passed since

we landed on these foreign shores, and not one word has passed

between us and our Presbytery. “ The ecclesiastical power of

the Presbytery remains unimpaired. It supervises his conduct,

though in an imperfect way, as a minister of the gospel ; it can

summon him , no matter where he lives or labors, before its bar,

and try him for immorality and heresy ; it can defend his good

name, if he is assailed, and it can appoint him , whenever it chooses,

as a commissioner to the General Assembly.” Now , the foreign

evangelist of all others needs the sympathy and encouragement of

his brethren at home, as well as the exercise of their “ power.”

There is no romance in his real every-day life-work. It is a

blessed work that we would not, of our own accord , exchange for

any work on earth ; but the blessedness consists in the pleasure

of sowing the seed in new soil. Over the cold , freezing material

ism and atheism , as well as over the filth and immorality, whose

fumes fill the social atmosphere, wemust throw a covering. The
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hand of Christian sympathy should be held out by our Presby

teries to those who labor in the dark corners of the earth alone.

5 . The labor of conducting missions being thus distributed

among the Presbyteries, the gifts of the Church which now go to

pay the salaries and travelling and office expenses of the Secre

taries of the Committee would go to the foreign field , to be em

ployed in the work there. The funds expended in these ways

would support an extra mission station ; besides this, the devolving

the work upon the Presbyteries would leave the Secretary and

Treasurer free to become pastors or evangelists ; to say nothing

of the increase of funds contributed by the people when brought

into immediate and personal communication with the men and

the work.

6 . It is scriptural and constitutional. In the New Testament,

the body that ordained them sent them out and received their re

ports, as in the case of Paul and Barnabas (Acts xiii. 2 , 3 ; and

xiv. 26 , 27). Timothy and Titus were native evangelists, and

were under the direction of Paul, who chose and ordained them

(Acts xvi. 1 – 3 ; Gal. ii. 1 , 3 ; 2 Tim . i. 6 , with 1 Tim . 1 - 3 , and

Titus i. 5 ). According to our Book , the only body that can

ordain and set apart a minister to the work of an evangelist is

the Presbytery. According, therefore , to the pattern shown in

the Mount,” she is the only body that can direct him and have

the oversight of him . We, therefore, not only fail to find any

allusion in our Constitution to any other body with the power to

ordain , but we find that the Presbytery is the only body that has

the function to do what is done on foreign fields, and that she

mayappoint a commissioner to dothese things ; and being respon

sible to her, he should report to her upon the work done.

Dr. Wilson, in the Missionary for October, 1881, objects that

no Presbytery within our bounds has as yet developed the means

to support one single missionary and his work. Granted ; but

have they ever been allowed the privilege of trying — of seeing

whether they could do so ? It is the most natural thing in the

world that a body, in no way whatever responsible for the work,

should not furnish themeans to carry it on. Let the Presbytery

as such feel the weight of a personal responsibility , and it would
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quickly set about raising the necessary means. The Church

should ponder well the advantage that would accrue by throwing

upon the shoulders of every minister, elder, and deacon in our

Church an individual, personal responsibility in the work . It is

in vain to moralise about it being the duty of every Christian to

contribute to the extent of his or her ability . But if one particu

lar Presbytery alone should be unable to sustain its man and his

work, would there be any incongruity or insurmountable obstacle

in the way of an adjoining Presbytery or Presbyteries, thatmay

not have a man in the field, aiding her ? It by no means follows

that if the Presbyteries do the work , there could be no under

standing among them . Our Constitution beautifully provides for

concert of action in the superior courts, while at the same time it

provides for a wholesome distribution instead of centralisation .

The Presbyteries meet in the Synods and again in the Assembly ,

which certainly gives them ample opportunity for concert of

action. The work would still be distributed among all the Pres

byteries, just as it is at present. And pray, whatwould hinder

their sustaining as many missionaries as they actually do sustain ?

If they unitedly contribute fifty thousand dollars now , could they

not contribute the same on the scriptural plan ? But Dr. Wilson

says that no one man could maintain a mission by himself. But

did not Paul sustain a mission alone? And he pushed his work

very vigorously and successfully , too . “ But he had his helpers.”

Of course he had ; and so will any missionary, who is alone,

gather around him his native helpers, just as he did . But how

comes it that one single missionary sometimes maintains a mission

even under our present plan ? And we are inclined to the opinion

that when this has been the case , the results have been as great

or greater than when a “ mission " has been organised.

Dr. Wilson thinks that for a mission to “ be permanent and

far-reaching in its influence, there must be preaching, teaching,

translating, managing schools, and various other duties,all carried

on at the same time, to which no one man is competent.” But

the facts are against him . The mission which was the most per

manent and far-reaching in its influence, of which we have any

account in history, was conducted by one man . We challenge
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Dr. Wilson to establish any mission that will beat Paul. He need

not remind us that Paul was inspired. His inspiration did not

give him any additional strength to travel or speak or write .

The fact thathe was inspired is the very reason why we should

follow his example. We do not hesitate to join issue with our

venerable and respected brother when he includes “ teaching and

managing of schools ” as a necessary element in a successful mis

sion . Schools are a very good thing. We are not opposed to

schools. But we claim that the Church has no commission to

engage in the schoolwork . All money, therefore,that the Church

contributes towards the extension of the Saviour's kingdom in the

world , and which is used in the maintenance ofmission schools, is

a misappropriation of the Lord's money. In the second place,we

claim thatmission schools are a snare of the devil to hinder the

progress of the gospel. When Dr. Wilson, or any other advocate

ofmission schools conducted by the Church, condescends to offer

any proof that they are necessary to a successfulmission, we will

return to the question and establish the two points we make. Let

it be clearly understood, however, that we have no objection to

schools. Christiansmay engage in them if they wish ; but the

Church, in her corporate capacity, cannot do so . Nor do we

affirm that mission schools do no good ; the devil allows them to

do some good, in order not to allow the Church to abandon them ;

but we affirm that they are heavy clogs upon the chariot wheels

to retard the progress of the Redeemer 's victorious march.

Taking away, therefore, the “ teaching” and “ managing of

schools," which are themost arduous and multifarious duties of

the mission, we respectfully ask , concerning what remains, what

is there that oneman cannot maintain who surrounds himself with

native helpers ? Preaching, contributing to the religious literature

of the country, training native candidates for theministry, direct

ing the native workers, looking after the churches. Paul did all

this, and so can any other man. The labor will be “ arduous,"

as Paul's seems to have been ; but no man is fit to enter the min

istry either at home or abroad who is afraid of arduous labor.

And if any man finds himself in a large city where there is more

ground than he can occupy, another can very easily be sent out
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to occupy it. Nor do we see that the ocean would be any broader

or deeper, or the mountains any higher , when the Presbyteries

send the men than at present while the Executive Committee

sends them .

But Dr. Wilson assures us that “ confusion and disorder must

necessarily arise where half a dozen or more Presbyteries are

carrying on missionary work in the same field .” Why this should

be, he does not inform us. If the Presbyteries should herd them

together and adopt the mongrel, hybrid ecclesiastical court, com

posed of ministers and laymen , and invite free correspondence

from the unmarried ladies, and instruct the wives of missionaries

to engage in the general work ” in a “ desultory ” manner, we

can easily imagine how “ confusion and disorder must necessarily

arise ,” just as we can readily see how it might possibly arise under

the conduct of an Executive Committee. But if each minister

has sole jurisdiction over a particular field or church or work, and

is individually and directly responsible to his Presbytery, we fail

entirely to see the great necessity of confusion . Several evangelists

could labor in this way in the same province or country with no

more liability to disorder and confusion than when several Pres

byteries belonging to the same Synod have evangelists laboring

in the same State at home.

As Dr. Lefevre has shown, what causes disorder is two separate

jurisdictions over the same subject at the same time and in the

samematter ; and we do not propose by anymeans that two or

more Presbyteries should have such jurisdiction.

Dr.Wilson, however, assures us that if the health of one laborer

should fail, or if he should die, “ the whole undertaking would fall

to the ground.” Well, it is a great pity the Saviour and his in

spired apostles did not think of that fatal contingency. Just think

of it ! If Paul had died , or if his health had failed under his

“ arduous and multifarious " duties, his whole work would have

fallen to the ground ! If there had only been a mission with more

than one Apostle , this contingency would have been provided for .

“ But he had his helpers,and there were other apostles like John

who could take up his work .” And cannot the one missionary

have his helpers,and could not some brother minister take up his
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work ? And could not the Presbytery send out a substitute as

easily as the Executive Committee ?

We confess that in our views upon this subject, we are the fol

lower of Dr. Thornwell. Weare not ashamed of our views, as

we are not ashamed of ourmaster. Nor are we a blind follower ;

if we were, we would as soon follow Thornwell as any master we

know . We were convinced , when we first read his plan of con

ducting missions, that he was right. Our experience and studies

upon the question since have only confirmed us in those views.

The power of his name is felt to be so great in our Church , that

the advocates of “ Our Schemes " attempt to break its force by the

assurance that he was not opposed to Committees on principle,

and, moreover, that his hand had a large share in their organisa

tion. Grant it. Still that is far from proving that his ideal was

Committees, or that he preferred them . It does not prove that

he did notbelieve the Presbyteries were the proper and competent

bodies to direct missions, nor that he had abandoned a plan which

he found in Scripture. It is simply an illustration of his willing

ness to harmonise with his brethren . Had he alone started our

foreign missionary operations, he would , no doubt, have put his

own ideal scriptural plan into practice. But there were others

who did not agree with him . What was he to do ? Just what he

did : harmonise and aid his brethren by giving “ his hand to have

a large share in the organisation of our Committees.” The fol

lowing extracts from his famous discussion on the subject are suf

ficiently clear and explicit. The reader will pardon so extended

a quotation in view of the fact that those who attempt to interfere

in the present management of the “ Schemes ” of the Church are

called radicals, innovators, communists, etc.

“ There are two great departments of the missionary work —

spiritual and temporal; and the provisions for each of these are

made in our Book. The power of ordaining the evangelist be

longs exclusively to the Presbytery ; so does the oversight of him

and his charge if he should succeed in gathering a people to the

Lord from among the outcasts of ignorance and sin . To the Pres

bytery, according to our Constitution , and to that alone, he is

immediately responsible. To it he must give an account of his
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labors; from it he must seek counsel and direction ; and in con

formity with its requirements he is expected to walk .” (Vol. IV .,

p . 152.)

“ The other department of duty connected with the missionary

work respects the niaking adequate provision for the temporal

support of the evangelists and their families . For this business

it is supposed that the Presbyteries are wholly unqualified . It

has been frequently admitted that while everything connected

with the spiritual aspects of Domestic and Foreign Missions falls

appropriately within the province of the Presbytery, there is no

adequate arrangement in our Book for conducting the pecuniary

matters of the various stations with efficiency and success. This,

we apprehend, is a greatmistake. In the first place, the Consti

tution expressly provides that the judicatory sending out any mis

sionary must support him . In the second place, the Book provides

that our churches should be furnished with a class of officers for

the express purpose of attending to the temporal matters of the

Church ; and these deaconsmight be made the collecting agents

of the Presbytery in every congregation, and through them the

necessary funds could be easily obtained and without expense.

For transmission to foreign parts, nothing more would be neces

sary than simply to employ either some extensive merchant in

any of our large cities,who for the usual percentage would attend

to the whole matter, or a committee of deacons appointed by the

Assembly for the purpose. So far, then , as the collection and

disbursement of funds are concerned , our Constitution has made

the most abundant provision ." ( P. 154.)

“ The people should know the character and sentiments of the

missionaries sustained by their liberality . . . . . The Presbytery

that sends a man would know him [italics his ], the churches

within its bounds would know him , and, consequently , would know

what they are supporting. If the Presbytery that sends him

should be unable to support him , it can call upon a neighboring

Presbytery, to which it is perfectly well known, for assistance ;

and that Presbytery would have full security from its position for

the soundness of theman whom it is called upon to assist. Such is

the spirit and provisions in the eighteenth chapter of our Form of
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Government. The funds thus raised could either be transmitted by

mercantile agents of the Presbytery, or by a central committee of

the Assembly, consisting of business men ,charged only with execu

tive duties [italics his ], and not intrusted with discretionary power.”

(Pp. 165 , 166 ). “ Our own impression is, that, on the score of

diffusing religious intelligence among all classes of our church

members, a special organisation is not so efficient as the regular

action of our church courts promises to be. If these benevolent

operations were treated by the Presbytery as a part of their ordi

nary ecclesiastical business ; if the communications of their min

isters from abroad were read and discussed as the documents sent

from the churches at home usually are, and the necessities of a

dying world which they disclose made the subjects of special con

sideration and earnest prayer,the effect upon the Church at large

would be incalculably greater than under the existing arrange

ment in which these things pass in the solemn conclave of a

chosen few , and are known no farther than the circulation of a

meagre monthly periodical can make them known.” ( P . 170.)

It is as clear as the noonday sun that Dr. Thornwell believed

that the Presbytery should have immediate and sole direction and

oversight of its evangelists, and raise the funds necessary for him

by means of the deacons in its various churches. This was his

ideal plan , because he found it in the word and our Book. This

paper was reviewed by Dr. Smyth , who understood Dr. Thorn

well's plan as we do, but who says of it: “ I fearlessly stake the

issue of this controversy upon the single question , Is this system

of means adequate to the wants , or does it in any measure meet

the difficulties of the case ? . . . . There is to our mindsno adap

tation in the system here proposed of the means to the end. It is

perfectly chimerical. The whole scheme is built upon hypothesis

and the most Utopian and gratuitous assumptions. . . . . I con

fess that the whole schemeappears to mymind preposterous in the

extreme. It is, as I view it, altogether visionary , and in no de

gree adapted to the necessities of the case .” Dr. Thornwell re

plied to this review the following year. In this reply he reaffirms

and sets forth even more explicitly his former plan.

Hesays : “ Now , what is required that our church courts are

VOL . XXXIV., No. 242.
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not qualified to do, in order that the gospel can be preached either

at home or abroad ? Men must be called into the ministry and

qualified by a special unction from on high , as well as by the

subordinate teaching of man, for its solemn and responsible duties.

When men give satisfactory evidence to the Church that they are

called of God and duly prepared to preach the glorious gospel,

this fact is declared by the imposition of hands, which the Pres

bytery alone can do. We have now the preachers. The next

business is to send them ; that is, to support them by supplying

their daily wants in their respective fields of labor. The money

must be raised by the separate congregations ; and the Scriptures

have appointed a set of officerswho are ordained for the very pur

pose of attending to the secular affairs of the Church . When you

have raised the money, the next step is to send it to the preachers,

which, with the commercial facilities afforded by the present con

dition of the civilised world , can surely be no hard matter. The

Holy Spirit, then , supplies us with preachers, the Presbytery

ordains them , and the deacons of the Church support them .

What more is required ? In what respects is this arrangement

defective or inadequate ? The character, qualifications, and con

trol of the minister belong, of right, to the Presbytery ; and when

they send him out, they are furnished in every congregation with

the necessary organisation for supplying his wants. This is a

plain and simple matter, and evidently requires none of the cum

brous and circuitous arrangementswhich characterise the Boards.

The Presbyteries are courts acknowledged by our Constitution ;

. . . . if one Presbytery should be too feeble to support its mis

sionaries , provision is made in our Book for its obtaining assist

ance from neighboring Presbyteries. This is certainly the plan ,

and the only plan , contemplated by the framers of our Form of

Government. Yet the reviewer, though he has solemnly received

it as “agreeable to the word of God,' has pronounced it to be

preposterous and utterly inadequate to meet the wants of a dying

world . The pith of his whole argument — if argument that may

be called which arrives at a conclusion without any premises at

all — is contained in the following extract.” Here he quotes from

Dr. Smyth, who gives a long catalogue of duties or work which
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the Church has to do, and asserts that the Presbyteries are in

adequate . Dr. Thornwell then continues: “ Now , this whole

paragraph , which was intended to show the insufficiency of the

plan proposed in our Book, contains nothing but a statement of

the various details of the work to be done. The question still re

turns, Why cannot the Presbyteries accomplish this work just as

efficiently as the Boards ? . . . . Is there anything in this ( the

education of candidates) too hard or too mysterious for a Presby

tery to perform ? The money must be collected from particular

congregations,and I do not see why the demands of a Presbytery

should be less respected than the authority of a Board. . . . These

ministers, having been ordained, must next be sent to their various

fields of labor: that is to say, they must be sustained. But what

is to hinder the Presbyteries from supplying them with the means

of going wherever God, in his providence,may call them ? Give

them themoney , and they can easily procure their own convey

ances and the comforts which their situations require. But the

reviewer begs us to consider the extent of the field . What of that ?

It is confessedly extensive, being no less than the world ; but can

not fifty or a hundred Presbyteries survey it just as well as a

single Board ? . . . . We are next to consider the number of

ministers to be sent forth . Why cannot the Presbyteries count

them just as well as a Board ? And why cannot the Presbyteries

support them just as comfortably ? The money, after all, must

be collected from the various churches under the care of the dif

ferent Presbyteries, and , for aught that I can see, this matter can

be attended to just as well by those who have the immediate care

of those churches as by a body five hundred miles off. . . , . The

reviewer's proposition was, that the Presbyteries are inadequate

to send the gospel to the heathen ; the proof is, that sending the

gospel to the heathen includes a great many particulars ; and not

a solitary reason is given why these particulars, so elaborately de

tailed , are beyond the capacity of the Presbyteries to manage or

conduct. . . . . The plan there insisted on [his own plan insisted

on in the paper first quoted from ] is, that the courts of the Church ,

the Presbyteries [ italics his ], are to do the business now doneby

the Boards, and to employ these deacons, according to God's ap
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pointment, as their financial agents. And why are not the Pres

byteries just as trustworthy, just as faithful, just as able, and just

as efficient as the Boards that have been named ? We ask the

reviewer to give a sufficient and satisfactory reason ; and until he

does this, all his declamation, however pompous, how full soever

of ' sound and fury,'must still be taken as signifying nothing.

Hemust show us why it is that the supervision, direction , and

control' [italics ours ] . . . . cannot just as safely be committed

to the Presbyteries of the Church as to ecclesiastical corporations.

I ask , triumphantly, Why ? and echo answers Why ?” (Pp. 193 –

199.) He finally closes his answer to the review by additional

arguments in favor of his plan . “ Before closing this article, I

wish to present a few additional considerations, showing that the

Presbyteries ought to take the whole business of Missions into

their own hands [italics ours ] : 1. The first is, that the Constitu

tion of the Church absolutely requires it (italics ours]. . . . .

2 . Another reason . . . . is, that in this way the churches will

know what they are actually sending to the heathen , whether the

gospel of Christ or the traditions of men. . . . . 3. Another

reason is, that the undivided energies of our churches might be

called into action . The whole body would be reached . Let it be

made a part of the ordinary business of our Presbyteries to pray

and provide for the wants of a perishing world , and a new and

glorious order of things will speedily arise."

Wehave quoted largely from Dr. Thornwell for severalreasons.

In the first place , we wish the Church to see that what he wished

was that individual Presbyteries should have the immediate and

sole supervision of the foreign missionary work ; and wewish her

to see that it is not in stray sentences here and there that he hints

at such a plan , as though it were a mere notion on his part that

the Presbyteries might possibly direct the work. He discusses it

at length , proving by extended arguments that it is the scriptural

and constitutional plan , as well as the plan best calculated to en

list the sympathies and develop the energies of the whole Church.

In a second paper, a year later , written in answer to a reviewer,

he restates and reaffirms his position, defending it against the

objectionsand criticism of his opponent, showing that not only



1883.] 255A8 viewed by One in the Foreign Field .

are the Presbyteries competent to do the work, but that they are

the very bodies which , according to our Constitution , should of

right and obligation do this.

Nor is there any proof that he afterwards abandoned his ground

in regard to the Presbyteries. There is nothing in his memorable

debate on Boards to indicate that he did so . That was a discus

sion simply as to the propriety of making any organic change in

the Board of Domestic Missions. Dr. Thornwell took the ground

that the Board should be abolished ; that instead of having an

Executive Committee appointed by and responsible to the Board,

there should be the same Executive Committee, but appointed by

and directly responsible to the Assembly . His great argument

was, that Christ appointed the Church in her organised capacity

to do the work , and on strict construction principles the Assembly

could not delegate her work to a vicar; she must do her own

work, and doing it she could introduce nothing into the govern

ment of the Church except such “ circumstances ” as might be

necessary to enable her to do her work. Hemaintained that the

Board was not a circumstance , while the Executive Committee

was. As a strict constructionist,he could agree to courts employ

ing Committees that might be strictly executive - mere hands of

the courts. Dr. Hodge opposed strict construction principles, so

that the debate naturally ran into a discussion of Presbyterianism .

The question at issue was not by any means, What is the best

way to conduct the foreign missionary work ? but, Are Boards

allowable ?

The editors of Dr. Thornwell's works say upon this point :

“ Touching the conduct of missions by Presbyteries, . . . Dr.

Thornwell was content with urging his views earnestly, but he

made it a principle through life always to submit to his brethren in

matters of established and organised policy ; his temper had in it no

spice whatever of the seditious or the radical. . . . As to the

conduct of missions, while insisting on the competency of the

Presbyteries, and preferring their control to that of Boards, he

did not object on principle to the Assembly 's undertaking the

management of that work, provided that its control was direct

through a mere Executive Committee.” This agrees with Dr.
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Thornwell's own reply to Dr. Hodge : “Again ,my brother twits

me with supporting the Board while professing to be conscien

tiously opposed to the principles of their constitution. Would

he have us to be factious ? Moderator, I have never said to my

brethren , to whom I promised submission in the Lord , ' I cannot

submit, I will not submit.' I will submit to my brethren , even -

when I think they are mistaken , if the submission be not sinful."

And thus it happens, that while no one had a larger share

than Dr. Thornwell in the organisation of our Executive Com

mittees, still the conduct of missions by the Presbyteries was his

ideal, his predilected plan ; and no one can doubt that, had

he alone started the foreign missionary work of our Church, he

would have committed it to the Presbyteries.

Dr. Wilson says in the SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW ,

April, 1881, page 249 :

" Dr. Thornwell, then fresh from a sharp controversy in the old Church

about the abuse of Boards, had a share in constructing this constitution

[of our Executive Committee ), and said at the time, as the writer per

sonally testifies, that he was not only satisfied with it, but that every

thing had been secured in this constitution which he had ever contended

for in the united Church." .

After reading the copious extracts that we have made from Dr.

Thornwell, the reader will no doubt coincide with us in the

opinion that either Dr. Wilson 's memory failed him as to the

exact language used by Dr. Thornwell, or that the latter did not

remember at the moment his controversy with Dr. Smyth . Had

he said that in the constitution of our Executive Committees

everything was secured that he had contended for in his sharp

controversy with Dr. Hodge about the abuse of Boards, it would

have been strictly correct ; but that Executive Committees se

cures everything that he " had ever contended for in the united

Church ,” is far, indeed , from harmonising with what he left be

hind him in writing.

An able debater in the General Assembly in 1881, assured his

hearers that if Dr. Thornwell werealive now, he would be in favor

of continuing everything just as it is in the Church. And Dr.

Wilson thinks if he had edited his own works, he would not have

published his discussion with Dr. Smyth . That is a cheap way,
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indeed , to break the force of the testimony of great men , and

bring them in to prove the opposite of what they taught while on

earth . Werecommend the stratagem to our Arminian brethren

who may want the weightof Paul's testimony against the doctrine

of predestination . All they have to do is simply to assure the

world that the Apostle changed his mind after he got to heaven,

and if he were alive now he would be on their side of the ques

tion , and would not write certain things in his Epistle to the Ro

mans.

Weoffer no apology for closing our discussion under this head

with the closing words of Dr. Thornwell : “ Let all our Presbyte

ries, marshalled under their glorious Leader, go out like the

tribes of Israel under the conduct of Joshua ; let them all come

up in unbroken phalanx to the help of the Lord , the help of the

Lord against the mighty, and they will soon have as signalwon

ders to celebrate as the ancient people of God . Whatwe want

is faith — faith in the divine promises ; faith in the divine ap

pointments — and when this faith is imparted , earthen pitchers

and lamps will be strong and resistless in our hands. To this

faith our Church is returning. God grant that she may be fully

established upon the foundation of the Prophets and Apostles,

Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner-stone.'

Relations to the General Assembly .

The Manual of Missions says of the foreign minister : “ So

far as his work in the foreign field is concerned, he is a mission

ary of the General Assembly .” The Ecclesiastical Status says :

“ He is to continue to be a member of the Presbytery . . . with

this understanding, that when he is ordained to the work of a

foreign missionary, he is transferred by his Presbytery to the

control and direction of the Assembly, so far as his missionary

labors in a foreign field are concerned. . . . The Assembly sim

ply claims the right to direct his labors.”

After our discussion under the preceding head , it is, of course ,

unnecessary to say that we cannot agree with this view . We do

not think the Assembly should control and direct him in his

work. He should not be the Assembly's evangelist .
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1. In the first place , he is, according to Scripture and our

Constitution , the Presbytery's commissioner. The Presbytery

prepares him for work, she ordains him a minister of the gospel,

and she solemnly sets him apart to his special work, and conse

quently she is solemnly bound to control and direct him in that

work. The man and the work are hers, and when the Assem

bly appropriates him and the work, she commits a species of

ecclesiastical piracy. What right has she to thus rob the Pres

byteries of the most precious, the most glorious part of the work

with which the Constitution endows them ? She has no right to

deprive them of their birth -right— the privilege and high honor

of sending the gospel to the nations. She has no right to de

prive them of this means of grace , this precious heritage , and

this solemn trust.

2 . The effect upon the Church and the cause of missions is

evil. The wrong done the Presbyteries by the Assembly , by an

inevitable law of nature, reacts upon herself and does violence to

the whole body. If the life- giving blood that should flow through

one limb is appropriated by the head, the inevitable result will

be not only the decay of the limb, but the disease of the whole

body. It is just as unwise and dangerous to confer upon the

Assembly the most exalted function of the Presbytery as it

would be to confer upon the deacon, as such , a large part of the pe

culiar functions of the minister of the word. The natural result

of taking the work of missions from the Presbyteries and giving

it to the Assembly , must needs be evil, and it is so in point of

fact. The work of the Presbyteries is confined to the small ter

ritory circumscribed by their own narrow limits. Is it to be ex

pected that these bodies should take an active interest in what

belongs to another court ? The fact is, they meet from year to

year, and, receiving no report or communication of any kind

from their commissioners, and having no connexion whatever

with them and their work , there is nothing to call forth their en

ergies, their sympathies, and an active interest in the work . The

voice of the Presbyteries is silenced, their energies are paralysed ,

their sympathies are not enlisted , because the incentives have all

been taken away by the Assembly .
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The Presbyteries are the courts nearest to the churches, and

have immediate control over them . They cannot, of course, com

municate to their churches an interestwhich they do not feel, and

sympathy which they themselves do not have. By removing the

work , the men, and the responsibility, the farthest possible from

the churches, the Assembly has thereby diminished to that extent

their personal and active interest in the work . Not the hun

dredth part of the evil thus done can be compensated by circu

lars from Executive Committees and visits to Synods by Secre

taries, however touching the circulars and however stirring the

visits. If the Presbyteries profanely sell their birth -right, they

can only sit down and eat their mess of red pottage thatthey have

received in exchange, and afterwards bewail the want of interest

in missions on the part of the churches, and wonder and wonder

why it is that Christians do not love the heathen .

3 . In the third place, the Assembly should not assume the

direct work of missions, because she is incompetent. Let her

undertake it but once ; it would consume more timeand patience

and more study on the part of each individual member than

could possibly be given. All are supposed to have a certain

amount of general knowledge in regard to our missionaries and

their work, and the people among whom they labor . Butthere

are a thousand questions involved in theminutiæ that each mem

ber would have to know in order to enable him to discuss and vote

intelligently . These questions relate to the establishment and

management of schools and new stations, or aid to be given to

those already in operation . No Assembly could possibly under

take to decide all the multifarious and intricate questions involved

in the conduct of all our missions in the various parts of the

world during one year. The same amount of labor and time

must be given by each Assembly , since each is composed of en

tirely new material. The Assembly is, from the composition of

the court, as well as from the amount and intricacy of the work

to be done, incompetent to do it directly . She does not pretend

to do it ; and we very much doubt if any man would have the

courage to affirm that she is competent to the task .

Since writing the above wereceived the Missionary for October ,
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1881, in which our view is emphatically confirmed . An editorial

says :

" It is obvious to common observation that she [ the Assembly ) cannot

manage all its endless details ( the work of Foreign Missions ] in her as

sembled collective capacity . It would require at least a month's session ,

even if it were otherwise practicable, to consider the multifarious ques

tions that would be brought up for discussion . More than this, every

member of the Assembly, before he could vote intelligently on many of

these questions, would have to acquaint himself thoroughly with the

whole scope of the work. . . . Of course there is no way for the Assem

bly to act in relation to this matter, except to follow the linemapped our

for her in our Constitution. In other words, shemust prosecute the work

through the agency of an ecclesiastical commission."

Thus the incompetency of the Assembly to do the work her

self is frankly acknowledged ; but then she can appoint an

" agency." Oh yes ; she lays violent hands upon the commis

sioner and the work of the Presbytery, and then finds that she

has got an elephant. Not knowing what to do with him , instead

of honestly returning him to his rightful owner, she appoints an

" agency” to feed him , clothe him , harness him , put him to work ,

and control him in his work .

Now , this confessed incompetency of the Assembly, and the

entire competency of the Presbyteries to do the work without

introducing or employing any agency at all, is a most powerful

argument that the work should be done by the Presbyteries.

The Presbyteries meet semi-annually ; each one has charge of

only one field , and one or two men ; they are composed always

of the same members who can easily keep abreast of their work .

Simplicity is one of the crowning glories of the Saviour's king

dom , and the Church is bound to conduct her work in the

way that will secure the greatest possible simplicity

After all, what does the Assembly do towards controlling and

directing the evangelist and his work more than she would do if

the whole work were left with the Presbyteries ? As it is , she

appoints a Standing Committee to examine the Minutes of the

Executive Committee and the accounts of the Treasurer. On

the other plan, she would still appoint the same Standing Com

mittee to examine the Reports of the Presbyteries, and make the
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same recommendations that they now make. Her Standing

Committee now examines the work done during the previous

year, and reports upon the same, approving, or else disapproving,

the way it has been done, recommending to the Assembly what

ever the Executive Committee may think of importance to the

work for the year to come. The Assembly then simply votes the

adoption of the Report of the Standing Committee. The only

thing done in point of factby the Assembly is the appointment

of the Standing Committee by the Moderator, and voting the

adoption of its Report when presented. All this could and should

be done, if the work were directly under the direction of the

Presbyteries. And itwould be done far more intelligently than

it now is, inasmuch as a large number in the body would be dele

gates from Presbyteries engaged in the work , who would come

with a full personal knowledge of the wants of their respective

fields. These delegates could exchange views,and also enlighten

their brethren in regard to their work . The Assembly could do

more than it now does. It could , as the old Book prescribed , in

struct any Presbytery to send a commissioner to occupy any field

it might wish to have occupied . It could and would be theme

dium for equalising and distributing the work . If any Presby

tery is unable to sustain its station, the Synod should indicate the

neighboring Presbytery or Presbyteries that could most con

veniently aid it. If the work of any Synod develops beyond its

ability to sustain it, the General Assembly could indicate the

Presbyteries within the bounds of an adjoining Synod that could

aid the Presbyteries nearest to them . If the work of the whole

Church should develop beyond her ability to sustain it, she could

either do as is done under our present system , namely, break

up whole missions, recall the missionaries, and abandon the

work in some parts of the heathen world , and curtail the work in

all the other fields, by cutting down the appropriations for them ;

or she could appoint a day of thanksgiving and prayer.

The relations, then , that actually exist between the evangelist

and the Assembly are just the relations that we maintain should

exist. There are not, should not, and cannot be, direct and im

mediate relations. The Assembly should not, as in point of fact
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it does not, and, from the nature of the case, cannot, immediately

direct and supervise the man and hiswork . Its functionsshould

be limited to the review and control of the bodies that have, or

should have, the direct oversight of him ; that is, the Synod and

Presbytery ; as in fact they are limited to the review and con

trol of the work of the Committee and Mission .

To the Executive Committee .

“ The most unbecoming and paralysing disorder of all is the

coexistence of two jurisdictions on the same matter, at the same

time, and over the same subject.” So says Dr. Lefevre, and so

say we.

And what becomes of the jurisdiction of the Presbytery over

the foreign minister while the Committee are exercising full con

trol over him ? The Committee have entire control over him and

his work , and any attempted " oversight" on the part of the Pres

bytery, as the Synod of Kentucky contemplated , would be dis

order of the deadliest sort ; it would be regarded by the Commit

tee as an infringement of their rights. The mission, in its or

ganised capacity , is obliged to send up to Baltimore, at the close

of the year, a full report of the whole work. Now , if the indi

vidual missionary is allowed to communicate with his Presbytery

directly, telling all about whathe has done and what he wants to

do , his Presbytery might possibly become interested in his special

plans, and want to aid him in his work with their prayers and

money. But according to the Manual, “ special appeals” are

forbidden. Only the Committee , it is said , can know the wants

of the whole field and the resources of the home Church ; so that

only they can be consulted and communicated with about special

works. The Presbyteries must content themselves with general

ities , and even the generalities as the Committee may see them ,

and be pleased to present them to the public.

Lest the brethren of the Committee should think that we are

directing what wemay have to say to them personally , we must

be allowed to assure them and the Church that we are discussing

the principles of the Manual, and the natural and inevitable con

sequences of our present plan. The foreign ministers cannot
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communicate with the home Church, except through the Commit

tee. Now ,we submit to the judgment of the Church , is it wise

to cut her missionaries off from their brethren ? Is it wise to

silence their voices ? Is it wise to forbid their laying their opin

ions and their individual plans and work before the Church , in

their own language, and as they see it ? The whole work and

the views of all the missionaries must go to the Church through

the samemould . Now we by no means call in question the wis

dom of the Secretaries who edit the Missionary , and have to

present the views and work of the missionaries to the Church ;

we by no means say that the missionaries are necessarily cor

rect. They often differ among themselves in their views. But

we do say that the proper judges of their views and work are the

ministers and elders and members of the whole Church. It is

idle to speak of the Missionary being a medium of communica

tion. The Missionary has its editors, who are the Secretaries of

the Committee. They could not publish all that is written for

publication ; nor can they be expected to publish views that

would controvert their views and plans. There is no man in

Christendom who would do it. When , therefore, the Secretaries

publish private letters not intended for publication, but which

they think should be published , and when they fail to publish

communications, or parts of communications, which they think

unnecessary or prejudicial, or not in harmony with their ideas,

they are simply exercising their right. But is it best for the

Church to establish a foundry for casting the views and work of

those she sends to evangelise the world , and, as a necessary con

sequence, moulding the views of the homeChurch ? The Church

would do well to reflect seriously upon the tremendous power

that she puts into the hands of the Secretary, by making him the

sole medium of communication between the Church and the mis

sionaries.

But they tell us that the Committee, as its mame indicates, is

only executive ; it simply executes the orders of the General As

sembly (as a hand executes the orders of the head ), and is direct

ly responsible to it; and is appointed each year , and may be

changed by any Assembly. Well, it does executive business ; we
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do not gainsay that. It is appointed each year; no one can dis

pute that. But would any Assembly dare to appoint a new Sec

retary or a different Committee from what is appointed each year ?

It could not be done. Not that those brethren have the power to

prevent it. But let the Church make theexperiment a few years.

Let the Baltimore brethren heartily agree to it and urge it upon

the Church to try for a few years the experimentof appointing a

new Committee each year ? Where would it land the missionary

work ? One of the most powerfulmotives urged in the St. Louis

Assembly for keeping the two Committees together at Baltimore

was, that Dr. McIlwaine might be trained as Dr. Wilson's suc

cessor. Everybody knows that the Secretary must have large

experience and practice, and the Committee-men must also be

trained , as has been urged by the friends of Committees. Now ,

is all this consistent with a yearly change ? If, then , a yearly

change is utterly impossible,why do the advocates of Committees

make so much of a yearly appointment ? What virtue is there

in the mere formality, when every one knows that the samemen

have to serve again ? It does not make them a particle more

responsible . The Church cannot appoint others without preju

dicing the work , and this she would not do unless the actual in

cumbent should be incompetent or guilty of malfeasance , in which

case the Assembly could very easily substitute him . This prac

tice of a yearly appointment is a mere useless formality , that

serves only to deceive the unthinking.

But is the Committee directly responsible to the Assembly ?

Let the Church reflect onemoment upon what takes place annu

ally at the Assembly . The Constitution of the Committee re

quires it “ to lay before the General Assembly from year to year

a full report of the whole work , and of their receipts and expen

ditures, together with their books of minutes, for examination .”

But how is this done ? The first thing done always is the ap

pointment of Standing Committees by the Moderator. The Sec

retary of the Executive Committee, who, according to the pro

visions of the Constitution of the Committee, is the medium of

communication between the Committee and the Assembly , lays

everything before the Standing Committee, and by this body it
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is presented to the Assembly. The Report is, however, read to

the Assembly . Now , they will say, as Dr. Wilson says in the

Review for April, 1881, that it is hard to see how there could

be a more direct responsibility . We agree with him . But even

this responsibility , which is the nearest and most direct possible,

leaves the Committee to a dangerous degree irresponsible, and en

ables it to do anything it pleases. If the Board in the old Church

stood between the Committee and the Assembly, the Standing

Committee stands between our Assembly and the Committee.

We do not mean to say that any Standing Committee of our

Church would stand between the Assembly and malfeasance on

the part of the Executive Committee or its officers. Neither

would the old Boards have shielded any offender or criminal. If,

however , there is any matter that the Secretary might not wish

to go before the Assembly , he could simply leave it out of his

Report, and not mention it to the Standing Committee. If it is

of a nature that requires it to be presented, he has weeks or it

may be months to write a report so skilfully worded as to prevent

any improper or untoward action on the part of the court. Dr.

Wilson, in his article on Our Schemes of Benevolence ( So. PRES.

REVIEW , April, 1881, pp. 267 –271), shows far more clearly

than any one else could possibly have done, what are the duties ,

and hence the powers, of the Secretary. Now , he can first pre

sent all matters connected with the various missions in the man

ner he may think most prudent, to the Executive Committee.

Getting their concurrence, he goes with the weight of their judg

ment before the Standing Committee ; having obtained their con

sent, the matter comes before the Assembly with such weighty

judgments that it would almost be presumption on the part of the

court not to agree. In this way anything may be carried in the

Assembly. In this way the editorial in the Missionary for May,

1874 , was approved by the Assembly ; in the same way the

Manual became law ; and in this way the notion of an African

mission was approved , and the Committee was instructed to do

just what the venerable and zealous Secretary was longing to do.

And it could not be otherwise . An inexperienced Assembly

could not give instructions about what it knows comparatively
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nothing. Shemust confide in the wisdom of those who have had

large experience and are engaged in the work. So it turns out

that the “ hand ” really executes just what it has already con

ceived , planned, and resolved . The only thing the Assembly can

do is to " approve” of what the Committee, or rather the Secre

tary , suggests. It is no disparagement of the Assemblies to say

this : the members may be as wise as Solons or Solomons, but

they have not and cannot have the information necessary to de

cide intelligently , because they are not engaged in the work. If

the Committee is the Assembly's hand, the Secretary is its brain .

Dr. Wilson, in the passage referred to above on the duties of the

Secretary, unintentionally sets forth in a very strong and start

ling light the tremendous power that has been concentrated in

the hands of the Secretary, and shows how this is the necessary

consequence of doing the work by Committees. He shows how

the Secretary stands between the missionaries and the Committee.

His business is " to keep the Committee informed of its condition

and wants , that is, of the missionary work ."

“ They expect him , as a necessary qualification for his office , to be

thoroughly acquainted with the inissionary work in all its varied bear

ings, and to be able to lay before them all the information they may

need in reference to any particular matter that may be brought before

them for their action. It is impossible for a Committee, except to a lin

ited extent, to know all the facts bearing upon any particular case that

may bebrought under their notice, and hence the necessity of some one

(italics ours ] to impart this information , whose special business it is to

study out such matters. . . . Ilow will it be possible for the Committee

to apportion out the funds under their control in a just and equitable

manner and so as to promote the highest interests of all the different

missions under their care, unless there is someonein that Coinmittee who

has a minute knoweldge of all the affairs and surroundings of each of

these different unissions ?''

We first take the work from the Presbyteries, where the power

and work would be distributed, and carried on by the wisdom of

the whole Church , and concentrate it in the Assembly that is

utterly incompetent to the task ; we then turn it over to a body

that cannot possibly keep abreast of the whole work . So it finally

resolves itself into concentrating the whole work in some one.

Now weappeal to the good sense of the whole Church , Is this
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wise ? Is it possible for any one man to do the work as it should

be done— as it would be done if each Presbytery should do its

own work ? On our plan the collected wisdom of one Presbytery

would be brought to bear upon one particular man and his work .

There would be no rival interests ; there would be no reason for

partiality towards any special person or branch of the work , or

in favor of one field . We by no means charge our Secretary

with having intentionally or consciously shown any partiality ; but

the present plan puts it in the Secretary 's power to do so . The

Presbyteries could not do so .

The whole problem resolves itself into the simple question of

a comparison between one man and the Presbyteries. But con

centration of power always and inevitably results in a gradual,

imperceptible , and almost unconscious increase of power on the

part of the body in which the work is centralised . No one who

studies the subject can fail to notice this fact. The history of

all governments, both ecclesiastical and civil, shows that this is

an inevitable and natural consequence of centralisation . As

thework grows and expands, the duties of the Committee grow ,

and their powers must grow accordingly. Not that the individ

ualmembers are grasping or ambitious; but if the power at first

conferred in their constitution was insufficient to enable them to

discharge the work , they must, of course, have more power. Now

their constitution makes it their duty “ to take direction and con

trol of the foreign missionary work.” But, for some reason , it

only gives them the power " to appoint missionaries and assistant

missionaries, to designate their fields of labor, and provide for

their support.” This, however, is not sufficient, and sixteen

years afterwards the Manual gives them the power not only to

designate the field of labor of the missionaries, but to “ determine

their particular employments, and may transfer a missionary from

one department of labor to another.” It also becomes necessary

to establish an inferior court on the foreign field to direct and

control the work and the men, and it is only with this inferior

body that the Committee can communicate officially . In order

to appoint missionaries also , it is found by a long experience that

it is necessary to confer upon the Committee not only the power

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 2 — 3.
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to determine the financial questions, and the fields of labor, but

the power to go back of the ordination of the Presbytery, and

inquire into " the reasons that have influenced him to wish to en

gage in the work.” Not only so , but in order to know him , a

written testimonial is required of one or more of the Seminary

Professors as to his fitness to engage in the work ; a similar testi

monial is also expected, if practicable , from the Presbytery. But

the Manual makes the strange statement that the Committee

exercise no ecclesiastical power. We have endeavored in vain

to conceive what it means by this assertion . The Committee

directs and controls the work of missions in all its departments ;

it inquires into the physical, mental, and spiritual qualifications

ofministers for their work ; appoints ministers to their particular

employments ; removes them from one field or work to another,

controls them in their work ; may prefer specific charges of incom

petency or disorderly conduct against them ; and , finally, receive

testimony, and recall them from the work to which they were

solemnly set apart by their Presbyteries; and yet,mirabile dictu ,

in doing all this, they exercise no ecclesiastical functions ! They

visit Synods; they address memorials and present reports of their

work to the Assemblies; they send circulars to Presbyteries and

the Church at large, exhorting them to their duties; in a word ,

they are said to be the hand that executes the work of our high

est ecclesiastical court, and still have no ecclesiastical function !

We had always imagined that when we were ordained, it was

to an office and work in the Ecclesia . Wesupposed that the body

that executes the great commission was an ecclesiastical body. It

seems we weremistaken. The Manual, unfortunately , gives us

no clue to the exact nature of the functions of the Committee; it

only affirms that they are not ecclesiastical. They do not pertain

to the Church . Inasmuch as they are the same functions that

are exercised by Presbyteries at home,we can only conceive of

one possible explanation of this difference. Ecclesiastical func

tions are exercised only over persons and work in the Church ;

and in getting out of those mysterious boundaries thrown around

the Presbyteries and Synods (but not around the Assembly ), we

got out of the Church ; the power exercised over us and our work
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is, therefore , not ecclesiastical. Weare confirmed in this suppo

sition by the following luminous explanations which occur in the

paper entitled Ecclesiastical Status of Missionaries : “ He is

transferred by his Presbytery to the control and direction of the

Assembly, so far as his missionary labors in a foreign land are

concerned . The ecclesiastical power of the Presbytery remains

unimpaired . It supervises his conduct, though in an imperfect

way, as a minister of the gospel.” Here, then, is the difference:

the minister of the gospel, A B , belongs to the Presbytery ; the

evangelist, A B , belongs to the Committee . As the evangelist's

work is in a foreign land , nothing that relates to him is ecclesi

astical. The Committee lay upon their own child , and now claim

the Presbytery 's ; feeling sure the Church would not consent to

an out-and-out injustice, the Committee will be content with only

the half. But the Presbytery , poor soul, with all the yearning of

a fond mother's heart, is notwilling to see her offspring divided , so

yields up all. We live, however, in an age of development. Not

withstanding Dr. Wilson asserts that “ the Manual of Missions

is 'law,' and we have no right to deviate from it,” he himself

takes a step forward, and declares in THE SOUTHERN PRESBY

TERIAN REVIEW , April, 1881, page 255, in opposition to the

Manual, that the Committee “ is necessarily clothed with ecclesi

astical powers." This is an advance upon the Manual,and puts

our theory in harmony with our practice. He apologises, how

ever, for this increase in the pretentions for the Committee by

assuring the Church that “ these powers or functions, however,

are strictly defined and are limited in their nature,” in which

respect they differ in no way from the functions of the other courts

of the Church . He also says they “ are temporary in duration ,

inasmuch as they are conferred from year to year.” In this he

is in error : the powers of the Committee are permanent, being

conferred by the Constitution adopted in 1861. The individual

members of the Committee are appointed from year to year, which

is a very different thing ; and even this yearly appointment of the

men is, as we have seen , a delusive formality .

We have said that no one could say of the Scriptureswhat has

been said of the Constitution , that it “ was drawn up at a period
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when the cause of Foreign Missions was little understood, and

hence its principles can be applied only by inference to many of

the details of the work .” It is now our painful duty to confess

that this has been said . Since we wrote that,we have read Dr.

Wilson 's article in the REVIEW for April, 1881, in which he

maintains that there is no plan given us in Scripture, and the

Church is left to develop her own plan . Wedo not wish to be

charged with misrepresenting Dr. Wilson , especially on so serious

a point as the authority of Scripture ; we will, therefore , give his

own language:

“ Now ,what is that Pattern shown in the Mount ? Who can tell us

what was the Apostolic plan for carrying on the great work of evangel

ising the world ? or whether they had anything that could properly be

called a plan or pattern for carrying on that work ? . . . . Butmany of

the powers and functions involved in that Constitution (of the Church

were not carried into effect in the days of the Apostles. They were left

to be developed by the Church under the guidance of the Holy Ghost as

their situation and circumstances would seem to demand . . . . . And so

no particular plan was adopted by which all the energies of the Church

could be concentrated on the great work of evangelising the world ."

Notwithstanding all this, Dr. Wilson says : “ So far as we are

informed , the Apostles prosecuted their work of evangelisation un

der the immediate direction and inspiration of the Holy Ghost."

But did the Holy Ghost direct them in an aimless, shiftless, de

sultory way , without any plan or method or order ? The most

orderly and methodical of all works are God 's works. We cannot

conceive of the Holy Ghost working without a plan . The Apos

tles were directed by him . Granted ; then for that very reason

we should follow their plan. Says Dr. Wilson : “ The Apostles

acted under the immediate inspiration of the Holy Ghost.” Was

Peter inspired to act a falsehood at Antioch ? Were Paul and

Barnabas both directed and inspired by the Holy Ghost when

they disagreed and quarrelled ? The Apostles were not “ con

trolled " by “ missions " ; and Dr. Wilson feels 'very keenly the

absence of anything in the New Testament that resembles Com

mittees, and when scriptural authority is called for, is forced to

confess that there is none. But to escape the damaging effect of

such an admission , he claims that there is no plan at all. Strange
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to say, however, after affirming that there was no plan among the

Apostles, he goes to work on page 273 to show uswhat the Apos

tolic plan was. Anxious to say as little as possible about it, he

only occupies one page in developing it. Still he gives some of

the essential points. He shows how “ Paul and Barnabas were

set apart for their work by the church at Antioch.” Had he

chosen to dwell upon this point, he would have shown us how

they were sent forth by the same body that laid their hands upon

thein , and afterwards reported their labors to the samebody. It

is important, however, for the apologists and advocates of Com

mittees to pass over this part of the “ pattern .” Again : “ But in

going from place to place, they were not guided by that church .”

Exactly ; so missionaries now should be free to travel and move

from place to place without special instructions. But for the

authors of the Manual, who hold that no foreign missionary can

move from one town or city to another without a formal recom

mendation by the mission and the consent and approval of a

Committee five or ten thousand miles distant, who hold that he

must be directed by some body at every step, at every move, in

every action, it is necessary to hold that the Apostleswere guided

“ by the special direction of the divine Spirit.” Unfortunately,

however, inspired history is againstthe Baltimore brethren. When

the Saviour gave this great commission to the Apostles, he gave

it to the Church of all ages , and hence said , “ Lo, I am with you

alway, even unto the end of the world .” If the Apostles enjoyed

the presence of the Saviour, so do we; if they had the divine

Spirit, so have we. If we are not immediately directed and in

spired by the Holy Ghost, neither were they, at every step, but

only on certain special occasions. What led Paul to leave one

city to go to another was not an afflatus of the Spirit on each

occasion , but the fact that he was persecuted and compelled by

his enemies to flee ; and sometimes the brethren led and directed

him . “ Timothyand Titus were directed in their plans and meas

ures by Paul.” Very good ; Paul in his travels found those two

young men and would have them go and labor with him ; and that

should be our “ pattern ” : any foreign missionary who findsyoung

men who are worthy of being ministers, and are called by the
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Spirit, may “ leave them in Crete to set in order the things that

are wanting, as he may appoint them .”

Although Dr. Wilson speaks so slightingly of the “ pattern

shown in the Mount,” and doubts whether there was any plan ,

he is at least compelled to see that there was. He is finally

driven to the dire dilemma of asserting that their plan cannot be

followed by us, because the times have changed !

And this from Dr. J . Leighton Wilson !' And this in The

SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW ! Tell it not in Gath , and

publish it not in the streets of Askelon !

“ The altered condition of the world , the wonderful changes

that have been brought about in human affairs by the providence

ofGod, the greatly increased resources and power of the Church

herself, all call for some plan of conducting the work suited to

the circumstances and demands of the case.” Again : “ Certain

it is that Apostolic methods [after asserting that they had no

plans] cannot be divorced from Apostolic men . The two must

go together.” Very well; but on page 274 he tells us that, “ as

the primitive Church had no Confession of Faith and Catechisms,

no Book of Church Order, so, also, it had no plan of carrying on

the foreign missionary work .” Exactly so. Our Confession of

Faith and Form of Government stand upon the same footing.

They are both found in the word of God, which cannot change.

Dr. Wilson acknowledges this ; yet hewould not dare to assert of

our Confession of Faith what he asserts in regard to that part of

our Form of Government that relates to the work of Foreign

Missions. Will he assert that Apostolic doctrines cannot be

divorced from Apostolic men ? That it would have been utterly

impossible for the primitive Church to believe as we do, or for us

to believe as they did ? This is what many do hold . And we

confess that we are now prepared for anything. Dr. Wilson says :

“ Now , if the Church has power to formulate her creed , which no

one denies; if shemay establish a system of discipline ; if she may

institute a Book of Church Order ; and if she may adopt a Direc

tory for Public Worship , all of these being founded upon the

authority of God's word, why may she not adopt some general

plan for evangelising the world , provided that plan is also con
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sonant with the teachings of God's word ? ” Why, she may ; and .

we hold that she must. It is Dr. Wilson himself, who, immedi

ately after the above orthodox principle, proceeds to show that

this plan must be “ suited to the circumstances and demands of

the case,” which is a very different proposition indeed .

Dr. Wilson , however, in order to show the great efficiency of

“ Our Schemes” as contrasted with the inefficiency of the “ Apos

tolic methods," goes into a very lengthy calculation of the number

of converts now as compared with the few that were converted

during the first century. Wedo not feel ourselves called upon

to defend the efficiency of the methods adopted by the Apostles.

We take it for granted , that, being divine, they were the most

efficient that could possibly be devised . Wehave simply to say

that such a comparison is about as just as if we should compare

the number of births of Israelites during the first decade after

Jacob married and the number of births of Israelites during the

decade immediately previous to the Exodus, or duringthe glorious

reign of Solomon . It is simply absurd to compare the efforts of

the Protestant world in the last half of the nineteenth century

with the efforts of a few poor, despised, persecuted men and women

in Jerusalem eighteen hundred years ago . Wedo not know what

authority Dr. Wilson or any one else has for supposing that the

converts at the end of the first century did not exceed 100,000

or 200 ,000. The Apostles do not seem to have been so fond of

statistics and of parading dollars and cents and numbers of con

verts before the world , as Boards and Committees and Societies

now are. They received the command of their divine Master,

" Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to every cream

ture ; ” and their method was so well adapted to the end in view ,

that before Paul's death he could say that the gospel had been

preached " in all the world ” and “ to every creature which is

under heaven ." Dr. Wilson cannot beat Paul. The latter puts

into one line infinitely more than the former was able to put into

three pages. Dr. Wilson bristles with figures and names, and at

last is only able to touch upon the shores of great continents and

along the banks of the principal rivers and lakes. The interior

of these continents remain in darkness. Let this fact be duly
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noted, and what we find on the larger part of page 280 dwindles

down wonderfully. Let it also be remembered that the 150,000,

000 copies of the Bible in 250 different languages and dialects, of

which he makes so much , has been done by voluntary societies

that have no connexion with church organisation , and, therefore,

have no relevancy whatever to the discussion as to the methods to

be adopted by the Church . All that work would have been done

had Boards and Committees never been heard of; these Bible and

Tract Societies would continue their work just the same if the

Presbyteries had the direction and oversight of the missionaries .

Webelieve in Bible and Tract Societies outside of any Church

organisation ; we need not, therefore, expect to find a “ pattern "

for them in the Scriptures.

There is another consideration of great moment which takes

much of the wind out of those wide-spread sails in the latter part

of Dr. Wilson 's article. Wemust know something more about

those figures on the top of page 280 before we can give implicit

credence to them . There is at least one, and the largest of all, that

bears upon the very face of it the marks of utter improbability :

“ In all institutions of learning connected with the various mis

sions, there are at the present time 400 ,000 native youths being

specially trained for the same work .” Upon this astounding

statement, Dr. Wilson bases a calculation that at the close of the

present century there will be “ an army of 500,000 workers.” No

wonder that after such statistics he exclaims: “ Here is success,

both present and prospective, that has no parallel in the history

of Christianity.” Now , it may be that in all schools and colleges

conducted by Christian people in heathen landsthere are400,000

youths. But is it fair, to say the least, for Dr. Wilson to repre

sent all this vast number as being trained " for the same work ” ?

Take, for example, the school work at Campinas. Wehad in 1878

more than two hundred youths in the schools. Yet, of all these,

and of all the others who frequented those schools during six or

eight years, how many were being trained “ for the same work,”

i. e., the work of the gospel ? Can Dr. Wilson say that one-six

teenth part of the pupils that have frequented the Campinas

schools have been “ found worthy to takepart in thework ” ? There
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is another thought to be offered in this matter of schools in opera

tion at present of which Dr. Wilson speaks so much. Herepre

sents them asbeing connected with the variousmissions.” Now ,

the most flourishing institutions of learning among the heathen

are not connected with Boards or Committees. We have seen it

stated frequently that Roberts and Beirut and other colleges ,

both male and female, in Turkey and Syria , are not under the

direction of home boards. We have no fault to find with schools

and colleges ; they are very good in their place, and would be

carried on, and we believe far more effectively , if our Presbyteries

would direct foreign missions and turn schools and colleges over

to private Christian liberality, and to be controlled by corporations

on the ground. And what about those 25 ,000 native helpers ?

Does Dr. Wilson include the teachers in all the schools and col.

leges, and all who are in any way employed in the service of the

missionaries? It is the custom of our Committee to report to the

Assembly the teachers in the schools as native helpers. Yet among

these native helpers have been Roman Catholics , infidels, and

professed atheists ! If the 25 ,000 are composed to any consider

able extent of such native helpers, it is notmuch of a glory to

“ our Schemes of Benevolence.” The Apostolic custom of giving

no statistics was much better , in our humble judgment.

This praise of the great efficiency of Committees as compared

with the apostolic methods is very different from the lamentations

that go forth periodically from the Mission Rooms in Baltimore.

Four months previous to publishing his eulogy on the great effi

ciency of Committees and Boards, Dr. Wilson published to the

Church “ that the services of eighteen or twenty young men ,

all of whom seem to have been called by the Holy Ghost to

engage in the work, have been declined for the want of means

to send them . Three promising missions have been cast adrift,

probably never to be resumed by our Church , for the want of

means to support them . . . . . Several of our missions — mis

sions that are yielding at the present time the richest spiritual

fruits — are really threatened with dissolution from the want of

reinforcement." Do we read of anything like that happening

in the days of the Apostles ? Yet Dr. Wilson presents the Apos
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tles and their methods in a very disadvantageous light, as com

pared with the wonderful efficiency and success of Committees.

Nor was that a solitary or temporary emergency. It was stated

at the same time that " for five years the work has been in

a painfully languishing condition , mainly for want of funds to

carry it on." Large debts are contracted from time to time, not

only by our own Church, but by other Churches, and these debts

must be paid , not by an increase of contributions, but by a retrac

tion of the work at the variousmission stations. The officers of

the Committee have even been obliged to pledge their personal

property to carry the Church's burden .

If the work was distributed among the Presbyteries ; if a whole

Presbytery, or two or three combined ,were directly and personally

responsible for the support of the work in a certain field ; if the

pastors and elders were in a position to feel that a given part of

the whole burden lay upon their individual shoulders; if the dea

cons felt that upon them devolved the responsibility of raising the

necessary means ; if each individual church wasmade as respon

sible for her share of the necessary funds as she is for the salary

of her pastor ; above all, if there was direct communication be

tween the Presbyteries and their men and work ; if they were

called upon to direct and take the oversight of the work abroad

as they do of the work within their own bounds, there would be

no possibility of disgraceful retreats in the face of the enemy.

Instead of bewailing the want of piety and missionary zeal on

the part of God's people, instead of finding fault with the Lord

for not pouring out upon the Church the spirit of missions, let the

means that he appointed for keeping alive this spirit be employed ;

let the Presbyteries be brought face to face with the work ; let

the people be brought into communication with the men and the

work ; let the Assembly disband the Central Committee and in

its place appoint the Presbyteries as its Executive Committees ;

let our schemes of benevolence be the divinely appointed methods

of apostolic days, and the doleful jeremiads that from time to

time fill the Missionary and other Church papers, and chill the

heart of the Church, will be changed to joyful doxologies and

songs of victory. JOHN BOYLE.
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ARTICLE II.

THE JURISDICTION OF THE EVANGELIST.

The fifth article of the last number of the REVIEW , entitled

“ The Foreign Evangelist as viewed by One in the Foreign Field ,”

lays upon us the disagreeable task of making a reply . When we

first turned over the pages of the article and saw our own name

passim ,we thought of a certain famous Anglican clergyman,who,

on entering a room whose walls were covered with mirrors and

seeing himself reflected wherever he looked , said that he thought

he was in a convocation of the clergy, and, of course, was de

lighted . But only a few pages of the argument had been read

before we had a distinct consciousness of recollecting the story of

an American backwoodsman, who happened to be dining for the

first time in a first class hotel, and, when the waiter, after bring

ing the viands, laid a napkin by the plate, said : “ I wish you , sir ,

to understand that I know when to use my handkerchief without

having any hints thrown out to me.” If ever any author for

sixty pages pursued , to use his own oft-recurring phrase, “ an

ignis fatuus," the writer of that article is the man.

1. He argues in vigorous terms, that, according to “ the Scrip

tures and the Constitution ,” there is no such office as the evan

gelistic office and no such officer as the evangelist ; and severely

criticises the present writer for using such language. Now , it

appears to us that the subject-matter of the discussion is too seri

ous to allow us to make a point of a word. The terms were used

just as we found them , and as the Assembly used them in their

directions to the Committee on the Evangelist,” of which we

were a member for the two years of its existence. If, however, it

will help to keep the peace, we give our brother hearty permission

to substitute for the offending words any others that he pleases ;

for instance, “ the office of the minister of the word , who is ap

pointed to do the work of a missionary ; ” or, “ the missionary or

evangelist, as a minister of the word,” is an officer appointed to

do so and so . By this arrangement we shall get all we contend

for, and he can settle the terminology to suit himself, and confine
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the words (office and officer) to theminister of the word : allwhich

would be according to his argument, but not according to the

Constitution and the Scriptures, as we now proceed to show .

2. The brother says: “ Never, in a single instance , does the

Book speak of the office of pastor or evangelist, but always, with

out exception , of the office of the minister, the duties of the pastor,

and the work of an evangelist.” Now , our previous article of

October, 1879, was written , though not published , as was stated

at the time, before the new Book was adopted, and may well allow

the merits of the above quotation to be decided by the words of

the old Book , Chap. III ., Sec . 2 , which are as follows : “ The

ordinary and perpetual officers in the Church are bishops or pas

tors ; the representatives of the people, usually styled ruling

elders ; and deacons.” “ The very phraseology ” of what was the

Book from 1729 to 1879 thus freely and formally predicated officer

of the bishop or pastor. More than this : both the old and the

new Book, in one of themost colemn and formal of its provisions,

that for the call of a pastor,makes the church say to the minister

or probationer whom they call : “ The congregation (or church )

of — do earnestly call and desire you to undertake the pastoral

office in said congregation .” (Old Book, XV ., 6 ; New Book ,

VI., III., 6 .) Add to these extracts from our standards one from

the Scriptures, 1 Timothy iii. 1 : “ This is a true saying, if a man

desire the office of a bishop , he desireth a good work." The old

and the new versions agree in the italicised words. The same

Greek word , én lokOah, occurs in Acts i. 20, where the authorized

version renders it “ bishopric," and the new version simply office .

The meaning in this place, too , is the office of a bishop.

“ Now , when we consider this language of our” present and our

former “ Constitution," and of the old and the new version of the

Scriptures, “ and compare it with the definitions and phraseology "

of our brother, “ the contrast is so striking that no one will fail

to be impressed by it !”

3. Now , that it has been shown that our brother's conclusion

is a mistake, let us expose the error in his argument. He founds

his argument on Chap. IV., Sec. II., Par. I., of the present Book ,

which is as follows:
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“ Of the Minister of the Word.

" This office is the first in the Church, both for dignity and usefulness.

The person who fills it has in Scripture different titles expressive of his

various duties . As he has the oversight of the flock of Christ, he is

termed bishop . As he feeds them with spiritual food , he is termed pastor.

As he serves Christ in his Church , he is termed minister. As it is his

duty to be grave and prudent, and an example to the flock , and to govern

well in the house and kingdom of Christ, he is termed presbyter or elder.

As he is themessenger ofGod , he is termed angel of the Church . Ashe

is sent to declare the will of God to sinners and to beseech them to be re

conciled to God through Christ, he is termed ambassador. As he bears

the glad tidings of salvation to the ignorant and perishing, he is termed

evangelist. Ashe stands to proclaim the gospel, he is termed preacher.

As he expounds the word , and by sound doctrine both exhorts and con

vinces the gainsayer, he is termed teacher. And as he disrenses the

manifold grace of God and the ordinances instituted by Christ, he is

termed steward of the mysteries ofGod. These titles do not indicate dif

ferent grades of office, but all describe one and the sameofficer."

Now , the first thing that impresses one upon reading this ex

tract from our Constitution, is, that “ the highest officer ” of the

Church has many names or titles, whilst the lower officers have

each a single name, to wit, ruling elder or deacon . The second

impression , justly received, is that the official work or duties of

this highest officer are so numerous and varied that no one name,

by its material signification , can possibly be an adequate descrip

tion . The third impression is,that in discourse wemay logically

predicate of him under every name, whatever may be predicated

of him under any name. This is simply saying that the language

of the Book and the Bible conforms to the law of all language.

* The name may never be confounded with the thing. The infer

ence from all these premises is that it is good Presbyterian speech

to say that either the bishop or the pastor or the minister or the

presbyter or the angel of the Church or the ambassador or the

evangelist or the preacher or the teacher or the steward of the

mysteries of God , is an officer of the Church , and is invested with

an office of the Church. It is difficult to imagine the state of

mind of that man who will select one of these scriptural titles, and

that, too, one out of themiddle of the list, and then argue that

the Constitution and the word of God and the very safety of the
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Presbyterian Church allow us to ascribe an office to him only

under that one title, or describe him as an officer only under that

one name. This is certainly a specimen of “ extraordinary confu

sion,” logically considered. At any rate, the inference is as far

from validity as his former statement,about the “ very phraseology

of the Book ” and Scripture, is from fact.

4 . Our Form of Government, Chap. VI., Sec . II., says :

" Of the Doctrine of Ordination .

" 1. Those who have been lawfully called are to be inducted into their

respective offices by the ordination of a court.

" ). Ordination is the authoritative admission of one duly called to an

office in the Church of God , accompanied with prayer and the inposition

of hands.

“ 3 . As every ecclesiastical office, according to the Scriptures, is a spe

cialcharge, noman shall be ordained unless it be to the performance of

a definite work."

In Section V ., Par. VIII., of the same Chapter, it is said : “ In

the ordination of probationers as evangelists, the eighth of the

preceding questions shall be omitted and the following substituted

for it.” Here, again , we find the same conclusion necessarily

flowing from the very words of our Book . Thosewho are lawfully

called to office , must be inducted into their respective offices by

ordination . Ordination is the authoritative admission of oneduly

called to office. Presbytery ordains probationers, as evangelists,

to their proper work. If this is not saying of the qualified pro

bationer that he is called to office , and by ordination as an evan

gelist authoritatively admitted to office, then no possible premises

can ever give a conclusion . The syllogism stands thus: all or

dained men are inducted by their ordination into their respective

offices ; J . B . is a man ordained as an evangelist ; therefore J.

B . is inducted into the office of an evangelist.

We thus reach the same conclusion reached before, viz., that it

is sound orthodox Presbyterian language to speak of the office of

the evangelist and the evangelist as an officer of the Church. If

a man is ordained to the work of an evangelist, then he is inducted

into the office of an evangelist ; if to the work of a pastor, then

into the office of a pastor, etc., etc. By one act he is at once and
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inseparably ordained to a work and installed in an office. True

Presbyterianism knows no ordinations sine titulo.

5 . But common sense will also conduct us to the same result .

Now, we do not in the least mean that reason is in any sense

superior to , or the measure of revelation . But we domean that

revelation is given to,reason , and will not outrage it. In the use

ofhuman discourse, it conforms to the lawsof language, that most

wonderful product of reason. . Now , the word officer designates

one that is invested with an office ; and the word office means

simply a charge or trust conferred by public authority and for a

public purpose. Whoever does an act in the name and by the

authority of the church, is a church officer and is invested with

an ecclesiastical office, and his act is an official act of the church.

If the world is not evangelised before men and books, inspired

and uninspired, speak under other laws, the present dispensation

will continue in secula seculorum . One might as well point out

to a child the impropriety and dangerous tendency of saying, “ My

father is sick ,” and teach the poor creature that his father, as

such, is not and cannot be sick , and insist on his using before

that predicate a subject that better suits the “ constitution ” of

the universe.

6 . The author of the article under review plainly takes for

granted that the writer holds and teaches that the evangelist's

office is not one and the samewith that of the pastor or bishop or

teaching elder, etc. The “ Baltimore brethren ,” that is to say,

the Secretary and the Chairman of the Executive Committee, are

soundly castigated for this dangerous heresy. But our critic

may rest assured that what the “ Baltimore brethren " contended

for in the conferences of “ the Committee on the Evangelist,” was

that the evangelist, as an officer, was simply a minister or teaching

elder; and that, when hewas set apart to that special work,which

the Assembly and the Book described as “ the work of an evan

gelist," it was necessary to intrust or delegate to him authority

to perform certain governmental acts which the pastor is not

authorised to do in the same way ; that is , severally. Of the

Chairman of the Executive Committee, he says : “ In this defini

tion , as well as in the language throughout the entire article, he
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makes the evangelist, in the character of evangelist, an officer of

the church." (The italics are our own.) Now , we deny it. We

have not, in the definition or in any passage of that article of

1879, or anywhere else, said either that or anything that fairly

implies it. Our opponent, in the character of opponent, has in

serted the italicised words. The language of the definition , and

he had just quoted it, is : “ The evangelist may be defined as a

temporary officer of the Church , with an extraordinary mission

and authority to wield ecclesiastical power in an extraordinary

way.” If one should have occasion to describe his father as an

officer of the Church , would that affirm or imply that his father,

in the character of father, was an ecclesiastical officer ? But our

critic follows up this unjust charge with what he supposes to be a

corroboration , saying, “ he pointedly distinguishes him as an offi

cer from the pastor.” Well, what of it ? Wecertainly do distin

guish one officer from another , just as we distinguish one drop of

water from another, because they are perfectly distinct, though in

the good and exact logical sense of the words, it is a distinction

that makes no difference. Then , to clinch his grave charge, our

brother cites our words with his own italics : “ This is the differ

entiating characteristic of his office.” The whole paragraph from

which the citation is made is here given , that the reference of the

subject may be seen and the differential difference understood :

" The Church has her regular method of increase and multiplication '

for all places to which she can go in her complete and proper form ; but

her commission (Matt. xxviii. 18) requires her 'to increase and multiply

also where she cannot go in her full organism , and this is the work that

distinctively pertains to the evangelist. It may be said that he is ap

pointed to a quasi-creutive work rather than the administration of an

established order. This is the differentiating characteristic of the office,

marking it out at once as temporary and extraordinary."

The reader will at once see that the quoted sentence means

“ this work is the differentiating characteristic." Now , upon our

brother 's niistake, we remark , (a ) that our statement makes the

differentiating characteristic reside in the work of the evangelist.

If any one can define an office without reference to its object

matter, we will be delighted to witness the exploit. But (6 ) it

does not appear that it was a misconstruction of the sentence that
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was the quasi-creator of this ignis fatuus. It seems rather to have

been a misapprehension of the force of the expression “ differenti

ating characteristic,” which means, not characteristic difference,

but characteristic differential. The figure is mathematical, and

denotes a value that by an inherent law regularly diminishes to

zero. It means the same as " distinguishing characteristic," with

the additional qualification that the distinction happily grows less

and less until it vanishes. And this is precisely what we believe

and what we wrote about this extraordinary and temporary work

of the evangelist. He first receives members into the church ;

then he ordains and installs ruling elders, and by that act loses

his power to receive members. He then ordains a pastor , and

parts in like manner with his own pastoral power. And so on,

until he reaches the zero of extraordinary power.

7. The article under review sharply rebukes the writer for

avowing that the problem can be solved only by " the general

principles that underlie and inform Presbyterianism ,” because

“ the (old ) Form ofGovernment barely recognises the evangelistic

office and then leaves it to be administered without the help of

constitutional enactments.” It is unnecessary to spend many

words in reply. Scarcely any one will be alarmed by the warning.

It is too well known and believed that no ecclesiastical or civil

constitution can foresee and provide formally for all the duties to

which its officers may be called ; and that in all such cases the

officers and courts must be guided by the informing and under

lying principles of the written code. Indeed, no written law can

be safely interpreted or applied without constant reference to

these very unwritten laws. Some of the best improvements of

the new Book over the old are simply the formal enactment of

what had been received and practised for years according to the

essential principles of Presbyterianism . Such is the history of

all our written laws concerning foreign missions.

8. A few words are, perhaps, due to our opponent's exegetical

treatment of the Greek words rendered evangelise, (evangel or)

gospel, and evangelist. He makes much of the conclusion he

reaches, that evangelise always means to preach , and hence, that

the evangelist, as such, is only a preacher of the word . Now , it

VOL. XXXIV., No. 2 — 4 .
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must be remembered that the signification of a word in discourse

is very rarely its unmodified etymological meaning. It is freely

admitted, that “ to evangelise," either with or without an inner

object (the object effected ), means simply to preach the gospel.

This being the primary sense of the word in Scripture, it abun

dantly justifies the Book in its statement of the reason why the

minister of the word is termed evangelist. But has not the verb

a larger meaning ? And has it not a larger sense when it takes

an outer object, or the object affected ? All other verbs have.

In Acts viii. 25 , it is said the Apostles “ evangelised many vil

lages of the Samaritans.” Now , it is not at all impossible that

the verb here has the meaning which it conveys to us when we

speak of evangelising the world ,” i. e., spreading the gospel and

establishing the Church throughout the world . This is what King

James's translators understood Philip to have done. In their

heading to this chapter, they say, “ The disciples being dispersed

by reason of a great persecution at Jerusalem , a church is planted

by Philip ' in Samaria ." In Robinson 's Greek Dictionary of the

New Testament, certainly very good authority , an evangelist is

defined as being “ a preacher of the gospel, not fixed in any place,

but travelling as a missionary to preach the gospel and establish

churches.” This meaning Dr. Robinson assigns to the word in

all the three passages in which it occurs, and refers to Neander ,

Theodoret, and Eusebius as authorities . On this question these

authorities, especially Eusebius and the translators of the author

ised version , could not have been biassed by modern notions con

cerning the evangelist. Besides all this, it is unquestioned that

the word “ gospel ” (evangel) is sometimes used in the Gospels,

and often in the Acts and the Epistles, in the same wide sense ,

as denoting the whole gospel scheme, including the Church . And

every time the expression “ the gospel of the kingdom ” is used,

it is explicitly declared that a kingdom or church is connected

with the good news or system of truth . Indeed , the first preach

ing of the gospel was in the words, “ The kingdom of heaven

(or God ) is at hand.” It is well known how intensely real and

visible " the kingdom of God ” was to the hearers of the Baptist,

Christ, and the Seventy . The new Book also twice uses the word
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evangelisation in this wide sense of planting the gospel Church :

“ The General Assembly shall have power to commit the various

interests pertaining to the general work of evangelisation to one

or more commissions." And again : “ The General Assembly

shall have power to institute the agencies necessary in the general

work of evangelisation.” When, now , we remember that, for

some reason , it is a very ancient opinion that the work of the

evangelist, distinctively considered , is to evangelise theworld ; not

only to preach about the kingdom , but to plant and establish the

kingdom in its .doctrine and government ; and that such has ever

been and is now the received doctrine of the Presbyterian Church

throughout the world , and that her standards and her courts and

her teachers , whenever they speak at all on the subject, use the

terms in this sense ; and that the evangelists of Scripture, whether

as such or otherwise, uniformly did so act; we do not feel, when

we follow their example, disturbed in the least degree by the in

ferences of “ one in the foreign field ” from the primary sense of

the term .

9 . Besides all this, the other specimens of exegesis towhich we

are treated, are not at all favorable to arouse a spirit of revolt

against the old authorities and of submission to the new leader.

His exegetical remark (on Phil. iv . 3 ), that “ the chivalric Paul

used so vulgar a phrase as “those women ,'” when the Apostle did

not say women at all, and, if he had said it, would have used a

most honorable appellation, even the one by which he addressed

his mother from the cross, is extraordinary. The Apostle simply

says : “ Help them who labored with me in the gospel.” In the

previous verse is found the antecedent of the pronoun, with which

it agrees in gender and number, and thus we discover that they

were women. Wecommend to our brother the ordinary interpre

tation of the aforesaid passage, in which Paul is commending the

not faultless Euodia and Syntyche to a male fellow -laborer who

would not work with them . Paul, in effect, says: “ I beseech

Euodia and I beseech Syntyche that they be of the samemind in

the Lord ; and I request you, true yoke- fellow — a request (vai)

which you will surely grant — to lay hold on the work with them ,

whoever and whatever (airives) they are, seeing that they labored
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in the gospel with me and Clement and the rest of my fellow

laborers, whose names, though I write them not, are written in

the book of life.” The argument of the passage , stripped of its

charming form , is from the greater to the less : “ If these women

were good enough to work with me and Clement and other minis

ters of the word, though they have their imperfections and sinful

infirmities, they are good enough to work with you, and you will,

therefore, please work with them .” In like manner, our critic, in

his remarks on 1 Tim . v . 14 , where Paul gives counsel (Boídouai),

but does not express his will, has given us an equally extraordi

nary interpretation . The ordinary one, that Paul expresses his

wish that the younger widows of his day — that is, all under sixty

years ofage - should marry, ought to satisfy any man ,even “ one

in the foreign field ,” notwithstanding his hesitation to work with

female assistants, whoever they are.

10. Our brother does “ most seriously object ” to our taking

the extraordinary work of the evangelist as the differentiating

characteristic of his charge or office . He has proved to his own

satisfaction that preaching is the only work that is ascribed by the

term to the evangelist. He excludes the administration of the

sacraments, and,by an extraordinary interpretation of 1 Cor. i. 17,

claims to have distinct authority for the exclusion of the adminis

tration of baptism . “ We have seen ,” says he, “ that what dis

tinctively pertains to him according to Scripture and our Book, is

to preach the gospel ; and that, as an officer, he is not differenti

ated from his brethren at all; . . . . (and) must exercise this

extra power (of government) as an elder.” If this passage says

anything, it says : The evangelist, as a preacher, is differentiated

from his brother preachers by the distinctive characteristic of

preaching ; as an officer, he is not differentiated at all from his

brethren ; but as an elder intrusted with extraordinary power, he

is neither differentiated nor not differentiated ! ! On this ex

plicit, clear, and logical deliverance, the following remarks are

submitted : We (a) do.not know what it distinctively means, and

have no means of ascertaining its sense. We (6 ) do not perceive

how that which is common to all can be distinctive of any. And

(c ) we have a serious objection to the underlying principles
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thereof. We used the term “ evangelist ” in the sense in which

we formally defined it ; a sense which our antagonist perfectly

understood, for he tries to prove that it is incorrect. He then

puts his sense into the word in our article, and complains that

“ there is a want of explicitness about the whole passage that

is calculated to mystify and confuse ! ! There would be the same

trouble with any other passage of ourarticle or of our Book, which

does not use the term in its naked and primary etymological sense .

Let us try it in the passage which he quotes in this connexion,

substituting his distinctive terms, and it will read thus: “ When

a minister is appointed to the work of the minister of the word,

distinctively considered ,' he is commissioned to preach the word ,

and, “what does not pertain to him , distinctively considered ,' to

administer the sacraments, . . . . and to him , “not distinctively

considered , but as an elder,'may be intrusted power to organise ,

etc.” Furthermore, the whole question concerns “ the power of

jurisdiction " and not “ the power of order.” Such was the title

and subject of the former article. On the principle that public

appointment to a work carried with it the delegation of the

needed authority to accomplish that work , we seriously asked,

and answered as well as we could , the question, “ What powers

must the Church delegate to its evangelist ? ” This, of course,

raised the preliminary question, “ What is the distinctive work of

the evangelist ? ” Wetook the term in the sense in which it was

given to us, and used “ evangelist ” and “ missionary ” inter

changeably . Permission is freely given to all and every one to

qualify the terms, ad libitum , with “ as elder ” or any other

secundum quid . It will not change the bearing of a single sen

tence on the question discussed, but will, perhaps, show “ one in

the foreign field " that he has been chasing an “ ignis fatuus.”

Whilst, however, we feel free to grant this large liberty to the

reader, it must be understood that it is done only because it makes

no difference as far as this discussion is concerned. We do not

wish to turn aside to an irrelevant matter. Butwe do not believe

that the minister of the word preaches as one thing and rules as

another. Webelieve thathe preaches as a teaching elder and

rules as a teaching elder ; that he has one office and not two. He
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does not exercise potestas ordinis as a teacher, and potestas juris

dictionis as an elder, but both as a bishop. If ever there be

occasion, we feel prepared to defend this position by Scripture,

the standards, common sense, and authorities .

11. We now inform our reviewer that there is onequite vulner

able point in our " definition ,” upon which he might have founded a

just criticism , if he had been as keen for things as he is forwords.

As our object is not victory, but the service of the Church in a

matter of vast importance , in which there are most serious diffi ,

culties, however lightly and cavalierly our brother may regard

and handle them , we are glad of a suitable opportunity to correct

our error. We therefore give the definition of an evangelist,

which, with our present light, we feel prepared to defend and

teach . We now say : “ The evangelist is an officer of the

Church , with a temporary and extraordinary mission and au

thority to wield ecclesiastical power in an extraordinary way."

His work is temporary ; i. e., there will be no occasion to

plant and establish the Church during the last part of the gospel

age ; for then the evangelisation of the world will have been

an accomplished fact, and “ the earth shall be full of the knowl

edge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea.” The occasion

of the mistake is the fact that there is no material difference

between the work and the office . The work , taken subjectively

as a duty or charge, is the office. Every minister is authorised to

do any ministerial work, but each one receives a special charge.

The special charge characterises each minister's work. Thus

speaks the Book , Chap. IV., Secs. 3 - 6 . Another correction of

our former article is also necessary. The error, however, was

not ours, but the copyist's, and escaped our notice at the time of

sending off themanuscript. On page699, the expression “ evan

gelistic courts” is printed , where we had written " evangelistic

committees,” the latter word in an abbreviated form , which, we

suppose, occasioned the mistake. It is so plainly a mistake, that

the proper word can be substituted without calling for any other

change, even the least. The former error, corrected above, calls

for the total change of the next sentence, and then the transposi

tion of 2d and 1st. If we had meant " courts,” we could not
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possibly have used the alternative expressions which we employed ;

but, meaning " committees," those expressions are natural,. and

require no change. The writer is just as much opposed to extra

ordinary courts as his critic. With this explanation , we resume

our reply.

12. Our critic severely censures our use of the word extra

ordinary , as applied to the way in which the evangelist wields

his power of jurisdiction . Theacknowledged fact that the foreign

missionary often wields the power of church -government severally

and not jointly , we characterised as an exercise of the power of

jurisdiction in an extraordinary way." We call the attention

of the reviewer and the reader to the fact that the ordinary sev

eral power (potestas ordinis). is outside of this discussion , and

not to be named . We are discussing the evangelist's power of

jurisdiction , a power which is exercised jointly, by courts, when

administered in the ordinary way. On this point we used several

and extraordinary interchangeably, just as we used evangelist and

missionary. This ought to have protected us from the charges

laid at our door, for the reviewer understood us. He, referring

expressly to the power of jurisdiction , says of us : “ When he

says that this power resides in the evangelist in an extraordinary

mode, he, of course, means that in him it is a several power ; for

the ordinary mode is that of our Book, which says: "ecclesias

tical jurisdiction is not a several but a joint power, to be exercised

by presbyters in courts.' This, we are all aware, is the almost

universal opinion .” And this almost universal opinion he stig

matises as “ the fundamental error, the fruitful source of the

whole difficulty,” and “ the natural consequence (!) of exalting

the title evangelist to the place of a distinct office.” (The last

three italics are our own.) He then goes on to prove the opinion

of “ one in the foreign field,” and thus overthrow the " almost

universal opinion" on the subject. Weneed not follow the argu

ment. It is founded on the fact that courts may in an ordinary

way exercise their power through commissions, and that the

foreign missionary is a commissioner of a court, and therefore the

court through him exercises her power in an ordinary way ; the

difference between a board of commissioners and one commis
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sioner duly appointed , being a difference of degree, and not of

kind. Thus he seeks to prove that “ the method for doing

the work abroad is the same as the method for doing the

samework at home.” Now , to a man who looks at things and

and not at words, this puzzle is easily solved .

(a ) Admitting for a moment that the difference between a com

missioner and an organised body of commissioners is not one of

kind, we may ask whether there is not a difference of kind be

tween such a “ commission ” as our Book authorises its courts to

raise and such a " commission ” as the evangelist receives from

Presbytery. The word is plainly used in two different senses.

The chapters which authorise the one and the other, are treating

of widely different subjects. There is no objection to the evan

gelist terming himself a commissioner of Presbytery ; but then

he must not claim analogy, much less identity of kind, with the

members of such a commission as the Book provides for in its

Section on “ Ecclesiastical Commissions.” Heis not such a com

missioner. (6 ) An ecclesiastical commission is always appointed

to a specific work . It is not appointed to ordain any one under

the jurisdiction of the court, or organise churches anywhere within

its bounds, etc., etc. It is appointed to ordain A B , to organise

a church in C , and so on . Here, again , is a difference of kind

between the commission of an evangelist and the commission of

an “ ecclesiastical commission .” . It is thus self-evident that the

evangelist is not an ecclesiastical commission of " one,” instead

of “ two or three.” (c) There is, however , a difference of kind

between that method which requires a body of co-commissioners

and directs them to ordain a particular man , and then dissolve,

ipso facto ; and that method which commissions oneman to or

dain any man he judges qualified in a foreign field , and to con

tinue to do so indefinitely. What is committed to the one is

vastly different from what is committed to the other, and the re

positories of the different trusts are commissioners of a specific

ally different kind. Our critic says more than once, that “ the

ordinary and regular method ” of Presbytery for doing certain

things, is by means of a Committee of two or three,” and then

asks, “ But if it appoints only one, is hisoffice thereby changed ?”
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Certainly not, but, ex vi terminorum , the “ ordinary and regular

method ” is changed . Of course, whatever is done at all, must

be done in some way ; and, whatever is not done in the ordinary

way, is done in an extraordinary way. It will be hard to con

vince the Southern Presbyterian Church to reject the almost

“ universal opinion” for this substitute. By mere inspection ,

without conscious argument, people will perceive at once that the

foreign missionary wields the power of jurisdiction in a way that

is extra ordinem , and not in the way in which that power is ever

wielded within the established Church. If, however, it will help

to keep the peace, we are perfectly willing to substitute severally

for “ extraordinary way.”

13. The reviewer likewise criticises brethren for saying that

the evangelist is an “ extraordinary officer ," and that he is in

vested with an " extraordinary office.” The present writer has

never used those expressions, and thinks that they are quite ob

jectionable in this discussion. It is alwaysdesirable to use a test

word in the same sense throughout one and the same discussion .

And certainly neither the officer nor the office is extra ordinem .

They are both within the established order, and duly provided

for. It is the work, taken objectively , that is out of the reach

of the courts as such , or their ordinary commissions. Every

minister of the word receives, by ordination , thesame office . The

pastor may become evangelist, or the evangelist pastor, without

reordination . But we assure our alarmed brother that the

brethren who use this objectionable expression , hold thesamedoc

trine as himself on this point. They use the phrase not in its

strict sense , but as an abridgment and symbol of a larger formula ;

just as the writer used (and was perfectly understood) the phrase

" extraordinary power” interchangeably with the more cumbrous

but exact language of his definition . In official communications

and conferences spreading over two years, with men of every

sbade of opinion , and among them the man who is (if we mistake

not) the author of the anonymous article quoted from , we have

never heard any other doctrine broached. All have agreed that

the evangelist is simply a minister of the word , to whom is in

trusted, from the necessity of the case , extraordinary or several
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power of jurisdiction . The disagreement has been on other and

far more serious points — difficulties that cannot be removed by

stating one or the other sidemore correctly and moderately . And

these difficulties, too, are of such a nature that they cannotbe

solved by any possible doctrine as to the way in which the evan

gelist exercises ecclesiastical power. And, unless some of our

missionaries in the foreign field , with a discriminating head and a

truth -loving heart and a single eye to the welfare of the Church,

can suggest a solution from that wisdom which can come only

from practice and experience, the instruction will have to be

given in the form of chastising providences — either upon our own

Church , or upon some other.

14. Our brother is very sure that the foreign missionary, in

his exercise of power of jurisdiction , is the delegate of Presby

tery. Perhaps he is ; and if this become the settled doctrine of

the Church , then there will necessarily be a corresponding limit

placed upon the evangelist's powers. In our former article we

considered him the delegate of the General Assembly ; and if

this become the settled faith of the Church , then there will neces

sarily be larger powers put into his hand. The question concerns

a matter of fact, and the fact must be discovered by inspection.

That he is the delegate of the court which appoints him ,may be

assumed as a general truth until it is denied . Of course, then,

the homemissionary is the delegate of the Presbytery, for he has

noappointment from any other source. But the foreign mission

ary, whilst he is undoubtedly appointed by the Presbytery, is, as

a matter of fact, and now in accordance with written law , ap

pointed by the General Assembly also. Now , which of these

appointments is the one that determines his status as a delegate ?

He cannotbe the appointee or commissioner of both in the same

respect. Weremain impressed with the conviction that he is, in

this respect, the delegate of the Assembly , though we freely con

fess our inability to frame a syllogism from which that conclusion

will necessarily flow . The following considerations lead us to this

view :

(a ) As before the work of general evangelisation was formally,

by a constitutional provision , committed to the General Assem
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bly, it was actually so committed , according to the underlying

principle of Presbyterianism , that a work which is common to

the whole Church properly pertains to that Presbytery which is

also common to the whole Church ; so now , though there is no

written law declaring it to be so, the general evangelist is actually

regarded and treated as speaking and acting in the name and by

the authority of the Assembly, according to the general principle

that an officer is doing the work of that court to which the work

properly pertains.

(6 ) The General Assembly is responsible for the support of

the foreign missionary, and requires from him a report of his

work , and approves his diligence or disapproves his neglect. A

delegate most naturally reports to the court whose delegate he is.

(c ) The Presbyteries, according to the new Book, may be re

garded as having, since 1879, given up their powers over the

foreign work into the hands of the Assembly , and having re

served to themselves only the right of ordination and judicial pro

cedures.

(d ) The ordination by Presbytery may be regarded as the in

duction into office, and the commission of the General Assembly

as the call to the work. Thus the call authorises the ordination

and the ordination gives effect to the call, and the commission is

one and joint, and the responsibility is to both : to the Presby

tery in one respect and to the Assembly in another, all which

accords with the facts of the case . Now , whilst we would not

find it a difficult task to pick flaws in the above statements, we

are unable to make a statement on the other side that is not be

set with still more serious faults. It is easy , indeed , to cut the

knot by dogmatically affirming that, of course, the evangelist acts

in the name ofhis Presbytery only , or in thename of the Assem

bly only , but this procedure does not commend itself to the gen

eral good sense of the Lord's people , and blindly refuses to untie

the real knot, which is “ the actual facts of the case .”

15 . This brings us to the severe and scornful treatment of that

part of our former article which discussed the complex problem

presented by the actual facts of the case." Now , we say frankly

to our brother that we feel great reverence for the facts of God's
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providence, whether complex or simple, always receiving them as

the revelation and execution of his eternal decrees. And when

those facts are not contrary to aught that is expressly set down

in Scripture or to a good and necessary inference therefrom , we

accept them as the execution of his positive decrees. But, to our

brother, this complex fact of an organised “mission ” is every

thing that is bad, a veritable Pandora's box, but without " hope"

at the bottom to follow and ameliorate the innumerable and un

mitigated evils that fly abroad and infect the whole Church.

Well, there is left one in the home field that feels undisturbed

and serene ! We never wove that complex fact. It was put

into our hands - jointly with the other Baltimore brethren — just

as the words " evangelist” and “ evangelisation.” We studied it

as best we could , with the Scriptures and the Book before us,

especially the Acts of the Apostles, which our brother inter

prets so extraordinarily . The ordinary interpretation, which

makes the church at Jerusalem the home-church , and the Gentile

churches as “missionary ” churches in the very process of forma

tion and union with the mother church, taking away from them ,

of course, the distinctive and differential modification made by

the presence of apostles and prophets is altogether on our

side. But the brother mistakes us when he supposes that we

were trying to present a theory that would prevent, in the for

eign field , those difficulties and confusions which arise from the

sinful infirmities of men, even the best. It was such confusion

as necessarily results from the theory itself that wewere arguing

against, or rather, used as a reductio ad absurdum . No system ,

however coherent in its subject-matter , alas, can relieve the

Church, either at homeor abroad, from this the saddest of all con

fusions — conduct which the acknowledged theory forbids. And

our critic perceived very plainly the object of the paper, for he

expressly argues against " the theory ,” and then , as he thinks,

clinches the argument by examples of confusion arising from a

disregard of " theory.” The trouble between Paul and Peter at

Antioch was not one of doctrine, and did not arise from antago

nistic principles. Peter was the first of all the Apostles to receive

and practise and defend “ the theory ” that was common to him
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and Paul as the law on the subject. He had also in Antioch

previously conformed thereto in his practice as well as his teach

ing. Paul rebuked him for his inconsistency. In like manner,

the strife between Paul and Barnabas was with reference to the

fitness of John-Mark for the work, not with reference to " the

theory ” that the agent of the work should be a fit person . And

in the solution of the difficulty , too, they both acted on the same

" theory,” to wit, that each should follow his own conscience and

leave the judgment to God . On the contrary, neither one charged

the other with “ distinctly and emphatically discarding and set

ting aşide both the Constitution and the Holy Scriptures in dis

cussing the evangelist” John-Mark. It is not our purpose in this

communication to defend the positions of our former article

which we leave to the future — but to defend ourselves against

the charge of publishing principles that are “ unscriptural," " un

constitutional,” “ unwise," " dangerous.” Once, in a time of

great confusion and unpleasantness, wewere officially declared to

be a dangerous citizen. Now we are charged , in a tone of de

cided authority, with being a dangerous “ ecclesiastic.” It seems

that Adam and Eve, as hand in hand they go forth from Eden

for their sin , can be the only scriptural example that is left for

us now to follow .

“ Some natural tears they dropt, but wiped them soon :

The world was all before them , where to choose

Their place of rest, and Providence their guide."

16 . The brother bitterly attacks the “ organised mission ” as

an unconstitutional “ court.” Now , if his censures were due to

the unfortunate appearance of that word once, in our discussion

of the “mission ," or if he had drawn from the use of the word, as

he did in reference to the other words, the bad inferences which

would , in that case, justly flow , we would say no more than we

have said and leave the subject for future impersonal discussion .

Certainly , if the word court, in its proper sense, were applied se

riously and intentionally to the " mission ” as an actual fact, its

well known and accepted ecclesiastical use would tend to exalt

the "mission” to an unconstitutional place in our agencies for the

evangelisation of the world . But here the brother attacks, not
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so much the word as the thing . He cordially endorses the gen

eral principles, laid down in the beginning of our article,which are

inductions from the ordinary and perpetual FORM of the Presby

terian Church as our guide in the discussion . Would our critic

have us make inductions of general principles from any other par

ticulars than complete ones ? Certainly not, for that would be to

make genus equal species ; nay, in the way he argues, individual

would equal genus, and would have in it mere matter, no essence,

and no distinctive individual traits. Now when these principles of

the ordinary state are applied to an extraordinary state of things

every important word must be qualified by quasi or quoad hoc,

for the change in the status and relation of the things necessitates

a corresponding change in the symbols. The very problem pro

posed to be solved was : Given , these acknowledged principles of

a regularly organised Presbyterianism , how far can they be ap

plied to an organising Presbyterianism , where there are no

" parts," that is, no proper courts ? The only thing assumed by

our statement of the question was, that they must be applied as

far as they can . Co-evangelists are individually “ quasi-parts,"

that is, “ quasi- courts,” a temporary expedient to do the work of

courts ; and collectively , they are to exercise the power of the

whole in an extraordinary way , i. e ., as a quasi-court of evan

gelists to do the work of the highest court. Weused these in

ductions in the words in which we found them ready-made by

Presbyterian authorities. It does not alter the sense a whit to

write : “ The whole ecclesiastical power is in every court and over

the power of every court.” In its application to the question it

means, as we contended , “ The whole evangelistic power is in

every evangelist and over the power of every evangelist.” The

first our brother admits and claims. The second he denies. In

the foreign field , according to him , the power of the whole is not

over the power of every part. We will see the results of this

denial presently. Westated the question, as raised by the appli

cation of these principles thus: “ What is the relation of co-evan

gelists to each other as to the exercise of extraordinary power ?

Is it joint or several?” . The inference drawn from these general

principles was in the following words: “ According to the prin
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ciples of this paper wemust answer that the power is joint and

not several ; andmust be administered by the 'mission' as a body,

or a temporary distribution must be made according to the exi

gencies of the case and after the analogy of the existing Consti

tution . The evangelists are each ‘parts ' in which is the power of the

whole, but this common power is over the power of every part, and

must be exercised by the whole body, or a system of evangelistic

courts.” It is plain that if we had used the word courts, it was

with the same limitation as " parts ," not real courts , but “ bodies "

or " conventions” of those in each of whom there is the whole

delegated power. Weconfess freely, however, that the word is

inappropriate, and, by our own misfortune, tends to misrepresent

us ; for, in our last words, embodying the naked principle to be

conserved, we say : " It seems necessary to hold that evangelists

must exercise their power jointly when they co -exist in time and

space." This is all we ever contended for; this weabide by — and

this does not make them a court in any proper sense of the word.

The Faculty of a Theological Seminary, or the Board of Direc

tors, have just asmany general marks of an ecclesiastical court

as the “ mission ,” and in one respect more ; that is to say, many

of their decisions are final and without review or appeal. Every

act of this mission ” is not final, until confirmed by the General

Assembly. This robs it of one essentialmark of a court. What

is it, then ? It is,ecclesiastically considered , just what the “ Bal

timore brethren ” are. Ifwe are an Executive Committee, so are

they. If we are an ecclesiastical commission, so are they. In

one respect we are superior in committed authority , and they are

a sub-committee or sub-commission. In another respect they are

superior and we are nothing, for they can open and shut the doors

of the Church and its ministry, and appeal must be taken , if

taken at all, to the Assembly ; and it was in this aspect alone

that we discussed it. But does not the " mission ” in this latter

aspect look like a court ? Undoubtedly — to the superficial ob

server ; for it is doing the work of a court. Itmust be under

stood that the power is wielded in an extraordinary mode by a

temporary and vanishing expedient. Substitute for the "mis

sion ” our brother 's plan. He says, in his own italics : “ Let each
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one (each evangelist) have sole jurisdiction over a distinct part

of the field . Any one might invite his brethren to travel with

him , preach with him , and even ordain with him , while only

he would have authority and jurisdiction in that particular

district. This is, in fact, the only possible way in which it

can be done." Taking Paul, as an evangelist, for a “ prece

dent" and " authority ” to himself, he says, with charming naiveté,

“ Paul was at liberty to travel when and where he chose, to stay

as long as he chose at any one place, and move from one city to

another, to establish new stations without a vast amount of for

mal recommendations of missions and approval of Executive Com

mittees. He was also at liberty to choose his own native assist

tants, and make tents (bricks ?) to support himself, or call upon

the churches to support him . . . . Let the evangelists be free

and independent of each other and directly responsible to the

Church at home. . . . Let each man take hold of the special

work to which he feels called , and be free to develop it without

interference on the part of his brethren . If it be a college, let it

be under a close corporation, composed of intelligent Christian

men in the field. If it is direct ecclesiastical work , let him have

his own field and place of residence, and gather round him his

native assistants, as Paul did .” Such is the way, according to “ one

in the foreign field ,” in which the evangelist should have the

liberty to do his own sweet will in his own “ district.” This claim

and theory is undoubtedly extraordinary to the last degree. But

does not the evangelist, in this view , look like a Prelate in his *

See ? Undoubtedly, to the superficial observer, for he is doing

the work of a prelate . The same understanding is necessary

here . Which, then , looks themore anti-Presbyterian ? a quasi

court or a quasi-prelate ? And now suppose a coup d' état were

performed just in these respective states of affairs — then the qua

si-court would become a real Presbyterian court, and the quasi

prelate a real prelatical bishop with a see. Which is the contin

gency weare providing for ? Exactly the former . Which against ?

Exactly the latter. Our principles provide for the vanishing

away, as fast as possible, of all that is temporary and extraordi

nary and " quasi" and " quoad hoc ;" so that, whenever the cord
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that binds the foreign Church to themother Church is cut or

breaks, that sundering may leave a regular Presbyterian Church,

with its real courts, in which the evangelists, thus carried off from

the home Church , will appear as simple ministers without any

extraordinary differentiations from their brethren .

17. Our brother (as usual when he puts a meaning into our

words which he sees we did not intend or imply ) grows especially

severe and sarcastic in further handling this evangelistic court."

Using the word “ mission ” to denote collectively a number of

evangelists, we said : “ The actual facts of the Foreign Mission

ary work, however, generally present a still more complex prob

lem . A ‘mission ' is usually composed ofmore than one general

evangelist, and there arises the question , What is the relation of

these evangelists of the samemission to each other as to the ex

ercise of extraordinary power ? Is it joint or several ? " Asan

alternative expression , we speak of “ co-evangelists preaching the

gospel in the same field ." By actual " facts ” wemeant the com

mon policy of sending two or more evangelists to one place to

work together, or, if one be sent alone or is providentially left

alone, to send, as soon as possible, another to reinforce him . Be

sides, our critic mistakes the exact meaning of the word actual,

which (wequote from a dictionary of logical termsbefore us )means

(a ) “ what is opposed to potential, . . . (6 ) what is opposed to

real.” The same authority says that “ the term real always im

ports the existent.” We were discussing actual facts without

reference in the least to the question whether they were real or

not. Therefore we first postulated one evangelist in the field ,

and drew certain inferences from that hypothesis. Then , co -evan

gelists, and did the same, and the inference was that their power

is joint and not several; and that is all. And these two are its

only senses in logic. And the brother understood us. He says :

“ Wehave hitherto considered the mission in the same light as

Dr. Lefevre, that is , as an “evangelistic court.' ” “ We suppose

it is in that light only that he regards it" in . He then sub

stitutes for our “ mission " the “ mission of the Manual.” Of

course, by " this hocus-pocus modus operandi" we are put into a

painful dilemma. But the reader's attention is called to the real

VOL. XXXIV., No. 245.
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fact that the subject of discussion was the actual “ jurisdiction of

the evangelist," and was applied only to one historical fact, a

then recent ordination in China, which was a real jurisdiction

that was not actual. The “mission of the Manual” regards the

missionaries in the only light in which the Executive Committee

could regard them , that is, the light in which the missionaries

are responsible, ad interim , to that Committee. In writing our

article, by a habit which we have contracted of sticking to the

point, we did not even think of “ the mission of the Manual.”'

Certain things were committed to the Executive Committee by

the action of the Assembly, whose commission it is. Some, or

all, no matter which, of these things were sub -committed to the

body of the missionaries of each given field . But the Executive

Committee have not one jot of " the power of jurisdiction,” in the

sense of our article. Our article discussed the mission under a

different aspect, which altogether left out lay missionaries, who

are never called evangelists or co-evangelists, and who are never

ordained by Presbyteries and who have no “ powers of jurisdic

tion ” at all. The venerable brother who criticised our article

" in the same number of the REVIEW ," and who, our present

critic declares, “ strangely enough supposes that Dr. Lefevre pro

poses to create this court,” was right in his supposition, only in

stead of court there should be put some term that would unequi

vocally designate an agency for the co-exercise of the power of

jurisdiction in an extraordinary way. Never before had we seen

or heard a logical discussion of the subject of our paper, and we

are agreeably surprised to find that the venerable and the young

er critic have not compelled any withdrawal from the actual facts

of that article, which we hope some day to see realised . This

proposed “ body” or “ convention ," or whatever it actually is and

is to be called, would then be the agency for the exercise of the

joint-power of jurisdiction of co-evangelists. There would be no

“mongrel" or " hybrid ” characteristic about it ; it certainly would

be extra ordinem , as all else that is involved in the discussion ,

and, like the scaffolding of a building, to be taken away when the

building is finished. Over this proposed body and its proposed

functions, the Executive Committee would have no control ; and
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its members could “ freely correspond" and confer with each

other as under their own vine and fig -tree. The only thing

it would secure would be the joint exercise of the key of govern

ment ; and, surely , this appears to be according to the Constitu

tion. Any possible improvements, by addition or subtraction or

reconstruction , in the Executive Committee , or the mission of

the Manual,” would not touch it. We again submit the result

of our study to the Church, without further defence at this time,

and ask our brethren to look at it patiently . Something ought

to be done in this matter. Is the Church ready to adopt the

principle that co -evangelists must not exercise their power of ju

risdiction jointly ? Or, admitting that “ principles” require a

joint exercise thereof, is she willing to adopt the method of escape

proposed by our brother — " send but one to a place ?" Because

of difficulties created in one mission by brethren of differing

judgments, are we to set aside the guidance of principles, or the

policy which is dictated by the experience of allmissionary agen

cies in the world ?

18. If ourbrother will re-read pages 644 – 5 of our previous arti

cle, he will see that he has totally misstated our position in the fol

lowing language which he uses in reference to us. “ Hemaintains

thatthenative Presbytery “becomes immediately a member and con

stituent of the General Assembly whose evangelistbrought it into

existence. Admitting this theory , we cannot see why a particu

lar church may notbecome a constituent part of the home Church

as well as the Presbytery .” Now , that is the very thing wecon

tended for. We insisted that the church, organised by our evan

gelist in a foreign land, is in true and real connexion with our

home Church ; that it is just precisely the particular church of

our Book ; and that the evangelist is the connecting link that

binds it temporaily to the Assembly . We hold that, first by un

written law , now by the new Book, the other courts have given

up by distribution their rights in the foreign field to the General

Assembly , just as the States gave up their public domains to the

federal government at the time of the adoption of the present

Constitution . This is the only one of our missionary principles

that has passed into written law ,but it logically carries all therest.
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19. Again, our critic says that he “ cannot understand why ?

we " limit the work to the formation of a Presbytery.” Well, we

understand it. It is because it is not necessary to the work of

an evangelist that he should have any further extraordinary

powers. We are opposed to delegating powers one single step

further than actually necessary. A native Presbytery, when

it has been formed , must be reported to the General Assembly ,

which will assign it to a Synod , and give its commissioners

seats in its own body ; and, when there is a sufficient num

ber of contiguous native Presbyteries, the General Assembly

will set them off into a native Synod . This is as far as the

native Church can go as long as it remains under the juris

diction of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church

in the United States.

20 . Our brother argues, and with considerable force , for the

theory which antagonises ours as to the ecclesiastical status of

the native church. We had stated it thus: “ It has been main

tained that, after a body of believers have been admitted to seal

ing ordinances by the foreign missionary, and have had ruling

elders and a pastor ordained and installed, this primary court pos

sesses all church -power, and may perform all the functions of the

whole Church . . . and is a germ which developes by a force ab

intra into the full grown tree.. Indeed, the writer is aware of no

Presbyterian doctrine antagonistic to his own, whose truth would

not depend on and flow from that very pre-supposition .” We

freely admitted that there might be such a church, but claimed

that a church organised by an evangelist was not such , but one

whose FORM was that of the evangelist's own church . Our posi

tion was that “ at every stage the organic product was of the evan

gelist's own kind - genus, species, and even variety ." Who could

give him authority to organise a church in any other form ? The

evangelist, whose criticisms we are answering, contends that the

particular church which he organises and over which he ordains

and instals elders and a pastor, is such a germinal church . We

reply : then ' (a ) he is, contrary to his own as well as our ex

pressed teaching, an evangelist of a differentkind from the do

mestic evangelist ; or, (6 ) that he has the super-ecclesiastical fac
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ulty of producing what is not after his own kind. And, if so,

whence did he get it ? Not from his Presbytery, for the Presby

tery had it not to give ; and where is the evidence that he is an

evangelist, like Philip, " not from (aró) men , neither through (dua)

man, but through Jesus Christ and God the Father” (Gal. i. 1).

In describing the church which it is part of the evangelist's work

to organise and equip , he declares, “ Such a church is not

Congregational . . . ; nor is it Prelatic . ; nor yet

is it Independent, since it is governed according to Pres

byterian law sown in the hearts of the people and sworn to by

the officers.” The reply is easy. Such a church is saved from

Independency only by the fact that it is, through the evangelist,

under the care and government of the home Church . Surely it

is not in connexion with any other Church than the evangelist's ;

and if not with his either, then it is an Independent Presbyterian

church . But there is the “ Presbyterian law ” in the hearts of

its members and officers, and therefore, he continues, " several

such churches planted in any district will as surely grow into a

Classical Presbytery as themany roots that shootdownwards from

the seed will push above ground one single stem , destined to grow

into a full-grown tree.” Such , indeed , would be the result, if

there were nothing else than that good law in their hearts. But,

since “ another law ” is there also , even the “ law of sin ,” we can

not be so sure beforehand that the germ will grow properly or

make any growth at all. The surer way is to plant those " sap

lings" in an orchard, and cultivate them on general principles .

Besides, it may be added that there are just such Independent

Presbyterian churches at home, which, with all their opportuni

ties and all their piety , and all the outside pressure, remain In

dependent still. Is it actually the work of the Presbyterian

evangelist to establish such churches ? Do not our principles re

quire that we plant the regular organism ,as it is described in the

Bɔɔk, and cultivate the field accordingly ? This is to be done, of

course, not through fear “ lest thepeach -seed planted on foreign soil

should spring up as orange or mango trees " — which would not be

so very bad — but lest, for want of proper cultivation , it grow not

at all, or make a wild growth and produce degenerate fruit, with
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bitter poison in the kernel and no luscious meat on the hard

shell. The reader is asked just here to recall the former picture

of the foreign field , divided into districts, in each of which one

foreign evangelist has his residence, his native ministers, his lay

co -workers, the sole direction of the work, and the sole ecclesi

astical jurisdiction ; a picture that beats that of the evangelist

Paul, as drawn in the Acts of the Apostles ! Now , let this pic

ture be filled out with sprinkling Independent Presbyterian

churches over each district, and what does it look like ? A quasi

prelate over independent churches, which have no bond of union

except that clergyman's care and government! Let that one

man , for any reason ; good, bad, or mixed, renounce his alle

giance to the home Church , and we have a complete Prelatical

Church . We acknowledge that our principles make us prefer

some actual state of things that looks more like Presbyterianism —

even if it be not the regular thing - only capable of becoming

such by the withdrawal of the foreign from the home Church, as

the ripened fruit falls from the tree that bore it .

21. But again : it does not appear, on our brother's princi

ples, that there is need for the evangelist's having any power of

jurisdiction at all. This, indeed ,would solve one difficult problem ,

but would create a greater — a minister of the word, placed where

he could in no way whatever use the power of jurisdiction . If

these aforesaid churches , without the exercise of any power over

them , will and must unite of their own motion into a Presbytery,

why may not and must not the native converts, in like man

ner, self-moved, unite into a church, thus organising them

selves as a particular church, and letting the foreign evangelist

confine himself, as the term denotes, to preaching to them “ to do

all things whatsoever Christ has commanded.” Their right to

do so cannot be denied , except on the principles of Prelacy .

The brother is, in fact, making a mistake about his seed both

ways. The Book says: “ The power which Christhas committed

to his Church, rests in the whole body, the rulers and the ruled ,

constituting it a spiritual commonwealth. This power, as exer

cised by the people, extends to the choice of those officers whom

he has appointed in his Church.” Such is the underlying prin
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ciple of the organised Church . Now apply it to an organising

Church. Postulate a small company of God's people, separated

in the divine providence from all others. Having the right to

choose the officers of the church, irrespective of the distinction

between rulers and ruled, suppose they make that selection. Now ,

who will dare to say that they have the greater right of creating

their officers, and deny them the lesser right of setting them apart

to their respective offices in an extraordinary way under these

extraordinary circumstances ? This is the starting point of a ger

minating church , working from within ; and thus she creates and

puts on the organised form . Christ's own interpretation of his

first parable of the kingdom of heaven as a visible Church, that

of the tares and wheat, says : “ The good SEED are the CHILDREN

of the kingdom ;" and these “ children " are those who, in the

language of the previous parable, have received “ the seed of the

word” " into good and honest hearts." From all which it appears

that church power resides germinally, not in the parochial

presbytery, but in the Lörl's people as such .

22. One word more, and that about “ The Mission of the

Manual.” From our former article no one could have known that

there was such a thing as the Executive Committee or its sub

committee, the Mission of the Manual. We were discussing a

thing over which neither the one nor the other has any control.

Wedo not suppose that improvements cannot be made in the

agencies which the Assembly has established . Our paper pro

poses one. Of course there may be one or two things, about the

oversight and division of the work, which are now committed to

the Committee, but actually belong to this proposed agency. One

thing is certain : if there be an Executive Committee at all, it

must have these sub- committees for advice, and, in urgent cases ,

action ad interim . Another thing is also certain , that no man

has as yet clearly drawn a line of division between purely execu

tive matters and jurisdictional matters. Some things are border

matters, which have the nature of both . The best illustration of

these bordermatters is thatgiven by the sacraments of the Church.

They at once belong to both the potestas ordinis and the potestas

jurisdictionis. The Book classes them under the former head ;
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but treats them as belonging to the latter. They are both . Their

administration is at once an act of teaching and an act of govern

ment.

We wish to add, that the venerable Secretary of Foreign

Missions has not seen or heard a word of this paper ; nor will

he, until it appears in the REVIEW ; nor has there been a

word of conference with him or any other of the Baltimore

brethren " as to its subject-matter. The writer alone is respons

ible. It would be almost a miracle, if, in discussing so new and

difficult a subject, he had not employed both terms and concepts

which his brethren of a different opinion will not compel him to

modify. He expects it ; and may Christ give triumph to the

truth , whatever it is. J. A . LEFEVRE.

ARTICLE III.

FRATERNAL RELATIONS.

The subject at the head of this article has been so fully dis

cussed in the religious newspapers and in the courts of the Church

as to be well nigh threadbare. Still, it may not be amiss, before

the last act of the drama is concluded, to review its history from

the beginning, and to trace the successive stages of its develop

ment. Such a survey will throw some light upon the present

attitude of the Southern Church ; and may perhaps determine

whether she is adhering to her declared principles, or 'is receding

from them . Itmay not affect the final result,which many regard

as substantially reached , and as only needing the outward cere

monies expressing it to the world . Should no change be wrought

in a single mind, it will nevertheless be of advantage to put on

permanent record a connected history of the case ; as it will cer

tainly relieve the conscience to make a last effort towards extri

cating the Church so dearly loved from the peril of a great mis

take.

The original policy of the Northern Church towards the South
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ern was not that of conciliation , but of conquest. When their

Assembly convened at Pittsburg in May, 1865, the war had ter

minated in the surrender at Appomattox, and the South lay pros

trate under the heel of the conqueror. Not a tear of pity was

shed over her alleged errors, such as a suffering Saviour wept

over sinning Jerusalem . It was not the hour for mercy, but for

unrelenting justice ; and with a firm hand was it meted out by

that haughty council. It began by declaring the secession of

those Presbyteries and Synods which now constitute the South

ern General Assembly to be “ unwarrantėd , schismatical, and un

constitutional.” It announced its purpose “ not to abandon the

territory in which those churches are formed , or to compromise

the rights of any of the church courts, or ministers, ruling el- •

ders,and private members belonging to them , who are loyal to the

Government of the United States and to the Presbyterian Church .”

On the contrary, it determined to “ recognise, as the church, the

members of any church within the bounds of the schism , who are

loyal,” etc., etc. To give effect to these declarations, “ the Board

of Domestic Missions was directed to take prompt and efficient

measures to restore and build up the Presbyterian congregations

in the Southern States of this Union , by the appointment and

support of prudent and devoted missionaries,” care being taken

that “ none be appointed but those who give satisfactory evidence

of their loyalty," and the like.

It is not necessary to draw the reader 's attention to this un

christian attempt to sow the seeds of discord and strife amongst

a people sufficiently burdened with sorrows of another kind. Nor

will we dwell upon particular illustrations of the zeal with which

thesemeasureswere carried out, in cases which can easily enough be

cited . All this is past now , and let it be remembered only so far as

it reveals the spirit in which the Southern Church was first ap

proached by those who soon became so anxious for the Fraternal

embrace. Fidelity to history requires , however, one further il

lustration of this domineering spirit to be given. Lest the eight

hundred ministers of the South , together with their churches,

should rush too suddenly into her bosom , this cautious Assembly

duly enacts that every minister from any Presbytery in the South ,
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and every private member from any Southern church, seeking ad

mission into their fold , shall be examined as to his opinions and

conduct during the rebellion ; and if a participant therein , shall

“ be required to confess and forsake his sin in this regard ."

Flushed with the triumph of their arms, the Northern Church

had no other thought than to dragoon their brethren at the South

into abject ecclesiastical submission .

It gives us no pleasure to recur to this period of intense sec

tional bitterness ; nor would we do so except to point a warning.

The Northern Church purposed nothing then but to absorb the

Southern ; it proposes to itself nothing but that now . Whatever

may be the faults of that people, they possess one quality of the

virtuous man which Horace describes in the words: “ Tenax pro

positi." They never give up what they once undertake. If it

cannot be accomplished in oneway, it will be in another. In our

negotiations with them on this subject of Fraternal Relations, if

we recede from our testimony by the breadth of a hair, their pur

pose of absorption will be accomplished finally, and it will be the

absorption of conquest.

This condition of things continued three years, from 1865 to

1868 ; during which time it became apparent that force accom

plished nothing. With all their efforts at disintegration the wedge

could be driven in nowhere, and the Southern Church became

more and more compact under the pressure. Whether the fail

ure of this coercive policy led to its abandonment, or whether in

the interval passion had subsided and Christian sentiments

began to resume their sway, in 1868 more gentle measures were

inaugurated . Theknowledge of this change was communicated

to us through a paper adopted in 1869, the preamble ofwhich

reads thus : “ Whereas the last General Assembly” (of course,

that of 1868 ) " acknowledged the separate and independent exist

ence of the Presbyterian Church in the Southern States, and en

joined upon all subordinate courts so to treat it ; thus according

to its ministers and members the privilege of admission to our

body upon the same terms which are extended to ministers and

members of other branches of the Presbyterian Church in this

country,” etc.
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The two bodies were, by this action, put upon a more friendly

footing than before, and the way was now open for a more per

fect adjustment of differences. Accordingly the Resolution fol

lowing the above recited preamble proceeds to convey to our body

the Christian salutations of the Assembly of 1869, and to " give

expression to its sentiments of fraternity and'fellowship ; ” and ,

after a compact argument addressed to that point, expressed “ the

desire that the day may not be distant when wemay be united

in one great organisation that shall cover our whole land and em

brace allbranches of the Presbyterian Church.” The reader will

not fail to notice the distinctness with which the absorption of

the Southern Church is here proposed , in themost blissful forget

fulness that their entire record , bristling with accusations and

slanders, formed a chevaux de frise from which the most impetu

ous cavalry charge would be repulsed.

This paper did not reach the Southern Assembly until 1870,

during the sessions at Louisville. It was accompanied with an

other overture adopted at Philadelphia in 1870, which was borne

to us by a delegation appointed for the purpose. The latter paper,

after reaffirming the pacific sentiments of its predecessor, goes be

yond it in the recognition of difficulties in the way of reconcilia

tion , and proposing a practical method for their reinoval. It will

be remembered that in the negotiations which resulted in bring

ing the Old and New School bodies together at the North, the

most troublesome obstruction was found to exist in certain testi

monies and deliverances fulminated in the past by the one against

the other. The problem was how to get these out of the way

without a flat retraction . They were at length simply dead-let

tered in the following concurrent declaration from both the par

ties : “ That no rule or precedent which does not stand approved

by both bodies shall be of any authority in the reunited body,

except in so far as such rule or precedentmay affect the rights of

property founded thereon .” It is reported that when this cun

ning declaration was framed, an astute ecclesiastic pointed out the

use to which it might be put in healing the breach with the South .

At any rate, it was gravely proposed by the Northern Assembly

at Philadelphia , and elaborately pressed by the worthy delegates
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at Louisville, thatwe should come in through this hole in the wall,

through which, like Ezekiel of old , they had brought out so much

of the stuff in their house ; and among the rest,why not con

structively all the utterances so offensive to the Southern Church .

We have noted the change of base in the Northern Church

from 1865 to 1870 ; what, in the meantime, has been the attitude

of the Southern body on this question of fraternity ? In 1861,

when the Southern Assembly was first organised , its position was

defined in these words: “ Wedesire to cultivate peace and chari

ty with our fellow -Christians throughout the world — we invite to

ecclesiastical communion all who maintain our principles of faith

and order.” In 1865, at the close of the war , the following lan

guage is used , and the spirit of which should be placed in con

trast with that of the Northern Assembly in the same year: “ It

may be proper at this point to declare concerning other Churches

in themost explicit manner, that in the true idea of the com

munion of saints,' we would willingly hold fellowship with all who

love our Lord Jesus in sincerity ; and especially do we signify to

all bodies, ministers, and people of the Presbyterian Church,

struggling to maintain the true principles of the same time

honored Confession , our desire to establish themost intimate rela

tions with them which may be found mutually edifying and for

the glory of God.”

The active hostility of the Northern Church in this very year

1865, which has been already described, imposed upon the South

ern body the duty of preserving a calm and dignified silence.

This remained unbroken until shewas approached by the other

party in 1870 with an overture of peace . The following bold

proclamation was made in that year : “ The Southern Presbyte

rian Church can confidently appeal to all the acts and declara

tions of all their Assemblies, that no attitude of aggression or

hostility has been, or is now , assumed by it towards the Northern

Church. And this General Assembly distinctly avows that no

grievances experienced by us, however real, would justify us in

acts of aggression , or a spirit of malice or retaliation, against any

branch of Christ's visible kingdom . We are prepared, therefore,

in advance of all discussion, to exercise towards the General As
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sembly North, and the churches represented therein , such amity

as fidelity to our principles could , under any possible circum

stances, permit.” It must not be allowed to escape notice that

from the time of her organisation in 1861 to the first advance

made to her in 1870, a period of nine years, the Southern Church

remained quiet and passive under grievous wrongs. She would

indulge in no recriminations; but as the party aggrieved, she

was restrained by a sense of self-respect from any approach to the

other side . This is emphasised here, as indicating a fixed policy

marked out on principle for herself by the Southern Church .

To the proposition for appointing a Committee of Conference

to meet a similar Committee from the Northern side, a favorable

answer was returned . Such a Committee was raised , “ with in

structions that the difficulties in the way of cordial correspondence

between the two bodies must be distinctly met and removed .”

To leave no doubt as to the nature of these difficulties, they were

articulately stated under four heads : 1 . The politicaldeliverances

of both wings of the Northern Assembly, against which the

Southern Church felt constrained to bear testimony ; 2. The

union between the Old and New School organisations North ,

effected by methods which involved the surrender of past testi

monies for the truth ; 3. The unconstitutional legislation by

which the Declaration and Testimony men of Missouri and

Kentucky had been expelled from the Northern Church ; 4 . The

injurious accusations against the Southern Church, which had

filled the ears of the world . It only remains to be added ,

that when this action was reported to the Assembly at Philadel

phia , “ the further consideration of the subject was postponed,

and their Committee discharged ,” on the alleged ground that all

the questions at issue had been prejudged by us. Thus ended

the first chapter of this diplomatic history.

Negotiations were not resumed until 1874, and then simul

taneously by both the estranged parties. The Southern As

sembly of that year was overtured on the subject by two of its

Presbyteries ; one of which specially desired the appointment of

a Committee of Conference , without instructions of any kind .

A paper was also received from the Northern Assembly, adopted
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in 1873, deploring the existing divisions, and announcing the

appointment of a Conference Committee on their part. To this

the Southern Assembly made response by raising a Committee

untrammelled by instructions ; and the two Committees met

shortly after, in the famous Baltimore Conference . This over

ture of the Northern Assembly should not be dismissed without

a brief statement of its contents, which were somewhat remark

able. It declared all former action of the Old and New School

wings of their body, touching the Southern Church , to be null

and void since their reunion , and of no effect as a precedent in

the future . It expressed confidence in the orthodoxy and piety

of the Southern Church, and, as an offset to their political deliv

erances , made liberal quotations from the standards as to the re

lation which the Church sustains to the State. It is not probable

that these general protestations had much influence in determin

ing the action of our own body ; for, in a vigorous protest against ·

this action , it was shown (1 ) that the measures declared null and

void had been enforced only the year before in theWalnut Street

church case ; ( 2 ) that the slanderous charges against the charac

ter and motives of our ministers and people remained still with

out retraction ; and ( 3) that the Northern Assembly had always

professed to acknowledge the spirituality and independence of the

Church during the very period they were trampling these sacred

principles in the dust.

Weare broughtnow to the Conference of the two Committees

in the city of Baltimore, in January, 1875, and reported in May

following to the respective Assemblies. It was opened with a

proposal from the Northern side, to “ recommend the interchange

of delegates, thus recognising each other as corresponding bodies.”

To which it was replied by the Southern Committee, that they

had been appointed to confer about the removal of the causes

which had hitherto prevented such interchange; which were then

distinctly stated under two general heads— unjust and injurious

accusations, and the course pursued in regard to Church pro

perty . The second of these topics was never reached , the Con

ference having broken down upon the first. The failure is easily

explained. The Northern Committee insisted that all the accusa
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tions and imputations complained of had been cancelled in the

concurrent declaration which has been already quoted , “ that no

rule or precedent which does not stand approved by both bodies,

shallbe of any authority in the reunited body,” etc. The Southern

side objected that this wasan arrangement to facilitate the union

of the Old and New School bodies North , and had originally no

reference to the Southern Church ; that it was an indirection at

best , and failed to meet the issue betwixtthemselves and us in an

honest and manly way ; and that it could not, by its own terms,

go back of the year in which it was adopted, and did not there

fore touch our grievances at all. In declining this settlement of

the case, the Southern Committee proceeded to say : “ If your

Assembly could see its way clear to say in a few plain words to

this effect, that these obnoxious things were said and done in

times of great excitement, that they are to be regretted, and that

now , in a calm review , the imputations cast upon the Southern

Church are disapproved , that would end the difficulty at once."

This suggestion was peremptorily declined , and the Conference

was dissolved without coming to any agreement.

The only matter of any present importance in the proceedings

of the Baltimore Conference is the alleged elimination of the po

litical utterances by the Northern Assembly from the grounds of

offence and complaint. With reference , therefore, to what we

shall hereafter say upon this point, it is necessary to give here

the text of their action : " It is suitable to represent freely and

fully to the brethren of your Committee that this kind of political

action , begun in 1861 and carried on in successive Assemblies

through 1866, constitutes at once a most weighty grievance to us,

because much of it was aimed at our people ; and constitutes also

a serious hindrance to establishing fraternal relations, because

they are lamentable departures from some of the fundamental

principles laid down in those noble standards which , as you truly

observe, we hold in common .” Then follow a few specifications

in which this offence was committed . A little later, these ad

ditional words were employed : “ It is at this point that reference

is made to your political enactments and opinions, partly because

much of it was aimed at our own people, and all of it was en
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acted while that Assembly still held us on their roll as a part of

their own body. But we have not said that we refuse fraternal

relations for these causes, or that they are an insuperable obstacle.

We say they constitute a serious hindrance. By this statement

we abide.” The reader will please to note the form and the ex

tent to which this grievous politication of the Northern Church

is waived as a barrier to fraternal intercourse. We shall have

use for it in the sequel.

The records of the Southern Assembly for the year 1876 , con

tain but two references to this particular subject. The Presby

tery of St. Louis having sent up an overture requesting “ some

action in regard to fraternal relations with the Northern General

Assembly , in order to remove misapprehensions as to the true

position of our Church," the following resolution was adopted :

“ That the action of the Baltimore Conference , approved by the

Assembly at St. Louis, explains with sufficient clearness the

position of our Church . But inasmuch as it is represented by

the overture, misapprehension exists in the minds of some of our

people as to the spirit of this action , in order to show our disposi

t:on to remove on our part real or seeming hindrances to friendly

feeling, the Assembly explicitly declares, that while condemning

certain acts and deliverances of the Northern General Assembly,

no acts or deliverances of the Southern General Assemblies are

to be construed or admitted as impugning in any way the Chris

tian character of the Northern General Assembly, or of the his

toricalbodies of which it is the successor.” A double use was

made of this resolution , in sending it to the Northern Assembly

at Brooklyn, N . Y ., in answer to a telegram received from that

body " expressing its hearty and united wishes for the establish

ment of cordial correspondence ,” and “ reiterating its cordial de

sire to establish fraternal relations on terms of perfect equality

and reciprocity , as soon as it is agreeable to their brethren to

respond to this assurance by a similar expression."

It will be observed , that with all these reiterated proffers of

amity and intercourse , not a word is said , nor a step taken , to re

move the causes of alienation so distinctly brought to view in the

Baltimore Conference. Nothing remained, therefore, for the
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Southern Assembly but to reply : " Weare ready most cordially

to enter on fraternal relations with your body on any termshon

orable to both parties ;" and with this was sent, in further ex

planation , the answer to the overture from the St. Louis Presby

tery, which has already been recited.

In 1877 the subject was brought up in the Southern Assem

bly by a communication from the Northern , which returned , in

ipsissimis verbis , the declaration sent to them by us the preceding

year, as taken from the answer to the St. Louis Presbytery. The

reply to this equivocal trifling was conveyed in the following lan

guage : “ That we cannot regard this communication as satisfac

tory , because we can discover in it no reference whatever to the

first and main part of the paper adopted by our Assembly at

Savannah , and communicated to the Brooklyn Assembly. This

Assembly can add nothing on this subject to the action of the As

sembly at St. Louis adopting the basis proposed by our Commit

tee of Conference at Baltimore, and reaffirmed by the Assembly

at Savannah. If our Northern brethren can meet us on these

terms,which truth and righteousness seem to us to require, then we

are ready to establish such relationswith them during the present

sessions of the Assembly .”

Thus far in these negotiations, so persistent had been the re

fusal of the Northern body to consider the basis of the Baltimore

platform , that a protest was entered against the action of the

New Orleans Assembly, on the ground that “ it is inconsistent

with self-respect to press this ultimatum after its distinct and re

peated declinatures by the Northern Assembly."

During the years 1878, 1879, 1880 , and 1881, the discussion

was revived in no form ; but Christian salutations were ex

changed between the two bodies in their annual convocations. In

1882 the subject was reopened , with perhaps greater vigor from

having slept so long and peacefully. It was brought up before

the Assembly at Atlanta , by overtures from four Presbyteries,

desiring the establishment of fraternal relations with the North

ern Assembly, by sending forth with a delegation to that body, in

session at Springfield , Ill. A proposition so definite and con

clusive, was bound to excite a lively discussion ; and after a

vol. XXXIV ., NO. 2 – 6 .
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tangled debate, the following paper was adopted : “ In order to

remove all difficulties in the way of that full and formal corres

pondence which , on our part, we are prepared to accept,we adopt

the following minute : That while receding from no principle, we

do hereby declare our regret for, and withdrawal of, all expres

sions of our Assembly which may be regarded as reflecting upon,

or offensive to , the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church

in the United States of America .

“ Resolved, That a copy of this paper be sent by telegraph to

the General Assembly now in session at Springfield , Ill., for their

prayerful consideration , and, mutatis mutandis, for their re

ciprocal concurrence , as affording a basis for the exchange of

delegates forthwith .” .

The Northern Assembly , upon receiving this message, imme

diately telegraphed back their adoption of this paper, without the

alteration of a letter or a point ; and by this identity of action ,

the two bodies were permitted to rejoice in the supposed termina

tion of this unhappy dispute. Alas, that so brilliant a prospect

should be again darkened with clouds ! In a short time came a

private telegram from the Moderator of the Northern council,

conveying a resolution adopted to this effect : “ That in the action

now being taken , we disclaim any reference to the action of pre

ceding Assemblies concerning loyalty and rebellion, but we refer

only to those concerning schism , heresy , and blasphemy."

Whereupon a telegram of inquiry is sent from Atlanta, couched

in these rather undiplomatic words : “ If the action of your As

sembly , telegraphed by your Moderator to our Moderator, does

notmodify the concurrent resolution adopted by your Assembly

and ours, we are prepared to send delegates forthwith .” To

which the following answer was received : " The action referred

to does not modify, but it explains, the concurrent resolution ;

and the explanation is on the face of the action . There is nothing

behind it or between the lines .” The final action of the Atlanta

Assembly was to " declare its entire satisfaction with the full and

explicit terms in which the General Assembly of the Presbyterian

Church in the United States of America has expressed its re

ciprocal concurrence ' in the paper transmitted to said Assembly
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on fraternal correspondence." Delegates were accordingly ap

pointed to bear the greetings of our body to the other at their

meeting in May, 1883.

From this history briefly , but sufficiently , sketched ,we deduce

the points to which the attention of the reader is respectfully

solicited .

1. The conciliatory and Christian attitude of the Southern

Presbyterian Church throughout this painfulcontroversy , is most

conspicuous. Atthe period of organisation in 1861, amidst the

agonies of a civil war, she stretched forth her hand in " peaceand

charity " to the whole Christian world . In 1865, at the very

moment when excommunication and proscription were decreed as

'the portion of her cup,” she desired " fellowship with all who love

the Lord Jesus,” and to “ establish the most intimate relations

with all the branches of the Presbyterian Church.” In 1870

she responded to the first request for a conference with the other

side, and made a frank statementof the difficulties to be removed .

In 1874 she consented to renew negotiations for peace, after they

had been abruptly broken off by the other side, and with held in

structions to her agents which, in the former instance, had given

offence. In 1875, reducing the causes of estrangement to their

minimum , that is, to the injurious accusations against her good

name, so considerate was she of the feelings of the other party,

as to make allowance for the excitement and heat of the times

when these things were said and done, and to suggest this as a

ground upon which they might, without humiliation, be with

drawn . In 1876, she not only reiterated her " desire for fraternal

relations upon termshonorable to both parties ,” but actually led

the way in removing all obstacles by purging her own records of

what had been excepted against by the opposition. We have

reserved the statement of this interesting fact for insertion here.

Whilst the pride and dignity of the Northern Church refused

even to look upon the blots which defaced their legislation during

four years, the Southern Church , upon a simple intimation that

one of her utterances had excited unfavorable criticism , appointed

in 1875 a Committee to examine her entire records, with the

view of discovering and correcting anything inconsistent with her
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declared principles or with the standards. This Committee re

ported in 1876 the following, which was adopted : " Inasmuch as

some incidental expressions, uttered in times of great public ex

citement, are found upon our records, and have been pointed out

in the report of the Committee, which seem to be ambiguous or

inconsistent with the above declarations and others of like im

port, this Assembly does hereby disavow them wherever found ,

and does not recognise such as forming any part of the well-con

sidered authoritative teaching or testimony of our Church .”

Through consecutive years, down to 1882, the same attitude of

Christian readiness to adjust all differences is consistently main

tained ; until wearied outwith the unwillingness of the other side

to attempt the solution of the difficulty, she herself, at the last

Assembly in Atlanta , takes the initiative, and proposes a resolu

tion, which , if adopted by both the parties, will cut the knot and

let them both out of the trouble. .

All this is in brilliant contrast with the course of the Northern

Church , which commenced with open hostility and acts of aggres

sion, then proposed a conference for the adjustment of differences,

from which she backed down as soon as those differences were

honestly stated . When the conference was finally held , she

peremptorily declined the mildest terms of reconciliation which

honor and truth would allow to be offered - proposing on her part

only to dead-letter, and that by an obscure indirection, charges

which honesty and candor required her openly to withdraw ; and

finally allowed herself to be outstripped in magnanimity , by re

ceiving the tender of reconciliation which she ought to have made ;

the acceptance of which is traversed by a back-handed retraction

of one-half of what was professedly conceded. We present this

contrast in no boastful or self-righteous spirit, as though we had

not much ourselves to confess and bewail before Almighty God ;

but because the strong inclination , manifested in some quarters to

close this dispute on any terms, springs possibly from the appre

hension that we are held guilty before the world of an unamiable

and unforgiving spirit. If our record could be placed fully be

fore the Christian public, we should be sure of a hearty acquittal

of this charge. It is a comfort to know that the records of both
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the parties lie open before the omniscient Judge, by whose ver

dict of unerring justice we are willing to abide. Meanwhile, we

would be glad to have our own people so familiar with their own

history as to be led by no maudlin sentiment to overthrow truth

in the attempt to secure peace .

2 . It is apparent, from the preceding history, that the Atlanta

Assembly has not only departed from , but has reversed, the posi

tion of the Southern Church, upon this subject of fraternal rela

tions. From the beginning the attitude of the Southern Church

has been that of quiet expectation of approach from the other

side. It was the only attitude consistent with self-respect. At

two epochs, at her organisation and again at the close of the war,

she had extended the hand of fellowship especially to the Pres

byterian household of faith . She was met from the Northern

Church by a decree of outlawry and confiscation. · What could

she do but retire within her own borders, and preserve her dig

nity by entire silence and reserve ? She was thus quiet and

passive from 1865 to 1870. When delegates appeared from the

other side with a proposal for conference, they were received with

marked courtesy ; but at the same time the difficulties in theway

of perfect amity were fully disclosed . The attitude was that of

a party which wassought,and which responded to overturesmade

by another. So that for four years longer, from 1870 to 1874,

the Southern Church still felt “ her strength was to sit still.”

After the conference at Baltimore, she put forth her ultimatum , and

stood by it from 1875 to 1882, to this effect : “ As soon as, by a

few plain words, these hard accusations, uttered in times of great

excitement, are withdrawn, we are ready to establish a cordial

correspondence." Weare not discussing the wisdom or the pro

priety of this position . The only object is to show , from the

form of the proposition, that the responsibility was thrown upon

the Northern Church to take the next step . The language of

our Church has always been, “ Whatever obstructions may be in

the way of ecclesiastical fellowship, were not created by us ; we

cannot allow ourselves to be placed in the false position before

the world of parties who had been guilty of wrong to the North

ern Church. Having placed nothing in the way of Christian
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fraternity, there is nothing for us to remove." Such was her

language in 1870 ; and her practice , through all the years from

1865 to 1882, has been consistent with it. From first to last,

her attitude has been that of anxiety to be at peace, but waiting

for the offender to remove the obstructions which he had put in

the way.

From this fixed policy , adopted deliberately and upon prin

ciple, there is not a single deviation until the last Atlanta As

sembly reversed the position of the parties and made the Soạth

ern Church the suitor of the Northern . By taking the initia

tive, and hypothetically placing herself by the side of the ag

gressor, and making the same confession , she hoped to coax the

apology from the other sidewhich would fulfil the conditionswhich

her honor required . Nothing is presented here to the reader but

the historical fact that the action at Atlanta was revolutionary .

The carefully considered policy adhered to through seventeen

years, and sanctioned by the endorsement of seventeen consecu

tive Assemblies, is suddenly abandoned and reversed. The

Church is no longer standing upon the ground she had deliberately

chosen, but is drifting at sea , upon an expedient which may prove

to have neither rudder nor keel. It was a very grave responsi

bility for any Assembly to assume— a responsibility more clearly

seen and more deeply felt by themembers of that venerable court

since its adjournment, than during the confusion and darkness of

an excited debate . We will not perplex this issue by discussing

the constitutional right of the Assembly to assume this power ;

but was it safe to encounter the risks which have been subse

quently shown to be involved ? It may be replied , that four

Presbyteries clamored for a change in our relationswith the North

ern Church . There were sixty -two Presbyteries which were

silent; and the overwhelming presumption was that the policy of

seventeen years and of seventeen Assemblies , was the policy

which the Church would prefer. Was it therefore morally right

for one Assembly , in the hurry of a few days, to unsettle the

established policy of our entire previous history, without first as

certaining the mind of the Church ? Was it fraternal, nay, was

it in any sense fair , to spring such a movementupon the Assem
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bly , carry it through with a rush, and commit the whole Church

to a policy which cannot afterwards be discussed upon its merits ?

As the case now stands, the question comes up in the form , Can

the Atlanta action be arrested ? Many, who deplore that action

as unwise, feel that the thing is done, and cannot be undone.

Others, who equally bewail themistake which has been made,are

unwilling to antagonise the highest Church court, and thus to

weaken all Church authority . Others, again , weary of the con

tinual agitation, have withheld from further participation in it,

leaving matters to take whatever shape others may determine.

Thus, by different routes, men reach the same conclusion, and an

accidental majority is created , which does not reflect the true

mind of the Church . Is any course fair which leads to such

complications ? Is it strange that a deep dissatisfaction is per

vading the Church , and setting not a few to think what further

limitations can be placed upon the power of a courtwhich enable

a single Assembly by a coup d ' état to capture the Church ?

But this is rather more than we undertook to say under this head .

Our only object was to show that the Atlanta Assembly has

changed the entire policy of the Church and reversed the position

of the parties in this controversy, and that we no longer stand

upon the ground occupied through the whole of our previous

career.

This is not all. The Atlanta Assembly has, in the resolution

adopted by it and sent to the Northern Assembly for its con

current adoption, conceded what we have hitherto steadfastly

refused to acknowledge as true. Our declaration in 1870 was,

“ Our recordsmay be searched in vain for a single act of aggres

sion , or a single unfriendly declaration against the Northern

Church.” Still later , in 1876 , lest any accidental word of

asperity should have crept in since, it was declared that in con

demning certain acts and deliverances of the Northern Assembly ,

nothing was to be construed as reflecting upon the religious char

acter of that body. Special pains were taken , therefore, to can

cel voluntarily and beforehand any chance expression thatmight

be offensive. In view of these well known facts , what right had

the Assembly of 1882 to “ declare their regret for and withdrawal
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of all expressions of our Assembly which may be regarded as re

flecting upon , or offensive to , the General Assembly of the Pres

byterian Church in the United States of America ' ? We an

ticipate the reply : This statement was drawn in accordance with

the code of honor acknowledged even by worldly men , in order

to save the amour propre of the other party , and render it easier

for him to make an acknowledgment which means more from him

than from us. Is it strange, then , that the other party, finding

themselves caught in a diplomatic snare, should retort severely as

they did , by a recalcitrant resolution, which in turn put the sting

upon us ? Human nature being open to just such resentments, it

was most natural for a wary antagonist to take this sort of re

prisal; and we are not sure but the Atlanta Assembly richly

deserved to feel the recoil of their own gun. We are of those

who do not believe much in diplomacy in the affairs of Christ's

kingdom and amongst his people. But the question for the reader

to ask in this connexion is, Who gave the Atlanta Assembly the

rightto confess to the Northern Church what the Southern Church

had over and again denied to be true ? With all our veneration

for the courts of the Church, we feel that this august body will

find it difficult to withdraw its shoulders from a responsibility to

which it will be held by the verdict of time.

3 . Weproceed to show that the treaty of peace concluded be

tween the two Assemblies in May last violates the conditions laid

down in the Baltimore Conference - in substance, if not abso

lutely in form . In this utterance, we grapple with the position

deemed impregnable by the advocates of this pacification. Their

line of defence is, that the Northern Assembly , having conceded

all that the Southern Church laid down in its ultimatum when it

sanctioned the proceedings of the Baltimore Conference, no alter

native is left us but to accept the disclaimer which is made, and

to put the offence out of sight forever. This would certainly be

true, if the action of the Springfield Assembly had terminated

with the adoption , simpliciter , of what is designated as the “ con

current resolution .” We have criticised the Atlanta Assembly

for thus formulating the terms by which our grievances should be

redressed , and thereby reversing the position in which the two
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parties stood . But it cannot be denied that the proposed action

went to the bottom of all the accusationsagainst us, and made an

honorable and satisfactory adjustment of the dispute. Had the

“ concurrent resolution ” been adopted alone, not a whisper of ob

jection would have been heard throughout the South . The re

conciliation would have been accepted as frank , manly , and Chris

tian - obliterating every trace of the old feud, and rendering the

sentiment of our people towards their brethren at the North cor

dial and grateful. But, as the readerwell knows,this wasnot the

action taken by the Assembly at Springfield . The " concurrent

resolution ” was not adopted until a rider was fastened upon it

which changed its whole aspect as a measure of pacification. The

Herrick Johnson resolution, as it is commonly distinguished

which was deemed of such importance that it was passed by the

body before the main resolution , which it was intended to qual

ify - formally sets forth that, in declaring “ their regret for, and

withdrawal of, all expressions of their Assembly which may be

regarded as reflecting upon or offensive to the Southern Assem

bly ,” no reference is made to the acts concerning loyalty and

rebellion, but only to those concerning schism , heresy , and blas

phemy.” This is not the action proposed by our Assembly to

theirs for concurrent adoption, but one wholly different.

But, it is replied, the Northern Assembly has explicitly affirmed

that this rider fastened upon the main resolution , " does not

modify it, but only explains it ;" and that we are obliged, by

common courtesy, to accept the interpretation they put upon their

own act, and of course the disclaimer which this includes. It

is impossible for us, however , to abdicate the exercise of our own

judgment and reason, and believe that a paper is not modified

when it is modified . Men of the world may accept a disclaimer

which they know to be false and absurd, since the code of honor

is framed only to stop a quarrel, and not to regulate the subse

quent intercourse of the parties. But Christians profess to base

their action upon truth and righteousness ; this pacification is

intended to bring the parties into bonds of amity and fellowship .

How , then , can we ground a reconciliation upon an equivocal

agreement which is construed differently between the parties ? Is
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it satisfactory to say to the one litigant, You must in courtesy

accept the interpretation of your contestant, though your own

judgment is clear that he is mistaken ? For our part, we are

heartily tired of all this legislation which " palters in a double

sense ;" which blows hot and cold with the same breath ; which

says and doesn 't say, in the same word ; which dead-letters

where it ought to retract ; which seeks its end by indirection,

rather than by open declarations ; which is diplomatic , when it

should be candid . A reconciliation which rests upon subtle con

structions and hair-line discriminations is not worth the paper

upon which the agreement is executed . The friendship which

deserves the name, must be frank , open , and sincere. Everything

short of this is hypocrisy before God .

But the Herrick Johnson Resolution , it is rejoined, did nothing

more than take out of the category of things withdrawn the ori

ginal political deliverances of the Northern Assembly during and

immediately after the war. And since all this political legisla

tion is waived by the Baltimore Conference as a barrier to frater

nal relations, the action taken by both Assemblies is in agreement

with the termswe ourselves have offered , and we are bound by

our antecedent pledge to abide by the treaty thus made. Grant,

say the Atlanta advocates, that the rider does modify “ the Con

current Resolution” to which it was attached, it does not contra

vene the platform upon which the Southern Church has stood

since 1875 ; and therefore should not arrest the correspondence

between the two bodies . The Northern Assembly , say they,may

not have done the beautiful and clean thing by us, and we may

mourn that they have shown themselves incapable of a grand

magnanimity ; still, as they have come up to our proffered ulti

matum , our own truth and honor are involved in the acceptance

of the result. Of course, if all this be so , there is not a word

further to be said ; we have simply “ sworn to our own hurt,"

and must keep the oath .

Is it true, however, that peace has been concluded upon the

terms embraced in the Baltimore platform ? Let us look again

at the text which we have already engrossed , and see what the

Committee did actually say: “ This kind of political action , be
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gun in 1861 and carried on in successive Assemblies through

1866 , constitutes at once a most weighty grievance to us, because

much of it was aimed at our people ; and constitutes also a seri

ous hindrance to establishing fraternalrelations, because they are

lamentable departures from some of the principles laid down in

those noble standards” etc. “ But we have not said that we re

fuse fraternal relations for these causes, or that they are an in

superable obstacle ; we say they constitute a serious hindrance,

and by this statementweabide.” We have italicised thepoints in

this declaration to which wewish to give emphasis. It is admitted

freely that the past politication of the Northern Church is not

interposed , since the Baltimore Conference, as a bar to intercourse.

It was “ a weighty grievance " and " a serious hindrance to frater

nal relations,” which the Southern Committee at Baltimore found

it difficult to surmount; but on the ground that we are not held

as endorsing the errors of those religious bodies with which cor

respondence is held , this politication in the past was not con

strued as “ an insuperable obstacle.” To the same effect, the

Atlanta Assembly inserted in their “ Concurrent Resolution ” a

limiting clause " without receding from any principle" — which

was intended to reserve to both the parties their conscientious

convictions of truth and duty, so that neither the one nor the

other should be called to the surrender of any principle. But if

“ a serious hindrance” in the past is waived by us, does this give

the offender the right to dig up that “ hindrance” out of the past

and put it into the very articles of agreement upon which the

reconciliation is to rest ? We ask the reader to mark the dis

tinction which we draw . The politicaldeliverances from 1861to

1866 are not urged as a bar to peace ; but it is another thing to

put forward the right thus to politicate as a claim , the recogni

tion of which is made the condition precedent of the reconcilia

tion . Is this an exaggerated statement of the case ? The South

says to the North , “ Will you, without receding from any princi

ple, withdraw what in your records reflects upon us ? ” “ Yes,”

replies the North , “ everything except what we said against you

as rebels and traitors ; we cannot touch those utterances without

giving up our right to have made them .” If peace is concluded
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upon these terms, is not this right acknowledged ? And was this

the thing which was waived by the Baltimore Conference ? The

South says to the North, “ Hold what political opinions you

please, and bind your testimonies upon your head as a crown of

glory, so far as we are concerned ; for we ask you to recede from

no principle .” “ Ah, yes ," replies the North , “ but that is not

enough ; it must be entered into the bond between us that these

political utterances should have been made, without the recogni

tion of which we will take back nothing." This is the signifi

cance of the Herrick Johnson Resolution ; and it is a new offence

against the Southern Church , reënacting in cold blood all the vio

lences and maledictions of years of intense excitement, rolling them

up in one bolus which must be swallowed and inwardly digested

as the condition of fraternity. Has the Southern Church since

1875 interpreted the Baltimore ultimatum asmeaning this ? The

Herrick Johnson Resolution unquestionably means something .

It was not needed as a protection against the surrender of any of

their honest convictions, the Concurrent Resolution itself afford

ing the necessary guarantee in the reservation of every principle

held sacred by both the parties. In the way of explanatory legis

lation it is wholly superogatory, as much so as would be a dupli

cate nose upon a man's face. What, then, was its purport and

design ? We can see no other end than to insert in the body of

the treaty between the two parties a recognition of the propriety

of all the political affirmations of the Northern Church during

the war. Wemay be willing to waive those utterances in the

past as a bar to fellowship , when we are not willing to acknow

ledge their fitness and propriety, or to embody them in our ar

ticles of agreement as one of the conditions of reconciliation. It

is insisted , therefore , that the late pacification is not based upon

the Baltimore platform ; but, on the contrary, in spirit, if not in

the letter itself, contravenes all its provisions.

To condense the argument in a nutshell: the ConcurrentRe

solution, on which it was proposed to base the reconciliation, ex

actly embodied the Baltimore proposition . It may be para

phrased thus: While receding from no principle, we will not

urge your past politication as “ an insuperable obstacle ” to fra
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ternal intercourse, " serious hindrance” though it be ; and we

will withdraw any offensive language we may have employed in

relation to it. The Northern Assembly, in its rider to this Con

current Resolution , palpably spurns the Baltimore platform and

practically says, Wewill do all in our power to make the obsta

cle insuperable by reaffirming the grievances and compelling

your recognition and assent.

4 . In establishing official correspondence (we like this term bet

ter as beingmore discriminating than fraternal relations, which

really have existed ever since 1868) — in establishing official corres

pondence upon the present basis, wehave taken a position which

will in due time necessitate organic union . The Southern brethren

who oppose our views say constantly , “ Your contention against

the political action of the Northern Church is perfectly valid as

against all incorporation with that body, but is not valid against

forral intercourse with them as a separate organisation." . They

say further, “ Whilst we favor the latter, we are at one with you

when it comes to the defeat of the former.” But what, dear

brethren , if it should then be too late ? What if the waters,

trickling through the concession we have made in establishing

fraternity, should have swept away our entire embankment, and

we find ourselves at the mercy of the flood ? What, in short, if

the very ground beneath our feet should have dropped away, and

left us standing upon nothing ? When our brethren declare they

are as much opposed as ourselves to union with the Northern

Church , we believe it fully as to the vast majority of them . Other

wise, we would not take the trouble to pen these lines. But

there is a logic in history quite as compulsory as that of the sub

tlest dialectic. A false step in action, as well as in reasoning,

will lead to consequences, however remote, which are inevitable .

Our brethren may not wish to go into union ; but into union they

will go by a fatal necessity, because they have unwittingly given

away the only ground upon which resistance could be successfully

made.

What, then , is the distinctive feature which separates us from

the Northern Church ? We profess to hold the same symbols of

faith and order ; our creed, our government, our worship is the
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same; why, then , should we not be broughtunder the same eccle

siastical jurisdiction ? It is only partially satisfactory to reply

that such an arrangement would be inconvenient, as making the

body too large to be handled . The Presbyterian system is too

elastic, in its gradation of courts, to succumb under any practical

difficulty of this sort. The true and sufficient answer is, that the

two bodies are not at one as to the relations subsisting between

the Church and the State. This is the differentiating feature

which compels the one to be separate from the other. Observe,

too , that it does not come up an abstract dogma, a merely specu

lative truth . In the providence of God, the Southern wing of

the Presbyterian Church was compelled to take issue with the

Northern upon this question. It was the wedge driven in by

other hands than ours to divide the Church . Without any will

or wish of our own, we were forced into an attitude of protest

against this defection from our common standards. Ofall things

on earth , the Northern Church is most anxious to rid themselves

of this protest. They would rather do it by absorbing us, since

ourmere existence , as a separate Church, is an outstanding and

visible testimony against them . But if this cannot be accom

plished, the next expedient will be to muzzle the protest which

they cannot suppress — to spike the cannon which they have not

been able to capture.

The Baltimore Conference went very far in weakening that

protest, when it consented to waive the past politication of the

Northern Church as a bar to official correspondence. But when

we have gone a great deal beyond this, in allowing these political

declarations to be imported into the treaty between us, as in part

the basis of the reconciliation , what then becomes of our testi

mony against these political utterances ? When organic union

becomes the subject of discussion, as it surely must, will we be

able to urge their past political action as an objection ? The im

mediate answer will be, “ Your plea is barred by the treaty of

1882 ; in express terms we affirmed our right to have uttered

those decrees; and you responded by a resolution declaring ‘en

tire satisfaction with the full and explicit terms in which we ex

pressed our reciprocal concurrence.' ” What can we reply to
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this ? In establishing fraternal relations, the Northern Assem

bly openly placed her whole political action in our path, as the

steps by which wemight ascend and stand with them on their

platform . In recognising these deliverances on loyalty and re

bellion, imported bodily into the treaty of peace by the Herrick

Johnson Resolution, we have abandoned our testimony against

politics in the church courts, and have forfeited the right to plead

it as a bar to organic union. The historic ground upon which

the Southern Church was organised in 1861, and upon which she

has stood ever since, was ceded by treaty in 1882, and she will

find it difficult to show cause to the world why she should longer

exist. This is the logic of fraternal relations upon the Atlanta

basis. Upon the line of this policy, we must as certainly crum

ble into the Northern Church at last, as a bank of sand is washed

away by the constant action of water. When we become weary

of this friction, then , just as wehave becomeweary of the friction

now , the Northern Assembly will resume its action of 1874 in

some grand affirmation of the spiritual nature of the Church as

the kingdom of Christ, and in its entire separation from , and in

dependence of, the State ; and will then turn to us and ask,

“ What do you want more orthodox than this new proclamation

of Christ's supremacy ? ” Will we point to the blemishes upon

their records from 1861 to 1866 ? The withering response will

be, You disabled your own testimony by the written agreement

of 1882, and it is beyond your power to enable it any more .

Having admitted the claim set up in the Herrick Johnson Reso

lution, by which the “ Concurrent Resolution" was “ EXPLAINED"

to us, we have no longer the right to take issue with the North

ern Church upon its mingling of politics with religion. This

ground of separation being swept away from our feet, nothing will

remain to us but to settle down quietly into her bosom . We are

thus emphatic in setting forth the logical consequences of our

present position, in the hope our Church will retrace her steps

before it is too late and find her anchorage upon her historic tes

timony as before.

It is greatly to be wished that the Southern Presbyterian

Church would gravely consider the danger of her present situa
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tion. Very many of her ministers and members are deeply

wounded and grieved . They find the Northern Assembly rising

up in cold blood , and absolutely without provocation, to throw

anew into their face the taunt of disloyalty and rebellion. The

charge is simply absurd in view of the fact that the Federal Gov

ernment abandoned it with the acknowledgment that the indict

ment could not be sustained in any Court under the Constitution .

We would not, therefore, care for the silly allegation of it in the

Herrick Johnson Resolution as passed by the Springfield Assem

bly , if it had not been accepted by our own supreme court in At

lanta . It is this which has driven the iron so deep into the soul,

and bowed down so many with humiliation and sorrow . Weare

of those who think rebellion is a crime; and could we believe our

selves guilty of it, we would repent in sackcloth and ashes all our

days; and to have the charge even constructively recognised by

our own Mother, this pains like the killing of a nerve. What

lasting injury this unwise attempt at pacification has inflicted up

on the Southern Church , time only can disclose. Even though

it should not lead to the absorption so much dreaded , its present

effect has been to sow distrust and alienation between brethren

who honored each other with a supreme affection , and to weaken

confidence in the stability of the Church herself and of the prin

ciples which she avows. The hollow fraternity with outside par

ties is dearly purchased with the uneasiness and sorrow and pain

it has produced within .' In view of all which we think it incum

bent upon the next Assembly to represent frankly to the Assem

bly North that the present settlement is unsatisfactory from the

failure on their part to return an untrammelled adoption of the

Concurrent Resolution . B . M . PALMER .

1What is more disastrous still, by an arbitrary and ruthless exer

cise of power the Assembly has already antagonised the Presbyteries

to itself - a conflict between the courts of the Church which has only to

become chronic to issue in entire disintegration . Yet the fearful peril

must be encountered, in order to escape the opposite danger of an op

pressive despotism .
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ARTICLE IV .

THE CHURCH 'S METHOD OF CONDUCTING THE

FOREIGN MISSIONARY WORK .

Questions have been started of late whether our presentmode

of conducting the foreign missionary work is either wise or scrip

tural. The method authorised and pursued by the Church at the

present time has been publicly denounced as “ unconstitutional,"

“ unpresbyterian,” “ unscriptural,” and “ newly invented .” In

view of these and other statements of a similar character , it is

deemed necessary to the interests of Missions that a simple state

ment be laid before the readers of the REVIEW in relation to this

matter.

It is obvious, we think, to every reflecting mind, that if the

work of Foreign Missions is carried on at all by a General Assem

bly, by a Synod, by a Presbytery, or even by a church Session, it

must be done through theagency of a commission . The universal

practice of the evangelical Church , ever since it has had a full

and complete organisation, shows the indispensable necessity of

employing such commissions ( or Committees, as they are more

frequently called ) to carry on the work of evangelisation ,not only

within their own bounds, but in the regions beyond. To say,

therefore, that it is a “ newly invented scheme" argues ignorance

or forgetfulness of the universal usage of all branches of the evan

gelical Church . Our own Church , at the time of its organisation ,

adopted this plan for conveying the knowledge of the gospel to

the benighted nations of the earth , not simply because it was the

plan in use among other evangelical denominations, but because

they could not conceive of any simpler or more scriptural method

of accomplishing the proposed object. And here is our ground

of complaint against those who find fault with the present plan :

it is that they do not offer any other that is wiser,more scriptural,

or more constitutional. Two agencies are mainly employed in

directing the foreign missionary work of our own Church, viz .,

the Executive Committee of Foreign Missions, and the missions,

or sub-committees, that are employed in the different fields of

VOL . XXXIV ., NO. 2 – 7 .
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missionary labor to aid the Executive Committee in the proper

discharge of its duties and responsibilities. We propose to ex

amine the constitution and functions of both of these, to see if

there is anything in either inconsistent with the Scriptures or

with the Constitution of the Church .

The Executive Committee of Foreign Missions, as is generally

admitted, is an ecclesiastical commission , though commonly called

an Executive Committee , appointed by the General Assembly

from year to year to prosecute the work of Foreign Missions.

The Assembly delegates to it all the powers that are necessary,

but only such as are necessary, to carry on the work ; the Com

mittee being always responsible to the Assembly for the faithful

discharge of its duties. Its powers are fully defined in the Con

stitution and in the Manual of Missions, which bears the stamp of

the Assembly's approval. Its powers are of a twofold character :

1st. Ecclesiastical powers, but only those of a more general char

acter ; 2d . Executive, financial, and administrative powers. In

the exercise of its general ecclesiastical powers, “ it appoints mis

sionaries and assistant missionaries ; designates their fields of

labor; fixes their salaries ; determines their particular employ

ment, and may transfer a missionary from one field of labor, or

from one department of work , to another , having due regard ,

however , to the views and feelings of the missionary himself in

all these matters.” And “ the missionary, in case he feels ag

grieved , has the right of appeal to theGeneral Assembly , to which

the missionary and the Executive Committee are alike responsi

ble.” It should be stated in this connexion , that the Committee

in appointing missionaries always acts in concurrence with the

Presbyteries to which they belong, the concurrence of the Presby

teries being expressed by the act of ordination. The Committee

never undertakes to determine the question whether a man is

suited or is called to preach the gospel, that being the peculiar

province of the Presbytery. But it does inquire whether an ap

plicant for the missionary work has the physical, the mental, and

the linguistic and other qualifications to make a successful laborer

in the foreign field . More than this : in order to maintain any

thing like an extended or systematic plan of missionary labor, it
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is necessary that the Committee have the power of distributing

the laborers and of assigning them their proper work, of course

general regard being had to the preferences as well as the indi

vidual qualifications of the missionary.

But whilst the Committee, in virtue of the powers conferred

upon it by the General Assembly , may exercise control in these

matters of a more general nature, it has no right, and never at

tempts, to interfere with what may be denominated the spiritual

or churchly functions of the missionary . It cannot, for example,

tell the missionary when a church should be organised among the

people to whom he preaches; who should be received into that

church ; who should be appointed elders or deacons; when and

how discipline should be exercised . In all such matters the

missionary 's responsibility is to his Presbytery and not to the

Executive Committee. Furthermore, the Committee may recall

a missionary for incompetency , for neglect of duty, for irregularity

of conduct, or for disobedience to instructions, but it has no judi

cial powers to try him as a minister. The moral and ministerial

character of themissionary is entirely in the keeping of his Pres

bytery. The Committee can report to the Presbytery any irregu

larity, immorality, or heresy, on the part of a minister, that may

be known to them , and they may also furnish testimony, if re

quired to do so , in any judicial proceedings that may be instituted

by the Presbytery, but they can go no further .

As to the general or administrative powers intrusted to the

Executive Committee, there is, so far as is known to the writer,

no serious diversity of views. It is pretty well understood now ,

that the work of Foreign Missions involves more than the simple

public preaching of the gospel. This is undoubtedly the first and

most important department of the work. But the command of

the Saviour himself to evangelise all the nations of the earth ,

teaching them to observe all things whatsoever he had commanded

them , shows that more than simple public preaching of the gospel

is necessary to the completion of the work of evangelisation .

The word of God , if it has not already been done, must be trans

lated , printed , and circulated in all the dialects and languages of

the world , and this necessarily involves a great deal of secular



334 [APRIL,The Church's Method of Conducting

care and labor. A native ministry must be trained before the

knowledge of salvation can be communicated to every creature in

the world , and this involves the necessity of establishing and

maintaining schools, colleges, and theological seminaries, all of

which also involves much secular care .

Furthermore, such is the condition of society in most of the

great heathen nations of the earth , that it is almost impossible to

convey the knowledge of salvation to the female portion of the

population of those countrieswithout sending out Christian women ,

who alone can have access to them . But this again involves care,

labor, expense,and much executive skill on the part of the Execu

tive Committee. Now , in relation to all of these and various other

matters of a similar nature, which it is scarcely necessary to men

tion, no ecclesiastical principles, strictly speaking, are involved ,

and, we suppose , by common consent all matters of the kind are

left to the wisdom and discretion of such an Executive Committee

as the Church might approve ; that Committee rendering to the

Assembly from year to year a strict account of all its proceed

ings . We would simply remark, in passing from this part of

our subject, which does not require prolonged discussion , that in

view of this brief exposition of the constitution and functions of

the Executive Committee, we do not see how any simpler, more

effective,'more scriptural agency, or one less liable to abuse,could

possibly be employed by the Church for the execution of her great

commission .

Wenow turn to the Mission , technically so - called , as the second

agency employed in the prosecution of the missionary enterprise.

It is regarded as a sub-committee,and is composed of all the mis

sionaries and male assistant missionaries in any particular mission

field . It is not distinctly mentioned in the Constitution , but it is

very plainly set forth in the Manual of Missions, which has the

sanction of the Assembly . It bears, in most respects, the same

relationship to the Executive Committee that the Executive Com

mittee bears to the General Assembly , and is found to be almost

indispensable to a wise and judicious management of the general

work .

But there has recently been developed in certain parts of the
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foreign missionary field a peculiarly bitter opposition to the Mis

sion as an organised body. It has been caricatured and misrepre

sented in the public prints. It has been openly denounced before

one of our Church courts as an unpresbyterian , unconstitutional,

and newly invented form of Church government; that it has

usurped ecclesiastical functions, and ought not, therefore, to be

respected or obeyed by any foreign missionary. Furthermore, it

has been characterised as a sort of “ hybrid of Prelacy and Congre

gationalism .” Now , we propose to examine into the constitution

and functions of the Mission , to see if it is at variance with gen

eral Presbyterian usage, or deserves the vehement denunciations

that have been so profusely heaped upon it. We remark , then ,

in the first place, that the Mission is an organised body, but has

no ecclesiastical powers whatever , and never pretends to exercise

any of the functions of a church court. ' The functions of the

Mission aremainly advisory ,and have reference almost entirely to

secular and general matters. It recommends what salaries shall

be given , but it never undertakes to fix those salaries. In its

collective capacity, it prepares estimates of the funds that will be

needed from year to year, but this is simply a recommendation to

aid the Executive Committee in determining its appropriations .

It recommends schools to be established and colporteurs to be

employed , but it cannot establish the one or employ the other

without the sanction of the Executive Committee. It may recom

mend the establishment of new mission stations, but no step can

be taken in that direction until the approval of the Executive

Committee is secured . It may sanction the return of one of its

own members to this country on account of the failure of health ,

1 An unguarded phrase in the Manual to the effect that " at its regular

meetings it shall designate the particularwork of each missionary laborer ,

provided this has not been previously doneby the Executive Committee,''

has been adduced to establish this charge. But even this, it should be

remembered, is qualified hy three conditions : 1st. If the thing has not

already been done by the Executive Committee, which it seldom fails to

do in the case of an ordained missionary ; 2d . Such designation is always

temporary, and is subject to the approval of the laborer himself ; 3d. It

must have the approval of the Executive Committee, and , before it can be

comepermanently binding, itmust have the sanction of theAssembly also.
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butthis can be done only when the case is too urgent to wait for

the action of the Executive Committee. But it has positive duties

to perform also. It is expected to see that all funds granted by

the Executive Committee for public purposes are properly applied .

It acts as a body of trustees, to hold property belonging to the

Church at any particular mission station . It acts, though not

formally so, as the board of directors to manage and control all

the educational operations of the Mission . It has a voice in the

direction of colporteurs, the circulation of religious literature, and

in all matters of general interest. But whilst it has this general

supervision of the work, it never interferes in an annoying way

with the details of work committed to the care of any particular

laborer. The fact is , and it is one of the remarkable features of

the foreign missionary work, that every individual member finds

himself so fully occupied with his own labors, that he has very

little time, and, perhaps, equally as little inclination , to interfere

with the duties of others. It is only when the annual estimates

are to be made out, or the annual report is to be prepared , that

the attention of the Mission is particularly called to the condition

and wants of the general work .

Now , while we agree with those who hold that the Mission, as

such , has no ecclesiastical powers,and that it ought to be resisted

if it attempts to exercise the functions of a church court, we do

not agree with them that theMission , as defined above, is uncon

stitutional,unpresbyterian , and is not to be obeyed in those things

in which it has a rightful control. It may not have the right to

interfere with the spiritual or more strictly ecclesiastical functions

of the ordained minister , as has already been shown ; yet, if that

minister undertakes the care of a seminary of learning, where no

ecclesiastical principles are involved , it is simply absurd for him

to claim exemption from all oversight in its management. The

virtual position assumed by a minister who takes this ground, is ,

that he is a minister and a missionary , that this makes him a

sacred and privileged character, and that whatever may be his

avocation ,whether ecclesiastical or secular, he is to be touched

only with ecclesiastical hands. Now, let this matter be brought

to a simple test. Here is Dr. — , a professor in — Theo
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logical Seminary . He has been appointed to this position , and

maintains it under the control of a Board of Directors . Further

more, he becomes a member of an organised body called the

Faculty , and in connexion with his associates agrees to be con

trolled by a certain code of rules or laws which are necessary and

which have been adopted for their mutual government. Still

further, Dr. — may be the pastor of a church withoutim

pairing his relationship either to the Faculty or the Board of

Directors. In fact he has got into a position where his relation

ship is threefold , viz., to the Board of Directors, the Faculty, and

his Presbytery, and he is amenable to each one of these only in

their respective spheres. Now , suppose Dr. — comes to the

conclusion that the power conferred upon him by the Presbytery

is much higher than that of either of the others, and that, in fact,

it exempts him from all obligation to obey them ; suppose further,

that he comes to the conclusion that neither the Board of Direc

tors nor the Faculty have a jure divino stamp, that, therefore, he

will in no sense whatever be governed by them . Now , need it

be asked how such a case would be regarded and treated in this

Christian land ? And why should the matter be treated differ

ently in a foreign and heathen country ? The Board of Directors

of a theological seminary or of a Synodical college are appointed

byan ecclesiastical body, but they have no ecclesiastical character

or powers oftheir own ; and yet no good Presbyterian, even though

he be a minister of the gospel, would hesitate to obey them in

matters that properly belong to their control. The Faculty of a

theological seminary, though it has its own organic form , is not a

church court, and, from the nature of the case, could not be made

one. And yet it would be a very anomalous attitude for one of

the professors to undertake to say, he would not observe its rules

and regulations simply because it is not a court. What would be

the condition of a seminary if there could be no harmony or con

cert of action among its teachers ? If the professor supposed had

the care of a church in addition to his professorship , he would be

amenable for its proper management to his Presbytery, and not,

of course, either to the Board of Directors or to the Faculty, and

so vice versa . And here lies the mistake of those who revolt
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against the authority of a Mission,because it is not an authorised

or acknowledged church court. May it not have claims to be re

spected and obeyed , even though it has not the power of a church

court ? Let this matter be looked into.

Weask if it is not a universal custom with all church courts to

assign duties to certain members, in the discharge of which it is

expected that they will be respected and obeyed , without being

constituted a church court ? Is this not done by church Sessions

in the appointments and regulations that are made for the govern

ment of Sabbath -schools ? Does the Presbytery notdo the same

thing when it appoints a committee to watch over and control its

own missionary operations, or when it appoints committees to

assess its churches ? Does not a Synod or a General Assembly ,

when it establishes a college or theological seminary, appoint a

Board of Directors to govern and control those institutions with

out constituting that Board a church court ? Why, then , would

it not be proper and consistent with Presbyterian usage for the

General Assembly to regard the Mission , as above defined, as a

supervisory agency in the missionary work, especially as no eccle

siastical powers, strictly speaking, are coupled therewith ? How

is it that our theological professors can cheerfully submit to the

authority of a Board of Directors when it is not, and lays no

claim to be, a church court ? And why, it may well be asked, is

the missionary so much opposed to the idea of acknowledging

the authority of a Mission, when all of its powers are purely

administrative, and when it is composed entirely of his own mis

sionary associates ?

But let us take a step in advance. What must be the condition

of that Mission where all superintending agency is eschewed ?

Six or eight missionary laborers, all of them , perhaps, good and

pious men , are set down in the same heathen community for the

purpose of promoting its evangelisation . There is to be no con

cert of action among them , but every one is to carry out his own

convictions in his own peculiar way. Now , it requires very little

sagacity to see that this must result not only in a waste of the

Church 's resources , but in the end could result in nothing but

confusion . It might result in all of these brethren devoting them



1883.] 339The Foreign Missionary Work.

selves to the one work of translating, because each thinks himself

specially qualified for that particular kind of work ; and hence we

might have a half dozen different translations of the Bible , vary

ing in many important respects from each other. Or it might

turn out that every member felt himself called upon to preach

only, and no one would be left to train a native agency , without

which no missionary work could be thorough or permanent, and

so vice versa . In consequence of this, the work would not only

become lopsided , but its different parts mightbecome fiercely an

tagonistic . Two colleges, for example, located in adjoining neigh

borhoods, and conducted on different plans, might become rivals

for public patronage, and thus lead, as would be very likely to be

the case in a heathen community, to disgraceful dissensions.

But we cannot, in the prosecution of the foreign missionary

work , afford to dispense with the great value of harmonious and

concerted action among missionary brethren. It cannot be dis

pensed with in this Christian land, much less in foreign fields.

Our whole Church system is based on this well-known and almost

universally acknowledged want of human nature. Mutual co

operation and oversight are not only necessary to the perfection

of our characters as Christian men, but are equally essential to the

preservation of the truth and the purity and permanency of the

Church itself, and a fundamental idea of the Presbyterian Church

polity . Our Saviour saw the necessity of this when he sent out

disciples two and two. They did not go thus simply that they

might be witnesses , as has been assumed without proof, but that

they might be mutualhelps to each other. Paul, even though an

Apostle and endowed with the power of working miracles, never

travelled without missionary companions. But this need of co

operation and companionship is specially felt in a heathen land .

Here the missionary is thrown among a people of an entirely dif

ferent character from any that he has previously known ; he finds

himself confronted with questions of a moral, social, and religious

nature, which it is almost impossible for human wisdom to solve ;

he finds himself surrounded by trials and perplexities of which he

never before dreamed. In short, he is placed in just that situation

where he preëminently needs the sympathy, the counsel, and the
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oversight of Christian brethren . How the foreign missionary can

afford to cast all these behind his back , cannot easily be understood .

If he were a wise man , he would covet that very aid which his

missionary associates can afford him . Nor is this aid less to be

valued because he and his associates are formed into an organic

body, with certain well-known rules and regulations for their gov

ernment. Indeed , their advice and oversight is rendered the more

valuable on this very account. Nor does strong profession of

loyalty to the Presbytery materially modify the matter. That is

all right. Every minister feels it a privilege to be connected with

a Presbytery, whose advice he can seek , and upon whose protec

tion he can throw himself if he is unjustly assailed. But the

Presbytery is too far off from the foreign missionary, and too little

acquainted with his circumstances and surroundings, to give much

sound advice or to exercise any necessary oversight. At the same

time, the oversight of the Presbytery and the Mission do not at

all come in conflict. The two occupy entirely different spheres .

The Mission, as has already been shown, cannot, and does not,

interfere with any of the ecclesiastical rights or functions of the

missionary . So the Presbytery, having surrendered to the As

sembly the general control of the foreign missionary work ,has no

right to interfere with the administrative functions that have been

committed to the Mission .

But what is the real ground of this opposition to the Mission

as a superintending agency ? One would naturally expect just

the opposite state of feeling. And if time allowed , it would be

easy to show that in those of our Foreign Missions where the

right of mutual oversight and control is acknowledged and prac

tised , there is always peace and harmony among its members, and

the general work is carried on with more than usual efficiency ,

and so vice versa . The views of those who participate in opposi

tion to the agency of the Mission, if we rightly understand them ,

are, that the ordained missionary , when he enters upon the mis

sionary work, should be left entirely to himself; that he ought to

be allowed to pursue his work of every kind in his own way ; that

he ought to have complete and undivided controlover the churches

he may establish and the officers he may ordain , but subject to
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no control whatever except that of his Presbytery , which, from

the nature of the case, must, in a great measure, be merely nomi

nal. Now ,we do not pretend to say that these brethren distinctly

foresee to what their speculations lead, or that they aspire to the

exercise of powers that are unknown to the Presbyterian Church ;

but if we have not in the above views, as we understand them ,

the essence of Independency and Prelacy at the same time, then

it is hard to say where they are to be found conjoined - Indepen

dency, so far as outward control is concerned , and Prelacy , so far

as churches and church officers are to be governed by oneman. It

will be said that this prelatical power is to be maintained only

until such time as the regular church courts are established . But

who is to determine when and how those church courts are to be

established ? And is it not more than probable, after such train

ing, that such churches will become either Independent or Episco

pal, instead of Presbyterian ? Whilst we adhere strictly to the

principle that the Mission, as such , is not to interfere with the

strictly ecclesiastical functions of any one of its ordained ministers,

nevertheless,when a church is to be organised , or an officer to be

ordained , it would be expected , as a matter of ecclesiastical pro

priety , that all the ordained ministers of the Mission would take

part in the same. This is done when a neighboring minister or

ruling elder happens to be present at the ordination of a ruling

elder in a different church . It is also done when a minister from

another Presbytery is present at the ordination of a minister of

the gospel. But we are not sure that this would be done by a

missionary who is under the influence of either Independency or

Prelacy. After separating himself from the brethren of his mis

sion,and conducting his work on independent principles,he would

scarcely want one of those brethren to be present and assist at an

ordination , when such would only falsify his own position .

We do not suppose that the Church will be likely to sympathise

with these views, either in their Independent or Prelatical bearing.

Wedo not look upon matters here at home in this light. Trust

and accountability always go hand in hand. Christian people are

not willing to give their money for religious purposes to any one

who is not willing to render a strict account of the manner in
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which thatmoney is spent. So in relation to every important

trust connected with the interests of religion. A college is not

endowed and equipped to be placed under the absolute control of

any one man. Oversight and control are regarded as necessary

to its proper administration ; and why should the missionary re

gard himself as an exception to this general rule ? Is he, in con

sequence of his calling, noble as it is, endowed with higher wisdom

than other men ? Are his surroundings not of the very kind to

make him feel the greater need of the counsel and advice of his

missionary associates ? Is thatman not in danger of falling into

grievous error, who undervalues or despises those guides and

checks and restraints which have been appointed by the great

Head of the Church for the government of his people ?

· J. LEIGHTON WILSON .

ARTICLE V .

A THOROUGHLY EDUCATED MINISTRY.

At first thought we are surprised to find that the best estab

lished principles should need reconsideration and resettling in

every age. Yet the explanation is not difficult. Some new

pressure of circumstances, or some trait of mind in a part of the

new generation , give renewed prominence to the old objections

against the settled principle, and temporarily overshadow the

more weighty reasons for it . For every practical question has

two sides, contras as well as pros. Then , it is forgotten that

those objections were as maturely considered as they now are by

us,when our fathers determined the system for us, and were pro

perly overborne by the affirmative considerations. We are

tempted to think that the contrary reasons have never been re

garded as they deserve to be, and that we have a new light on

the subject, until our innovating experiments, by their failure,

teach us again that our predecessors had really looked more
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thoroughly around the subject than we had . Such a process has

been for somemonths engaging a part of our Church , as to the

general requirement of a thorough and classical education of our

ministers. The two awakening essays which appeared in the

October and January numbers of this Review , entitled “ An In

quiry into the Aggressiveness of Presbyterianism ," are not the

only outgivings of this movement. The overture of the Bethel

Presbytery, pleading for a ministry without any classical acquire

ments, and other declarations, evince the unsettled mind ofmany.

Our discussion , therefore, does not derive its whole importance

from the wide attention which the brilliancy , force, and plausibil

ity of those essays are exciting.

Themost of the points, so well made in them , we concede.

Aggressiveness ought to be a prime trait of every Church , and

test of its fidelity ; for what else is her great commission from her

Lord , except a command to be aggressive until she has conquered

the whole world ? She ought to be able to reach the poorest and

lowest. Presbyterial supervision ought to be wiser and more

effective. There is a startling lack of ministers, calling in trum

pet tones upon Christian men. Looseness in examining candidates,

false and deceptive verdicts of a scholarship which does not exist,

and literary indolence in the applicants, are painfully inconsis

tent with our rules and professions. The practical relations of

our Seminaries to our Presbyteries are most anomalous and mis

chievous. Our Constitution, though of well proved wisdom , is

not inspired , and therefore its betterment is not impossible. In

our author's pungent presentation of these points, we heartily

rejoice . The one point on which we take issue with him is his

proposal to revolutionise our system of training ministers, in order

to overtake our aggressive work more rapidly.

The argument for this proposal is drawn from a comparison of

our numbers in the four Southern Atlantic States, with the num

bers of the Baptist and Methodist Churches in the same regions.

The allegation is that they , no older than we on this ground,have

each made fivefold progress over us, in number of ministers and

members. This fivefold growth is ascribed mainly to the facility

and speed with which they multiply ministers and cheapen their
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labor, by reason of their not requiring classical education of them .

The inference is, that we must imitate those denominations, so

far as to cease to require — though we shall still invite — such

training of our candidates. The author thinks that we need min

isterswhose grades shall differ in this sense , to perform the dif

ferent kinds of missionary and pastoralwork .

First, the fact assumed needs inquiry. Is it true that each of

these denominations has done five times asmuch real work for

Christ and souls as ourown ? Our author claims this, and rather

dogmatically forbids us to go behind their statistics, or to deduct

any more from them than from our own, for inaccuracies. It is

impossible for sensible men, acquainted with stubborn facts, to

submit here. Our own statistics may be loose ; but theirs are

doubtless far looser. This could not but result from the Inde

pendency of the Immersionist churches, and from the notorious

facility with which the Methodists demit or resume their church

membership . Are all the hundreds of their local preachers,"

in any continuous sense, laboring in the ministry ? Is not the

country notoriously sprinkled over with members who have not

been to the Lord 's table for years, whose families frequent no

church or Sabbath-school ?

But both denominations have become far more numerous than

ours . We freely admit it ; yet we do not admit that this hasbeen

the result of the inferiority of our system of rearing ourminis

try. Twenty other solutions of their success are listed ; and but

little influence seems to be assigned to any of them — none at all

to the most — by our author. The really influential causes of

their comparative numerical growth do not appear in his list.

. One is, the broad scriptural catholicity of the Presbyterian

Church . It is the most liberal of all Churches, receiving all

true penitents to membership , of all shades of doctrinal opinion ,

having no shibboleth , communing with all, unchurching none,

who teach the essential rudiments of salvation . Now , everybody

condemns other people's bigotry ; yet every carnalman is natur

ally a bigot as soon as he ceases to be a mere indifferentist.

Hence, this wide catholicity of our Church is an obstacle to her

popularity with the carnal, because she firmly refuses to give
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them this gratification of pride and dogmatism , or to allure them

by any partisan bait ; but holds out only the pure and enlight

ened love of the holy truth of the gospel. It is well known, in

deed, that this adverse world is in the habit of calling the Pres

byterian the most bigoted Church , at least next to the Popish .

People think so , because she sternly refuses to cater to their

secret bigotry .

But a second influence is more potent : our Church presents to

the world the humbling doctrines of the gospel with faithful can

dor : man's death in sin and inability for all spiritual good ; his

entire dependence on efficacious grace ; the demands of a perfect

law ; God's eternal and essential punitive justice ; the worthless

ness of man 's works and sentiments for his justification ; the

everlasting doom of contumacious sin . These are the doctrines

which carnalman hates. He also dreads perdition. Yes, with

a selfish dread . And therefore is he charmed with any theory of

redemption which takes off any part of the edge of these hated

truths, and yet makes plausible promise of escape. The Metho

dist Church is avowedly Arminian , and the Immersionists are

partially so ; the Independency of the latter has borne its usual

fruit, the partial relaxation of the old Calvinism of the denomi

nation . Arminianism is semi- Pelagianism , repolished and recon

structed. There are a few modern improvements. These were

probably intended by Mr.Wesley tomake a compromise between

the Arminianism of Episcopius, Grotius, and Whitby, and Cal

vinism . But there is no compromise. The attempt to patch the

old garment with new cloth only results in a lack of consistent

juncture in the Wesleyan theology, which gives occasion, in that

Church , for all the shades of preaching, from moderate Calvinism

down to almost blank Pelagianism , according to the personal im

pulses of the ministers.

| Again, in competition with the Immersionist churches, Presby

terianism meets a capital disadvantage in scripturally refusing to

countenance any shade of ritualism . She does not permit her

sacraments to bemisunderstood on that point by any one. Every

body comprehends, as to her, that she sternly rejects every plan

for manipulating sinners into a state of salvation by a ceremony ;
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that she refuses to allow any process less arduous than that of a

living faith , a deep repentance, including “ the full purpose of

and endeavor after new obedience," and a holy striving in duty

and life -long watchfulness . It is true that all better Immersion

ists profess to discard ritualism also in their dipping ; but in spite

of their disclaimers, the inordinate importance given to that form ,

with their close communion , practically encourage both a ritual

istic and an exclusive temper. To the carnal, and even the par

tially sanctified heart, it is very seductive to find one's self exalted

by a shibboleth and a ceremony into a spiritual aristocracy, sitting

nearer God's throne than other Christians. This powerful at

traction Presbyterianism will not and cannot use.

But doubtless the chief cause of the numerical spread of the

other Churches, and especially among the ruder classes , is the

employment of “ new measures.” These, the anxious-seat, the

altar of penitents, and others, known as “ revival measures,"

have hitherto been almost universally used by Methodists, and

generally by Immersionists. They are as influential as they are

deleterious. They cater to the strongest passions of the sinful

heart. By parading in public the vivid , and often the hysterical,

emotions of penitents, and especially of females, they offer to

the populace that spectacular excitement which is as fascinating

to them as bodily intoxication , and draws the gaping crowd as

powerfully as a hanging, a horse -race, or a pugilistic battle.

Thesemeasures also engage the passion of sympathy, a passion as

universal as it is misunderstood. They allure the awakened

carnal mind,by flattering it with the permission , yea , the direct

encouragement, to adopt a gust of sympathetic excitement, a fit

of carnal remorse , with the calm of the natural collapse which

succeeds it, and a shallow , spurious hope, in lieu of that thorough

work of mortifying sin , and crucifying self along with Christ,

which , we teach , alone evidences a title to heaven . No wonder

that these “measures” have been found a prime enginery for

religious self -deception ; the patent process for building wood ,

hay, and stubble into the fabric of the visible Church , instead of

preciousmetals and stones. If our consciences would permit us

to resort to these measures, we could burn over wide surfaces, as
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others do, leaving them , as they do, blighted and barren for all

more scriptural methods. Thus, this unhealthy system works

against us , not only by sweeping the multitudes, by unsound

means, into these other communions, but by searing and harden

ing what is left, so as to unfit them for our soberer but safer

methods.

These are the differences which account, so far as merely natural

means are concerned, for the greater facility with which these de

nominations gain popular accessions. It may be said that, in

urging these points, we are guilty of making " odious compari

sons," and of insinuating, at least, disparagement of sister

Churches. If out reasonings on these points are untrue,then we

are thus guilty. But if we are correct, then loyalty to truth re

quires us, in studying the comparison of results to which we are

challenged , to state the true solutions. But we state them in no

spirit of arrogance or insolence towards others ; for we accom

pany these points with deep and sorrowful confessions of the im

perfections of our own household . The nominal membership of

all the Churches, including our own , is, doubtless, deplorably

mixed . Witness the prevalent worldly conformities, the incursions

of dissipated amusements ; the decline of family religion and dis

cipline ; the Sabbath-breaking by communicants, and even min

isters ; the loose and unscrupulousmethods of making money ; "

the indifference of multitudes to the obligations of old debts ; the

practical prayerlessness of' countless families and individuals.

The correct inferences to draw from all these corruptions are :

that any conclusions whatever from these hollow numbers , as to

themethods of a real and spiritual efficiency in God' s work , are

mainly out of place, and untrustworthy ; that the numbers of

counterfeit coins among our supposed gains, are too large to leave

nftch place for prudent counting up ; that the Church of Christ

at this time is called to study genuineness much more than nu

merical increase.

If the question be raised, Why the Church does not grow fast

er ? we are persuaded that the real answer, which most needs

looking at, is the one which our author dismisses most hastily :

That the fault is not ecclesiastical, but spiritual. The real desid

VOL. XXXIV ., NO. 2 – 8 .
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eratum is not new methods, but fidelity to the old , a true revival

in the hearts of ministers and Christians themselves, a faith that

“ feels the powers of the world to come," a solemn and deep love

for souls. What we most need is repentance, and not innovation .

Weare persuaded , however, that the Southern Presbyterian

Church is contributing to the general advancement of Christ's

cause, along with sister denominations, in ways of her own, which

are not to be measured by numerical results ; and it is not arro

gance, but truth , to view these contributions. In the natural

“ body there are many members, yet one body, but all themem

bers have not the same office ;' and it is so in the ecclesiastical

body of the visible Church -catholic. Presbyterianism is provi

dentially fashioned and employed to do for Christendom her own

peculiar part. It is the conservative branch of the family of

Churches, checking the departures of all the others from sound

doctrine. It is the exemplar of scriptural organisation. It is the

sustainer of the more thorough education of both ministry and

laity. And we assert that, constituted as poor human nature

now is, it is entirely reasonable to expect that Presbyterianism

cannot, in the nature of the case, both perform all these her pecu

liar and precious functions, and also compete successfully for the

largest and most promiscuous numbers. The two results may be

now incompatibles. And hence it may be justifiable that Presby

terianism should make the practical election , and pursue these

vital results which are peculiarly assigned to her in providence,

though at the cost of resigning the more promiscuous numerical

greatness. The normal school cannot have asmany pupils as the

popular school; to do so it must cease to be normal.

The issue raised, then , is this : whether it is not now ourduty to

give up our constitutional requirement of a classically learned

ministry, and to provide another grade of ministers, equipped

only with piety , zeal, and an English training, in order to gain

these numerical accessions, like our Immersionist and Methodist

neighbors. It is not proposed thatwe shall lower the standard of

learning in our Seminaries, or discourage such as have taste for it

from acquiring classical training ; but that there shall be another

wide door into ourministry, by which a large number ofministers
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of another grade shall be permitted to enter,with only an English

education . On the other hand, we hold that our present theory

of preparation should be left unchanged , and only more faithfully

executed . The extent of this is, not to make classical learning

so essential to the being of a ministry as to refuse the character

of valid ministers to those who are without our training, but to

assert that it is a true source of increased efficiency ; and, hence,

inasmuch as every one who avouches the obligation to serve

Christ, ought to feel obliged to serve him the most and the best

possible, we conclude it to be our duty to gain that increase of

capacity for service .

The first reason we urge against innovation is, that it opposes

the deliberate judgment of the wisest and best of our fathers,

when viewing and deciding the very same problem . Is it said

that the tremendous emergency arising out of our growth of popu

lation has put a new face on the question, in the presence of which

they would have decided otherwise ? No. Dr. John H . Rice,

for instance, foresaw precisely this increase and this emergency .

He looked full in the face the figures disclosing the slow relative

growth of the Virginia Presbyteries. And in the presence of

these express facts, this is what he did in 1825: he devoted his

great powers to pressing these two points : the evils of an unedu

cated ministry, and the equipment of Union Seminary. Never,

for one moment, did the facts sway him and his co -workers to

favor the hurrying of a single partially educated man into the

field ; their only idea of the remedy was, to provide means as

speedily as possible to give the most thorough education to the

largest number of ministers. The same thing was true of the

fathers who began the creation of Princeton Seminary in 1811,

Ashbel Green , Archibald Alexander, Samuel Miller, and their

comrades. The samewas true also ofMoses Stuart in New Eng

land , and the men who created the Congregational (American)

Education Society . They saw the solemn emergency ; they ap

preciated the Church's slow progress in overtaking it ; they re

fused all other remedy for it than the one to which they devoted

their energies : means for the thorough education of more numer

ous men to reap the perishing harvest.
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But it is suggested that there is substantial difference in the

case now , because we now have a rich and profuse literature in

English , covering all the departments of theological learning,

whereas, when the Presbyterian Constitution was first devised

(say 1649– 1651), all was locked up in Latin . Weare told that,

even at the day of Albert Barnes, he had nothing in English to

begin with , save Doddridge's Family Expositor.

This greatly misrepresents the facts. Wemust remind read

ers, first, that the dates of the creation of our Constitution , as an

American Church, are not those of the Westminster Assembly,

but are 1729, 1758, 1789, and especially 1820. At the last

date, which marks the real establishment of our polity, the Eng

lish works on all thebranches of divinity bore as large a ratio to the

Latin then accessible to American scholars , both in quantity and

value, as at this day. To make it much otherwise, indeed, at the

epoch of the Westminster Assembly, one must strangely forget

the works of the great English Reformers a century before, from

Cranmer onward , many of which were in English . Hemust for

get that the age of the Westminster Assembly was adorned by

such writers as Lightfoot, Richard Baxter, Manton, John Owen ,

the prince of expositors, Joseph Caryl, Sir Robert Boyle , Bish

op Hall, Matthew Poole, the Scotchmen Baillie , Henderson, and

Rutherford , the evangelical prelates Usher and Leighton , the

poet and divine John Milton , and a multitude of others. These

men illustrated every part of biblical learning by works which, to

this day, are mines of knowledge for the more pretentious mod

erns, and that, not only in Latin dress, as Poole's “ Synopsis

Criticorum ,” but also in English , as the same author's “ Anno

tations."

Now , when we add to this noble catalogue of English Biblical

lore of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the yet more pro

fuse works of the eighteenth and the early part of the nineteenth ,

how much is the trivial assertion of Barnes worth ? Not to dwell

on the profound works of the scholars of the Anglican Church ,

such as Dean Prideaux, Bishops Hammond, Bull, Stillingfleet,

Warburton , Waterland, Pearson, we remember that age wit

nessed the critical labors of a Bentley and a Mill, the Hebrew
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Grammars (in English ) of Bayley, Fitzgerald , Joseph Frey ; the

Lexicons of Parkhurst and Frey , the publication of Dr. George

Campbell'sGospels, the vastand unsurpassed work of Dr.Lardner

(“ Credibility ” ), the prophetic studies of Sir Isaac Newton and of

Bishop Newton and Dr. Faber. Ministers had possessed Doddridge

from 1740; McKnight from 1756 ; Dr. Benson, 1735 ; Paley's

Horae Paulinae, 1790 ; Blair on the Canon, 1785 ; Lowth's critical

works from 1787 ; Whitby from 1761; Dr.Gill froin 1763 (unsur

passed ,perhapsunequalled by any commentator since,who wrote on

the whole Bible ); Matthew Henry from 1706 ; Scott from 1790 ;

not to dwell on the long line of American divines from Drs. John

Cotton and Cotton Mather down to Jonathan Edwards. No, the

framers of our Constitution did not require learning of their min

istry because the stores of information were then locked up in

Latin ; but because they knew that knowledge of the originals of

the Bible was essential to make a competent teacher in the Church .

Nor are the English books of this age on divinity more learned,

or accurate , or useful, than the former; they are more frequently

feebler rehashes of the very materials already gathered by those

admirable old scholars.

We have, then , the battle to fight over again for the utility of

thorough education , and a knowledge of the “ dead languages,"

to the pastor. Let us again define the ground we assume. It is

not that the Christian ignorant of the classics may not get the

rudiments of redemption out of English books, or may not so

teach them to another as to save his soul. It is not that this

plain man's ministry is invalid , because he is no classic. It is

not that such a man, if greatly gifted by nature and grace ,may

not do more good than many weaker good men with their classi

cal training. But we assert that this training will be, to any

man, gifted above his fellows or not, an importantmeans of still

greater efficiency, correctness, authority, and wisdom , in saving

souls, and that the lack of it will entail on any pastor a consider

able (comparative) liability to partial error, mistakes, and injury

of the Church and of souls. Now it is each minister 's duty to

love God, not with a part, but with all of his heart ; and to serve

him , not only as well as some weaker brother is doing, but with
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the fullest effectiveness possible for him , he being such a man and

in such circumstances as he is. It should be with each minister ,

as with the faithful and devoted bondsman . He may be gifted

by nature with a giant frame, so that with a dull and inferior axe

he cuts more wood for the Master in the day than another with

his natural feebleness who has the keenest axe. By “ putting to

more strength ,” he may even cut the average day's task . But

if, by grinding his axe thoroughly, he is enabled to cut even two

days' tasks in one, if he loves the Master he will grind it. And

even if his day is advanced towards the middle of the forenoon,

if he finds that an hour devoted even then to a thorough grind

ing , will result in a larger heap ofwood well cut by nightfall, he

will stop at that late hour to grind.

Now , as to the high utility of classic culture to the educated

man , the arguments which have convinced the majority of well

informed men for three centuries, have by no means been refuted

by the multiplication of books in English . Latin and Greek are

large sources of our mother tongue. No man has full mastery of

it until he knows the sources. Translation from language to lan

guage is the primemeans for training men to discrimination in

using words, and thus, in thought. There is no discipline in

practical logic, so suitable for a pupil, as those reasonings from

principles of syntax, by processes of logical exclusion and synthe

sis, to the correct way of construing sentences. As a mental

discipline, this construing of a language other than our vernacu

lar, has no rival and no substitute in any other study. And if

the language to be construed is idiomatically different from the

vernacular, with its own genius, collocating thoughts and words

in its own peculiar order, as is the case with the “ dead lan

guages,” this fits them best of all to be implements of this discip

line. It is the best way for teaching the young mind to think.

We do not dwell on the culture of true taste, and the value of the

fine models presented in the classics. It may be retorted that

there is fine writing in English too ; why may not this cultivate

the taste ? We reply : these English models are moulded after

the classic, if they are really fine. Is it not better to take our

inspiration from the prime source than the secondary ? More
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over , they are usually so imbued with classic allusion and im

agery that only a classic scholar can understand them . True,

Milton wrote in English ; but the reader needs to be as much a

Latin and Greek scholar fully to comprehend him as to read Vir

gil and Sophocles .

But the prime fact which determines the question is, that the

Bible was given by God in Greek and Hebrew . The Greek New

Testament and Hebrew Old Testament alone are God's word .

No translation or commentary is infallible . No man who must

needs “ pin his faith ” as to the interpretation of a given phrase

upon the “ say so ” of an expositor that “ this is just what the

Greek means," can be always certain that he is not deceived.

Does one say, This is all the laity have ? Just so ; and therefore

no such layman is entitled to become the authorised teacher of

others. “ The analogy of the faith ” may give the intelligent

English reader a practical certainty that his translators and ex

positors do give him the more fundamental and obvious truths of

redemption without any substantial error, and that he may be

sure of his own salvation . But it ought to be the aim of the re

ligious teacher , who undertakes to lead others, to attain accuracy

also on the lesser points. No atom of revealed truth is useless

to souls. The lesser error may perchance be the means of lead

ing some soul to the greater, even to the destructive, mistake.

The duty of the pastor to go himself to the fountain head of the

exposition may be illustrated thus: an author offers to him his

English commentary on Scripture designed for the English reader.

The pastor receives it and says, “ That is well. But, Mr. Ex

positor, you yourself tested your own expositions by the light of

the original Greek ? ” “ No,” he answers, “ writing only for

English readers, I myself stopped at the English version ! ” That

pastor would throw the commentary from him with indignation .

But the pastor is the commentary of his charge ; they have the

same right to require of him that he shall not stop short of test

ing his expositions to them , until he gets to the infallible standard .

Again , it is often the pastor's duty to defend the correct expo

sition of the truth against impugners. How can he do this suc

cessfully unless he is able to argue for the translation he assumes,
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when he is always liable to be assailed with the assertion : “ I

deny that the original means what you say." Shall he meet as

sertion only with bald assertion while confessing that he himself

is not qualified to judge whereof he affirms ? This would be a

sorry polemic indeed. For instance, the pastor ignorant of Greek

has declared that the word rendered in the Scripture “ justify,”

does not signify an inward and spiritualchange, but only a foren

sic and declarative act of God in favor of the believing sinner.

The Romish priest rises and says : “ Holy Mother Church teaches

the opposite ; how do you know whatthe word signifies ?” “ I read

what I asserted in Dr. Hodge's English Commentary on Romans.

He says so .” “ But Holy Mother Church is inspired. Is your

Dr. Hodge inspired ? " " No." “ Do you know Greek, so as to

assure us, yourself, that he may not be mistaken ? ” “ No.”

“ But,” the priest adds, “ the Church is not only infallible,

but knows Greek perfectly ; and she asserts, of her knowledge,

that you and your Dr. Hodge are mistaken .” In what a piti

ful attitude is this “ defender of the faith " left, although he is,

in fact, on the right side, with nothing but an assertion and a

confession of ignorance, to offset a more confident assertion .

It is worth remarking also , that an incomplete knowledge of

the original languages is not to be despised in the pastor. A

tolerable knowledge of the rudiments, which would not suffice

him to originate independent criticisms, may enable him to judge

intelligently of another 's criticism of the original. Or itmay

furnish him with the weapons to overthrow completely the arro

gant assailant who knows no more than he does and yet boasts

much . A young pastor in Virginia was once debating , during a

series of days, the “ Thomasite " creed with its founder, a man of

boundless dogmatism and pretension . He, like the Anabaptists

of Luther's age, denied the conscious existence of the soul apart

from the body after death. He boldly asserted that he knew

Hebrew ; that the Hebrew Scriptures gave no countenance to the

idea of separate spirit in man ; for that the word currently trans

lated soul in the English version meant only a smelling bottle !

The young pastor related that when Dr. Thomas began to parade

his Hebrew he began to tremble, for he had the guilty conscious
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ness that the dust had been gathering on his own Hebrew books

ever since he left the Seminary. But the intervening night gave

him an opportunity to examine them , and his Lexicon at once

cleared up the source of the impudent assertion , by giving him

underww. (“ breath ,” “ soul” ) the phrase from Isa. iii.20 :we?

192 smelling bottles” (bottles of odors). All, therefore, that was

necessary was to take this Lexicon to the church next morning,

read the extract, challenge all competent persons ( of whom there

happened to be none present) to inspect his citation , and show

the absurdity of reading " smelling bottle ” wherever w33

occurred . Thus, as he humorously stated , he hewed Dr. Thomas

to pieces with his own smelling bottle. Here, a small tincture

of Hebrew answered a valuable purpose; without it , our advocate

would have had nothing but assertion to oppose to assertion . It

should also be admitted that a critical knowledge of the Hebrew

tongue is less essential to the pastor than of the Greek, and its

lack less blameable. For the New Testament resumes and re

states all the doctrines of redemption contained in the Old Testa

ment. Hence , he who can be sure that he construes all the de

clarations of the New Testament aright, cannot go amiss as to

any of the doctrinal statements of the Old Testament, though he

has only the English version. But even this admission cannot

be extended to the historical statements of the Old Testament;

and as they have an interesting, though subordinate, value for

illustrating the plan of redemption, theminister who knows Greek

but not Hebrew cannot be fully on the level of him who knows

both . For, in general, there is a sense in which the best trans

lation cannot fully represent its original. Pope's Homer shows

us Pope rather than Homer ; Dryden 's Virgil, Dryden fully as

much as Virgil. There are shades of thought, connexions of

words and ideas, idiomatic beauties and aptitudes of expression,

which a mere translation does not reproduce. These points, lost

in any modern version , are not essential to the getting of the fun

damentals of redemption ; but they clothe the teachings of reve

lation in a light and consistency which he that undertakes to

teach others ought not to slight.
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There is a practical testimony to this argument. It is found in

the example of some of the best of those excellent and usefulmen

who have found themselves in the Baptist or Methodist ministry

without classicalknowledge. They, seeing its vital necessity to the

guide of souls, have given themselves no rest until they have ac

quired , often by unassisted study, a competent knowledge of the

New Testament Greek at least ;many also of the Hebrew . Their

consciences would not suffer them to remain without it.

This position is also sustained by this very simple and natural

view . 1 Tim . iii. 2, requires of the presbyter-bishop “ aptness to

teach.” This cannot mean less than didactic ability to explain

the gospel correctly ; and we may grant that this would be suffi

ciently conferred by fair general intelligence , perspicuous good

sense , the gift of utterance, familiarity with the Scriptures of the

New Testament, and a personal experience of gospel grace. The

intelligent tradesman or mechanic in Ephesusmight possess these.

But ought not themodern pastor to possess this minimum quali

fication ? Should he not be abreast, at least, of the Ephesian

mechanic ? Let it be remembered that this Greek, now the

classic “ dead ” language, was then the vernacular. The edu

cated Englishman must be no mean Greek scholar to have that

practicalmastery of the idiom which this mechanic had, granting

that the mechanic had not the knowledge of the elegancies of

Greek which the modern student may have sought out. But

more than this : the events, the history, the geography, the

usages, the modes of thought, the opinions, which constituted the

human environment of the New Testament writers, the accurate

understanding of which is so necessary to grasp the real scope of

what they wrote, all these were the familiar, popular, contempo

raneous knowledge of that intelligent mechanic in Ephesus. He

had imbibed it in his daily observation , reading, and talk , as

easily and naturally as the mechanic in Charleston has imbibed

the daily facts about current politics, cotton shipments, familiar

modern machinery , or domestic usages. But to us now all this

expository knowledge is archæologic ! It is gained accurately

only by learned researches into antiquity . This imaginary pic

ture may help to put us in the point of view for understanding

.
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our argument. Wemay suppose that the chasm of eighteen cen

turies is crossed, so that án Ephesine scholar (not mere mechanic)

appears in Charleston now , and it is made his duty to instruct

his Greek fellow - colonists in the municipal and state laws. But

they are printed in English , a tongue strange to him , antipodal

to Greek in idiom . Well, this difficulty may be surmounted by

learning English , or, as our opponents think , simply by purchas

ing a translation of South Carolina laws into Greek ; though how

this translation is to enable him to guarantee his clients against

error in their legal steps passes our wit to see. But this obstruc

tion out of the way, he begins to read. He finds enactments

about property in “ cotton ” ! What is cotton ? The wool which

old Herodotus reported grew on trees in Nubia ? And property

in steam engines ! And in steamships ! And in steam -cotion

compress engines ; and in stocks of railroads, and in banks, and in

governmentsecurities ! And of buyingand selling cotton futures !

And of valuable phosphate works, etc., etc . What a crowd of

suprises, of mysteries, of astonishments ! How much to be learned ,

after the knotty, sibilant, guttural English is learned , before the

book has any light to his mind !

We thus see that the plain Ephesine mechanic elder had im

mense advantages over us, enuring directly from his epoch, con

temporary with the events of redemption , from his vernacular,

from his providential position for understanding the sacred books.

But we again urge the question , Are we “ apt to teach ,” unless

we make up our deficiencies to a level somewhere near his ? The

modern who has become a learned Greek scholar and archæolo

gist, has not done more than reach the level of this Ephesine

elder. It were well for us if we had reached it.

Only one other point in this wide field of argument can be

touched. The great apostasy of Prelacy and Popery was wrought

precisely on that plan of a partially educated ministry which is

now urged on us. As time rolled on , antiquating the language

and the facts and opinions of the Apostolic age, the Church for

got the argument illustrated above, and vainly fancied that she

would find the requisite " aptness to teach ” as Timothy found it,

in pious men taken from the massof society . Men read Church
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history now under an illusion . When they hear of the pastors

and fathers of the early Church as writing and preaching in Latin

or Greek , because these are the learned languages now , these

must have been learned men ! But it was not so ; these lan

guages were their vernaculars . True learning was not the requi

site for the ministerial office in the patristic ages. A few , like

Jerome, had biblical learning ; the most were chosen without it,

precisely on the plan now recommended to us. The Latin pastor

knew no Greek nor Hebrew , but read his Bible from a translation ,

precisely as our author wishes his new evangelists to do now .

The Greek pastor knew no Latin or Hebrew . The result of that

experiment is indelibly written in Church history ; the result was

the gradual development of Popery ; the " dark ages ;" the re

introduction of idolatry ; the mass, bloody persecutions, and the

corruption of Christianity . This lesson is enough for us ; we do

not desire to witness the repetition of the experiment. It was

by just such expositions, founded on a translation , for instance,

that the great Augustine, ignorant of Hebrew , and nearly igno

rant of Greek , but energetic , eloquent, and confident, introduced

into the theology of the Latin Church those definitions which it

took all the throes and labors of the Reformation to expunge ;

which made perávoia mean penance (pænitentia ) ; dikaiwoes mean

conversion , and faith (fides) a derivative of the verb fit, “ it is

done,” thus representing faith as a work . Shall we be told that

Protestants have now learned that lesson so well that there will

be no danger of their being again misled on those points, even

by uneducated guides ? Perhaps not on those points . But who

can foresee on what other unexpected points ? . The ingenuity of

error is abounding

Reference is made to a literary revolution which is to extrude

the study of the classics from their place, and substitute other

(modern ) languages for them , or modern sciences ; and it is

claimed that this revolution has gone so far, and is so irrevocable ,

that in making the classics a requisite for preaching , we narrow

our field of choice to one-fifth of the fully educated youngmen

of the country. Wesee no evidences of such a revolution as per

manent. Wesee, indeed, a plenty of rash innovation ; but there
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is no sign that the educated mind of Christendom will submit to

such a change in the methods of liberal culture. The business

school is relied on , indeed, to make architects, engineers, and

clerks ; but real education, in its higher sense , still resorts to the

classics as the foundation . Germany, for instance, “ the school

mistress of the nations,” has her “ real-schulen " for the training

of the men who are expected to devote themselves to the “ bread

and butter sciences ;” but her gymnasia , where her youth are

prepared for the professions, hold fast to themostthorough teach

ing of the dead languages . The plea that we limit ourselves

away from four-fifths of our young men by requiring classical

training, is refuted by this simple view . The educated , in any

mode or form , are a small fraction of any population . Suppose,

now , we retort, that by requiring that sound English education in

divinity, which is described to us as so desirable and sufficient,

wepreclude ourselves from the whole field of choice, except that

small fraction ; wherefore we should require no education , clas

sical or English , but ordain the common mass-ignorance . The

reply to this our sophism would be patent: that while the Church

will not ordain ignorance, she does not preclude even the most

ignorant, because she proposes to educate (in English ) and then

ordain , all worthy applicants. But if classical training is essen

tial to the minister 's best usefulness, as we have shown , the very

same reply avails for us. The Church does not exclude the four

fifths of the cultivated English scholars, by requiring of all clas

sical knowledge ; because her call is to come forward and accept

a classical education , and then be ordained . The man who is fit

for a minister will not refuse the additional labor for Christ,when

he learns that it is requisite for bis more efficient service of Christ.

But it is said , theman whose heart God hath touched, may have

no Latin , and may bemiddle-aged , and may have, moreover, a

family on his hands. The classical process is too long for him to

attempt. To this the answers are two. Very few men atmiddle

age ought to be encouraged to take up the clerical profession .

They must be men of peculiarly good endowments of nature and

grace, or both they and the Church will have to repent the un

seasonable change of profession. And second, for those peculiar
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cases our system already makes full provision . To any fitman 's

plea, that the preparation required of him by the Church is hope

lessly long, she has this answer : No such man, however behind

hand in his training, ever fails to receive, among us, the aid and

encouragement to carry him through the desirable training. Her

answer is, to point to that noble and honored class of her

ministers represented by the ex-planter, James Turner of Bed

foril ; the ex-carpenter,. Dr. J . D . Matthews ; the ex-ship captain ,

Dr. Hariling ; and to say to all like-minded men , If Christ gives

you the will, we pledge ourselves to give the way.

It is urged that, by our requirements, we actually limit God's

sovereignty . He may have elected the devout man without

Latin , while we practically refuse to have him . That this is a

“ begging of the question ," appears from one remark : Suppose

it should be thatGod's election and call are to a thorough edu

cation, and then to preaching. But whether this is God' s pur

pose , is the very question in debate . To assume the negative, is

to beg that question . Should the affirmative be true, then our

requirements are not across, but in the very line of God's pur

poses.

Weare pointed to the inconsistent execution of our system , to

the perfunctory examinations of Presbyteries , the shameful igno

rance of some candidates, the practical setting at naught of our

own Constitution ; and we are told that we have just enough of

the old system , in name, to drive off from us the good men who

make no pretence of classical knowledge, and yet not enough to

keep out other men as ignorant, and less honest. Now, on this

we remark , first, that this charge is not brought by us, but by

others ; and it is not our mission at this time to affirm it. But,

secondly , if it be true, the inference drawn from it, that our slow

growth and small success mainly are caused by a lack of this class

of less educated ministers, will find its complete refutation in the

facts charged . For surely no other solution of our scanty suc

cess need be sought, if those discreditable facts are true. If

courts of Christ's Church thus trample on their own profession

and their own rules ; if they thusdishonestly certificate ignorance

as scholarship, assisting such impositions on society ; if the young

T
W



1883. ] 361A Thoroughly Educated Ministry .

men who become our pastors have no more conscience than to

contemn and waste the precious opportunities for learning provided

them by the Church, so as to come forth from them pretentious

dunces ; if such grovelling laziness in the season of preparation

is themeasure of these youngmen's energy and devotion in their

ministry, there is a mass of sin , at once, abundantly sufficient to

insult our God, grieve his Spirit, and effectually alienate his help.

Our quest is ended . There is no need for our looking one step

farther to find out what is the matter. Such a ministry cannot

be blessed of a truthful God , and cannot succeed . The one work

which remains for us is, not to change our Constitution, but,

with deep repentance and loathing of delinquencies so shameful,

to return to it, and live up to it. Let us try that first. If these

charges are true — which it is no task of ours to affirm — let us

execute our righteous rules in examining and licensing in such

a way that God's truth shall be honored , realmerit recognised,

and dishonest indolence shamed and banished from among us.

Then , perhaps, we shall find that our ministry will be efficient,

without innovating on the wisdom of our laws, approved by the

experience of centuries.

It is argued that since society includes various grades of taste,

culture, and possessions, our Church is suffering for the lack of

different grades of ministers. But we thought that the parity

of the ministry was one of the corner-stones of our Constitution.

Methodists, or Prelatists, can consistently have different grades ;

for they retain some features of hierarchy. Our Church , in its

very essence, is not a hierarchy, but a republic. Now , there is

one sense in which, with an equally thorough education ,we shall

have, not grades, but sorts, of ministers endlessly various, and

adapted to all the various parts of our work. No two minds are

exactly alike ; no two temperaments. God, who bestows the dif

ferent shades of nature, provides for this variety ; that is enough.

All we need is to do as our author so well inculcates in his Janu

ary number — allot the rightman to the right work by our Pres

byterial supervision . This is entirely compatible with parity .

“ There are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit.” But when

we begin to make a substantive difference in the educational priv
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ileges of ministers , to train them for different grades, these will

soon be virtually marked as higher and lower grades. Ultimately ,

the forms will be moulded to the virtual facts, and we shall have,

like the Methodists, the beginnings of a hierarchy. And whereas

it is supposed that the more cheaply trained preachers will be

specially adapted to the plainer and poorer congregations,

our knowledge of Presbyterian human nature makes us surmise

that these will be the very charges to insist most upon having

the fully trained minister , and to resent the allotment of the less

learned to them , as a stigma and a disparagement. It is much

to be feared that the new grade will be obstinately rejected by the

very grade of hearers for whom they will have been devised.

The desideratum claimed is, that there shall be a way, like the

Methodistmode, for givingmanyministers their adequate training

without the expense and delay of segregating them for years in

scholastic institutions, along with a useful occupation in parochial

labors . Now , weare struck with the thought that our Constitution

provides expressly for just this way. It nowheremakes a college

or seminary an essential. All that it stipulates for, in the way of

means, is a two years ' training under " some approved divine.”

This, of course, throws the door wide open to the incoming of the

very ideal painted . The young man may join any experienced

pastor, assist him within or without his field of labor, pursue

his studies under his guidance, in connexion with these evangel

istic labors, present himself before Presbytery, and, if his “ parts

of trial” are adequate, demand his licensure with the full sanc

tion of the present Constitution . Now , if such a mode of train

ing is so desirable, is so strongly a “ felt want,” how comes it that

none enter into this open door ? Why has there been such a

rarity of such cases in our Church since 1825 ? Why are not

many learned and wise pastors — of whom we have so many

thusbringing on many godly candidates ? The obvious reply is ,

that the good sense of the Church tacitly perceives this training

unsuited to the times . Pastors practically feel this, churches feel

it, and the youngmen feel it. It is the same feeling which is

to -day operating in the Methodist Church to make them substi

tute this method of training, long so peculiarly their own, by one
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more nearly like ours. In a word, the door is already open. If

the Christian community felt its need of this way, it would use

it. It does not use it ; and the inference is that really it does

not want it.

Wehave been told that by this way we should get a cheaper

ministry for our new fields. Men thus trained , not having spent

so much in their training, would work on smaller salaries . Now ,

the only experience we have, does not support this hope. Most

of the Methodist evangelists were trained thus ; but they really

receive better salaries than the Presbyterian . When the various

allowances are added up , theirs is found a better paid ministry

than ours. .

The urgent comparisons made between our method and that of

Methodists and Baptists cannot but suggest another thought:

that we, if we make the proposed change, shall be in danger of

“ putting on their old shoes just when they are throwing them

away.” If these denominations are good exemplars for us, then

it is to be presumed that they understand their own interests ;

their fine results indicate wisemanagement. Now , it is significant

that both these denominations are now expending great effort in

making certain changes in their methods of rearing ministers,and

that these changes are in the direction of the way we are now

advised to forsake. They have tried, and are trying, two differ

ent ways. They are in a transition state. Before wemake their

way our guide, it will be well to wait and see which of their two

ways they are going to approve finally for themselves. If we are

correctly informed by those who are in closest intelligence with

their influentialmen, these are yearly less and less satisfied with

their old species of training, and more and more desirous to have

all their ministry improve the advantages of the excellent semin

aries of theology which they have founded . Hear, for instance,

the testimony of Mr. Price in the Southern Presbyterian :

" And, in proof of this view , it is a remarkable fact, that those very

causes to which this writer ascribes their more rapid growth , are becom

ing more unpopular every day with these denominations. While he and

others in our Church are advocating a lower standard of ministerial

qualification , that we may keep pace with the Baptists and Methodists ,

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 2 – 9 .
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these denominations are directing the most intelligent energies of their

respective Churches to raising their grade of scholarship ; their unedu

cated men are losing caste and influence; theministers coming forth from

their theological schools are establishing a public sentiment and a more

rigid rule of systematic theology, and of clear and accurate statement in

doctrine, before which the loose and extravagant discourses of a class of

preachers that once exercised a powerful influence fall under sharp cen

sure, and are even occasionally exposed to ridicule.

" There are unlearned men in these Churches, and such maybe licensed

and ordained in ours,under our provision for extraordinary cases, whom

the most intelligent are bound to respect as called ofGod , and whose use

fulness none can deny ; butwhen our Baptist and Methodist brethren are

casting off certain methods, which they have weighed in the balance and

found wanting, it becomesus to consider well beforewe take up thatwhich

they throw away ; especially when they are free to confess that our ex

ample, and the evident fruits of our more thorough training, have power

fully impelled them toward the change.

" Thewriter in the Review has heard of the Cumberland Presbyterians.

If he has been correctly informed ,he will find that no branch of the Pres

byterian Church has, in proportion to its numbers and resources,more

colleges,universities ,and theological schools. If he attends their General

Assembly , he will be impressed by the distinctand painful line of demar

cation between their learned and their unlearned men . And when he

sees and hears some of the latter, though he may find much to admire in

the vigor of their speech and the vigor of their labors,he will not wonder

that, as a people , our Cumberland brethren are making, perhaps, more

vigorous efforts than any other Presbyterian body to educate their ininis

try , and thus obliterate one of the distinctive features upon which they

went out from us. When the Rev. Dr. Lyon brought into our General

Assembly , some years ago, a report against certain proposals of union

with the Cumberland Presbyterians, he did not hesitate to present, as one

of the arguments of the Committee that he represented, that, by such a

union, our Church will be broughtunder the control of an overwhelming

majority of uneducated inen. If someof the theories now in vogue among

usare put into practice , wemay reach this alternative without uniting

with the Cumberlands; and they, in turn, by raising their standard, as

they now seem determined to do,may be in a position, by and by, to raise

thesameobjection to a union with us.

Weare reminded that our system now requires a longer and

more expensive preparation than the other liberal professions.

And why should it not,when our professional tasks are infinitely

more responsible ? But facts here argue on our side, again , in

that society is steadily demanding a raised standard of preparation
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from lawyers and physicians. Is this a time to lower ours? The

well-furnished young physician, for instance, gets, in his youth ,

a pretty fair classical education ; then he readsmedicine a year

with some doctor; then , if he graduates in one year (most have

to spend two) in a good school of theoretic medicine, like that in

the University of Virginia, he does remarkably well ; then he

goes into a New York or Baltimore hospital, one or two years, to

get the clinic instruction . And even the plainer country neigh

borhoods are now requiring so much of training of their doctors !

The other professions are advancing largely ; it is no time for

ours to go back .

It has been often and justly remarked that it requires more

mature training and ability to teach unenlightened minds accu

rately than cultivated ones. It was considered by discerning

persons the crowning 'manifestation of Dr. John H . Rice's

trained capacity, that he could not only preach to the edification

of General Assemblies in Philadelphia , but could go then to the

Bethel Seaman's chapel and preach with equal effect to the rough

sailors. If we are to bring poor and rude communities into our

denomination, then they will need the best trained , not the in

ferior, minds, to inculcate on them our logical and profound sys

tem . And as regards the frontier communities ,there is no greater

mistake than that of concluding that, because their exteriors are

rough, the ill-furnished minister will suffice to instruct them .

The testimony of Dr. N . L . Rice, for instance , in the Assembly

of 1857, was wholly the opposite ; and he spoke of his own

knowledge. Said he : “ The garb of the frontiersmen may be

rough ; their dwellings may be cabins ; but they include the very

most independent, active, inquiring minds anywhere to be found

in America. It is the fact that their mindsand temperaments are

such , which has made them emigrants ; the plodding, the slow ,

the minds that like to lean on precedent and prescription , and

are content to be led — these stay in the old neighborhoods. It

is the adventurous minds who seek new fortunes. A very large

portion of them are men of thorough education . The educated

emigrant is most often a 'free-thinker ' (so -called); for one main

impulse which pushes the man of culture to brave the roughnesses
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of the frontier is, that he has broken all intellectual trammels, if

not all sound restraints of orthodox thinking. Hence we find

these frontier societies seething with most eager speculation ,

questioning all old foundations. To suppose that the good man

of slim intellectual resources can control these minds, is the most

fatal mistake. The man who is to command them needs to have

the most mature resources of learning at the readiest possible

command . He needs to be a walking library, of the most ad

vanced learning,not only in divinity,butin all connected studies.”

This witness is also true of our Southern frontiers. You shall

see the “ cow -boy ” of Western Texas, sometimes reclining on his

greasy blanket to read a pocket edition of Horace or Molière. In

their “ shanties," alongside of the whiskey-jug, will be found the

writings of Huxley, Bradlaugh, and Büchner, with the West

minster Review , and theworks of Renan. Our evangelists con

firm Dr. Rice’s testimony, and tell us to send none but thoroughly

furnished men to the frontiers.

It has been supposed that great gain would result from the al

ternative of an “ English course ” in our seminaries for such can

didates for the ministry as could not find time or means for mas

tering the original languages of Scripture. A manual of Church

history mightbe taught, it is supposed , without involving Latin

or Greek : and the exegetical and doctrinal studies would be

founded on the English version alone. Were the teachers in

these seminaries entitled to any consideration in this discussion,

their friends might perhaps raise an embarrassing question on

their behalf. Their time seems to be already fully occupied in

the teaching of the fuller course to their classical students and

the exposition of the Greek and Hebrew Scriptures, which alone

are the ipsissima verba of God. Shall they cease to give this

course, in order to do justice to the other class of their students ?

Orshall they give the latter class a light, perfunctory , Sabbath

school course, such as they will have time for ? Would such a

little sketch be a worthy training for a Presbyterian minister ?

It will behoove the advocates of this system to consider three

consequences, which are very distinctly involved in it.

One is , that it will admit the imperfect education of a great
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many more men than should be entitled, according to the new

plan itself, to enter the ministry upon it. Men 's over-haste, or

indolence, or ill-considered zeal, or self-confidence, will prompt

many of the candidates to plead that they also are poor enough,

or old enough, or gifted enough, or married enough, to claim to

enter through the English door, of whom the judgment of our

innovators themselves would be, that they had no grounds for

claiming that easier way. The pressure of churches and Presby

teries for more laborers to be speedily gotten, will assuredly

second their pleas. The result will be the general breaking •

down of our standard . The majority of our ministry will be the

uneducated ; the minority the educated , as it was in the other de

nominations in those old ways from which they are striving so

hard to escape.

The second will be, that the students of the English course

will be much at the mercy of the Professor for their doctrinal and

exegetical opinions. When the teacher gives his construction of

the text, if the English pupils attempt to say that the English

version , or the commentaries thereon, seem to sustain another

meaning, he has only to reply : “ I assure you , young gentlemen ,

that the original supports only my construction ; and if you un

derstood that language, you would see it to be so.” That is, to

those students, an end of debate. Or else they must learn to

hold their teacher in suspicion and disesteem , as a man capable of

imposing on their ignorance . There will be one caste of minds

which will resent this mental domination , the self-sufficient and

crotchety . The consequence will be, that to this class their

teacher will be no guide ; but this is the class to whom influen

tial guidance will be most necessary . Now , we surmise that

this sweeping power in the Professors of our Seminaries will not

be very agreeable to that large class of our Presbyters who cherish

along with us a well-grounded jealousy of seminary dictation ,

and all other forms of centralisation . It may be said , our present

Professors may all be trusted. But they cannot remain always.

Unhappily , such things have been known in Seminaries as hereti

cal Professors; and yet oftener, as crotchety Professors, fond of

riding exegetical hobbies. Shall we arm these with this danger

ous power of leading off the English students after their errors ?
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The third consideration is, that if the new plan of training is

to be carried on to any successful extent, we must reconcile our

minds to become a “ Broad Church ." Wemust lose our doc

trinal unity . Again , we advance the experimental evidence as

the most solid . All the denominations which practise the meth

ods of training ministers proposed , become Broad Churches. The

Immersionists are a Broad Church ; we have ourselves heard Cal

vinism and Arminianism preached in it from the same pulpit . The

Cumberland Presbyterian is a Broad Church. The Methodist is

• a Broad Church . As we remarked , the Wesleyan theology re

ceives from Methodist ministers various interpretations, from

moderate Calvinism down to Pelagianism . There are ministers

and presiding elders who hold the perseverance of the saints

just as we do. The Church of Alexander Campbell is a Broad

Church ; he himself declared that in it “ all sorts of doctrine were

preached by all sorts of men.” In this we are not reproaching

these denominations. We use the phrase “ Broad Church ” in

no sense offensive to them , but as a ready and familiar phrase to

describe a condition of things among them on which they con

gratulate themselves, namely , a tolerance in the ministry of the

same body of different schools of theological opinion , within the

scope of the fundamental doctrines of salvation. But we only

point to the fact that it has been the conscientious fixed policy of

us Presbyterians not to have these doctrinal diversities and con

trarieties among our official teachers. We receive all shades of

opinion , compatible with true repentance, to our communion ; but

we require the voice of our official body to give one sound as to

revealed theology.

Now , the experience cited above proves that ifwe are willing

to lose this doctrinal harmony and unity, the chief glory of a

Church of Christ, we have only to imitate these other denomina

tions in their method of training ministers. The explanation of

the result is easy . Human minds are imperfect instruments of

thought, and their opinions naturally tend to variety and diver

sity . Again , the religious world teems with competing clashing

doctrines, each striving for recognition and pressing itself on

others with its utmost ingenuity of argument. The proposed
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method of training, by reason of its comparative brevity and

imperfection, must leave its pupils more pervious to the in

jurious religious errors which obtrusively meet them . These

different “ grades” of preachers will not have the unifying

bond with each other of a complete esprit de corps. The

result will be doctrinaldivergence; and our Church must either

submit to become a “ Broad ” one, or be again rent by schism .

We are aware that there is no patent infallible process, in fallible

men 's hands, for transmitting a doctrinal homogeneity from age

to age. But the means which comes nearest, the only means of

any tolerable efficiency is, under the grace and light ofGod's

Spirit, the thorough education of ministers in an orthodox theo

logy , and that by similar methods for all. Thus not only is the

competentknowledge of the divine science acquired by all, and

the practical skill in moral reasoning and exposition, which de

tect error and sophism in false doctrines, but all imbibe, so to

speak , the Presbyterian and orthodox idiosyncrasy of mind. The

doctrinal affinity in the correct creed is propagated through the

whole body. Now, he who really doubts whether the Presbyte

rian theology is right, may also doubt whether it is proper to

employ these influences for unifying and stereotyping men 's be

lief in it. But those who, with us, are sure that our theology is

right, will also feel that it is not only allowable, but our duty, to

wield those influences for making our theology permanent in our

ministers 'minds. It is the only human way to avoid the tenden

cies to “ Broad Churchism .”

In conclusion, we most emphatically affirm all the regrets ex

pressed at our lack of a holy aggressiveness, and every ardent

aspiration for a remedy. But this remedy is not to be found by

innovation upon our system , but in the reformation of the persons

who work the system . What we need is not a class of imper

fectly educated ministers, but repentance, holy yearnings for

souls, prayer, and more abounding labor by educated ministers ;

more family religion and true Christian training in households,

which is,after all, the Presbyterian 's main lever ; more self-conse

cration in our laymen ; and especially our employment of the

“ dead capital” now lying unused in our eldership. The elder
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need not be a “ local preacher," after the pattern of the Metho

dist “ local,” but the intelligent elder ought to be somethingmuch

better ; active in spheres of work which the Church needs much

more than sermonising or formal “ preachments,” viz ., catecheti.

cal instruction , teaching the gospel from house to house, over

sight, social meetings, exhortations, Sabbath -schools. Do we

feel a “ crying need " in our outlying destitutions for such work:

as this, and for laborers to do it more cheaply than the educated

evangelists ? This is precisely the work which intelligent ruling

elders ought to do. All the elders in Scripture , ruling and teach

ing, were required to be “ apt to teach .” Our conception of the

New Testament organisation of the congregation would not pull

down a part of the ministers to an uneducated level, but lift up

all the elders, including the ruling elders, to the level of official

teachers. Each congregation was governed and taught, not by

a one-man power, a sort of local prelate , but by a board , a plu

rality of elders, all of whom were teachers, though notall of equal

teaching authority , learning , or gifts. But, to ensure full intel

ligence and permanent orthodoxy, we should require the presid

ing elder in this board to have the full equipment of well attested

theological learning. One such man , thoroughly furnished, pre

siding over the board, and regulating and harmonising their joint

instructions, would give a sufficient guarantee of soundness in the

faith . The others under him , in their less authoritative teaching

sphere, would safely fill in the details of the work. The ruling

elder would not act as catechist as though he were an indepen

dent integer, but as a member of the board , under its direction,

and especially under the direction of the president, who is fully

trained and tried ; even as he, in his public work as authoritative

herald of salvation, does not act independently , but under the con

trol of his presbyterial board, the Presbytery. Thus the didac

tic work of each congregation would assume a largeness, occupy

ing several men's hands; while the thorough theological furni

ture of the one man at the head would guarantee doctrinal safety

in the whole. Such was evidently the Apostle's conception in

the Pastoral Epistles.
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ARTICLE VI.

POLITICAL RELIGION.

The inconclusiveness of the controversy that has agitated our

Church on the subject of fraternity , is apparent to all exceptthose

superficial thinkers who rush to those conclusions which their own

wishes have dictated with precipitate haste. Deliberate men , who

are in the habit of regulating their impulses by careful reflection ,

are not fully satisfied with the present status of the question , and

have an impression , more or less distinct, that the bottom of the

difficulty has not yet been reached. It is easy enough, in time

of war, to allow political passions to override the plainest require

ments of Christian charity ; and it is equally easy , when these

passions have subsided , to embrace one another in a paroxysm of

sentimental reconciliation . But it is far more difficult to adjust

the present consistently with the past, and to establish kindly

feeling between alienated parties without abandoning positions

once solemnly taken . This is the principal source of all our

trouble , in endeavoring to bring into harmony the two branches

of the Presbyterian Church in the United States .

Weregret that we cannot discover, in the transactions of the

Assemblies of 1882, that success in the effort to remove existing

barriers which the Christian sentiment of the two constituencies

so earnestly requires. Wepropose, in the first place, to examine .

the action which was taken by the parties, and then to point out,

as far as possible, the principles that must be adjusted before a

genuine understanding can possibly be reached . For it is evident

that, if principle separated the two bodies during the war, that

separation , both in letter and spirit,must continue so long as the

reasons for it are adhered to .

The Southern General Assembly , at Atlanta , has the credit of

initiating the measure by which the proposed reconciliation was

expected to be consummated. Under the influence of a generous

impulse from the heart of the people, and of a suggestion of policy

from brethren on the border, the Concurrent Resolution was adop

ted and transmitted . Had this resolution been simply adopted by
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the other Assembly, without explanation or attachment, the object

would have been secured, and general satisfaction would have fol

lowed . But let us not be deceived in regard to the object itself,

which, in the very words of the resolution, was to establish fra

ternal relationswithout any abandonmentof avowed principles by

either party. Nothing was to be recalled but “ offensive expres

sions.” The substance of every ecclesiastical, or political, differ

ence, was to be left untouched by the action . In other words, the

formal posture of antagonism must be abandoned, and the two

bodies assume towards each other the semblance of peace ; but

the different views of duty held by each might be still entertained,

on both sides, without offence . This was, beyond question, the

proposition of our Assembly, and it was conceived with the purest

motives, as a measure well calculated to satisfy the demands of

the people for the restoration of fraternal sentiments. With deep .

respect for the Assembly, and unabated confidence in the ability

and rectitude of those who, under the impulses of the occasion ,

resorted to this form of procedure, we are, nevertheless, con

strained , in the light of subsequent developments, to question the

wisdom , and even the propriety , of the proposition. We do not

doubt that, under the circumstances, almost any of us,who now

dissent, would have concurred in the adoption of the resolution ,

which was as explicit as language could make it, and appeared ,

at the time, the precise thing which the occasion demanded . But

reflection leads us to doubt the effect of the measure, because, in

reality , the resolution amounted to a mere formality — a restora

tion of courteous intercourse, without removing the substance of

those causes which have divided us into two distinct denomina

tions , widely separated by conflicting principles. The restoration

of courtesy was, indeed , not all that was aimed at, because tele

grams expressing it had already been exchanged . It was further

designed to bring the two bodies together in so emphatic a manner

that the world should know their mutual confidence. It was in

tended to proclaim that the principles by which we are separated

are of little importance compared with those held in common by

the two bodies. And we have no disposition to dissent from this

view of the object. But, just here is our objection, that, by such
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an act,without other statement, we are in danger of subordinating

matters of principle to a formal interchange of courtesy. The

errors of the Northern Presbyterian Church, in its political rela

lations, may not be so grave as other conceivable errors of an

ecclesiastical or doctrinal nature ; but it does not follow that they

are not so important as to require our continuous protest. But, in

fact, the errors of that body, against which we protest, are ecclesi

astical, not simply political. They have affirmed , or assumed,

certain principles, which, if carried into action , would entirely

destroy the religious liberties of the people. They have claimed

the right of their courts to determine, by the force of conscience,

the political status of every communicant. They haveadjudicated

for the people, in contempt of the right of private judgment, the

interpretation of the Constitution of the United States, and vir

tually required their members to subscribe to the opinions of one

class of politicians, and repudiate those of another class. By these

assumptions they have converted their Church into a political

machine, to propagate political dogmas. That they are conscious

of all this, we do not affirm ; but that such is the attitude they

occupy, we do maintain ; and we would long hesitate before we

would say to them that such principles are insignificant, and shall

not interrupt our cordial intercourse, provided all offensive lan

guage on certain other subjects is withdrawn.

We are not discussing the propriety of a delegation, but the

propriety of such a declaration as a sine qua non. The inter

change of delegates does not differ , except in form , from salutation

by letter or telegram . But the character of the condition adopted,

is the special point of interest. And, in this, our Assembly ap

pears to say that Christian intercourse ought to be governed by

the same rules which obtain in the parlor or at the dinner table .

We care little for your principles, provided your manners are un

exceptionable. Retract your offensive language on certain topics,

and you may retain these errors as long as you please. This was

not the actualmessage, but it was, as far as it went, the purport

of the Concurrent Resolution. It was not so intended , but such is

a natural interpretation of its language. It insists upon nothing

but the withdrawal of offensive expressions. Its only reference
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to principles is , that they may be adhered to in the future , as in

the past, without constituting a bar to the most friendly associa

tion . And thus the language of the deliverances of the Northern

Assemblies is emphasised ,and the substance of their ecclesiastical

errors during the war is treated as comparatively unimportant.

This view of the Concurrent Resolution throws into the

strongest light the absurdity of the " explanatory action " of the

Springfield Assembly , that accompanied its adoption. The ne

cessity for an explanation always depends upon the doubtful

nature of the thing explained ; and every apology for the ex

planatory resolution assumes that the Concurrent Resolution was

liable to a variety of constructions. This is what the Rev. Dr.

Herrick Johnson, the Moderator of the Springfield Assembly ,

and mover of the explanatory resolution , puts forth as the justi

fication of that action. He uses the following language, in his

letter in the Christian Observer , December 27th, 1882: " It is

said we kept our consistency by the clause, while receding from

no principle. But what is a principle worth , the expression of

which wemust 'regret' and 'withdraw ' ? Did the framers of the

Concurrent Resolution mean thatwe could retain our principle as

to the duty of loyalty to the Government, but we must be sorry

that we ever said anything about it ? The Concurrent Resolution ,

on its face, and in the literal and exact letter of it, seems to de

mand just that absurdity.” Now , we affirm with confidence,

that the Concurrent Resolution is one of the clearest and least

equivocal statements ever conveyed in words. Dr. Johnson , and

every other apologist, ignores the distinction between the form

of a statement and the substance it conveys. Dr. Nelson, in one

of his letters to Dr. Palmer, recognises this distinction , and ex

presses the hope that his opinion was correct. Dr. Palmer, in

reply, confirms his view ; and whilst assuring him that the loyal

deliverances were waived bodily, ” yet offensive expressionsbound

up in them , “ warp and woof," mustbe withdrawn . It is thus evi

dent that our Church did notdemand a retraction of any expression

of loyalty, but any expression offensive to our Assembly that was

contained in the same resolutions. It is assumed by Dr. Johnson,

that loyalty could not be expressed without censure of rebellion ;
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and with this question we shall deal in the sequel. But for the

present, we contend that he has answered himself. In the very

letter from which wequote, he puts the pregnant question : “ Does

any sane man suppose the Northern Church could ever, by any

possibility, be led consciously to do that?" Do what ? Why,

withdraw all its political deliverances. And we agree with him ,

that no sane man could imagine such a thing. Where, then ,

was any call for an explanation of our Concurrent Resolution , if

all sane men must agree that it clearly meant the retention of

loyal principle on the records of the Assembly , and the with

drawal of all expressions conveying reproach against others ? If, .

as Dr. Palmer said , the injurious expressions were so bound up

with the loyal expressions as to be inseparable, farewell to fra

ternal relations. If one brother cannot disapprove of the con

duct of another, without holding him up to the odium of the

world as a miscreant and a traitor, Christian charity must perish

from among mankind . Every sane man knows that the South

ern Assembly referred, in its Concurrent Resolution , to principles

held by organised bodies, and not those of individuals. But the

principles of a Church , or a court, are expressed in its records,

and cannot exist in secret ; and Dr. Johnson has gone a great

distance out of the way in his attempt to explain his explanation .

The Concurrent Resolution is unequivocal. No saneman can mis

understand it, and the added resolution was entirely uncalled for,

except as a means of reaffirming, without provocation or justifica

tion, the deep -seated hatred of its authors for what they call re

bellion . Dr. Johnson endeavors to fix the blame of reopening

that issue upon the Atlanta Assembly . But there is not a whis

per of allusion to anything of the kind in the Concurrent Resolu

tion ; and all his ingenuity to fasten such a reference upon it is

altogether futile. None but lunatics could be in doubt.

But we havemore to do with his argument, that the whole

body of the loyal deliverances must be “ offensive” to the South

ern Church . As the Northern Assembly adopted his explana

tion, we have thus exposed clearly to view the fact, never devel

oped before, that, in adopting the Concurrent Resolution, the

Springfield Assembly did not mean to retract all of its offensive

.
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language. Some of its offensive expressions remain uncancelled .

Dr. Johnson makes this evident, and leaves the Atlanta Assem

bly committed to a retraction of all, whilst the other Assembly

has declined to reciprocate. This relative attitude of the parties

is now so fully admitted by the man who is best qualified to ex

plain the explanation , that it may be accepted as historical and

final. But we cannot, with our Assembly , express ourselves as

fully satisfied .

Itmust, however, be remembered that the subject which has

been so much discussed during the past year, was not fraternal

relations between the two Churches , so much as between two

ecclesiastical bodies. It had no reference to individual communi

cants , or even to individual members of the Assembly . The

object of the correspondence was to remove obstacles out of the

way of an annual interchange of friendly sentiments between the

two bodies of representative men in actual session . It was not

supposed that the action taken would directly affect thepeople at

large. Wemay imagine the adjustment complete, without any

closer affinity of the Churches ; and, on the other hand, the most

cordial relations might exist among themembers without any cor

respondence whatever. The moral effect of such a formal ad

justment of differences might be very favorable , but it depends

altogether upon the significance of the steps taken in accomplish

ing it.

And here weare brought to inquire into the extent to which

the proposed reciprocal action of the two late Assemblies is cal

culated to reconcile the alienated membership of the two Churches.

Weunderstand the reproach of complicity in " a wicked rebellion ”

to be still retained as an unretracted record of the Northern As

sembly, applicable to all ministers and members of the Southern

Church who took a willing part in our civil war. The charges

of heresy, blasphemy, and schism , made against our Assembly,

are formally withdrawn ; but those expressions which referred to

the political and military actions of individuals, however injuri

ous, are especially reaffirmed, and are permanent testimonies

against the good character of our people. We understand that

even themenubers of the Atlanta Assembly, who glory in the
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services they rendered to the Confederacy, are yet under the ban

of ecclesiastical denunciation, issued by so many courts of the

Northern Church during the war. If so, it is fair to ask , What

has been gained by a return of the two Assemblies to mutual

recognition and courtesy ? If the ministers and private members

of our Church are still unrepentant for a hideous crime, we are

at a loss to know how their representatives can be satisfied with

the withdrawal of insult from the temporary body to which they

belonged .

The use of the probe is painful, it is true, but sometimes very

necessary , and we desire to explain this matter with all fidelity .

The attitude of the Northern Assembly towards the “ sin of re

bellion ,” is , we are assured, unchanged and unchangeable. Now ,

these various loyal resolutions, as Dr. Johnson truly insists,

do reflect with unabated force upon the Christian character of

most of our people. They arenecessarily “ offensive,” as between

man and man , and no amount of bowing and scraping between

the two Assemblies can obliterate the record . If Dr. Johnson

is correct in stating that all these expressions of loyalty and de

nunciation for rebellion are now reaffirmed , by a refusal to re

tract, we are compelled to conclude that the restoration of frater

nal relations is to be confined to the Assemblies, and the mem

bers of the two Churches are to be left in their original antago

nism . Themutual epithets of “ traitor " and " tyrant” are to

remain applicable in the intercourse of individuals , whilst their

representatives are gushing with fraternity on the floors of the

bodies at Lexington and Saratoga .

It is not an answer to all this that time heals the wounds of

war. Consistency requires an unchangeable record to mean the

same now that it did twenty- five years ago. If the so - called re

bellion was a great crime of the individual citizen then , it is still

a stain upon his character, partially obliterated if repented of,

but glaring in all its heinous turpitude if no repentance has been

manifested. Arson or burglary, committed in early years, never

cease to affect the standing in society of the culprit in after-life ;

and treason and wicked rebellion must descend as a badge of in

famy to children 's children. If this is the true relation of the
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two Churches, fraternity between their members will be of slow

growth . Mere resolutions of politeness, the hollow courtesy of

diplomacy , will not reconcile our people to a permanent reproach.

Such formality did not constitute themutual love and confidence

of the primitive disciples. It was not understood between Peter

and Paul that they were to be courteous as members of the

council of Jerusalem , but might reproach each other in private as

a minion of Rome, on the one hand , and an obstinate, rebellious

Jew , on the other.

Nothing is more evident, on a calm survey of the field , than

this, that Christian confidence, in complete reciprocity, is the

true desideratum between the Churches. Has this point been

reached by recent negotiation , or not? By no means. The

Southern Assembly recedes from no avowed principle, but re.

tracts all expressions implying reproach against the Northern

Assemblies. The Northern Assembly recedes from no avowed

principle and retracts three specific charges, expressly reserving

against the constituents of the other Assembly all implied

charges of wicked complicity in rebellion . On the other hand ,

the spirit of the two concurrent resolutions is one of love and

confidence. They seem to declare that the barriers of the war

are broken down, and that a new era of cordial intercourse has

dawned upon the Churches. There is a wide difference , appa

rently , between the relations now supposed to be established, and

those which subsisted during and long after the conflict. The

spirit of the two Churches is supposed to be revolutionised , and

yet there is nothing to correspond with it on the records of the

Assemblies, except the concurrent resolutions, which , as ex

plained , do not retract, but reaffirm , the original reproach . It is

too plain to require repetition, that the posture of the Northern

Church , as taken by its General Assembly , is inconsistent with

its own professed spirit ; and, if so, the thing needed is a con

fession that the language put upon record during the war was the

result of political excitement, and is now repudiated. It is a

mere fiction that resolutions of loyalty , involving reproach upon

the Christian character of our people,were necessarily adopted .

If adopted at all, it was easy to put them in a form consistent

with fraternal sentiments towards others.
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• It is not to be disguised that much of the dissatisfaction of a

portion of our membership with the correspondence of the As

semblies of last year arises from a sense of wrong in the political

action of the Northern Church , and we are impelled by convic

tions of justice to examine into the rightof an ecclesiastical body

to entertain such action .

From the time of the adoption of the Federal Constitution ,

two interpretations of that instrument have divided the states

men and citizens of the United States into two parties, the ma

jority of the one being north , and themajority of the other be

ing south , of Mason and Dixon 's line. Extremists on both sides

held views of the nature of the Government directly opposite.

On one side, it was contended that the Union was sacred , al

though the Constitution should perish . On the other, it was

maintained that any State might secede, if it judged the compact

to be broken by theGovernment. It wasnever imagined by any

portion of the public that the advocates of these opposite views

were guilty of any moral error in holding them . They held

equal positions in the Government, and were equally respected

by their countrymen . The Churches never adopted the prin

ciples of either party, and no one ever dreamed of making party

dogmas a test of Christian character. The secessionist and the

coercionist sat side by side in ecclesiastical councils, and the

taunt of wickedness was never hurled from the one to the other.

Such were their relations until the political crisis came. None

but a few wild fanatics imagined that a man was wicked in being

a Monarchist, like Alexander Hamilton, or a State Rights man,

like John C . Calhoun. This shows a clear distinction, every

where apprehended, between such opinions and bad moral prin

ciples. The mere fact that the opinions were held in the abstract,

and not carried into execution , does not account for this distinc

tion ; for, in morals, the approval of crime in the abstract, is

itself universally regarded by good men as criminal. A polyga

mist is condemned , whether he practises according to his prin

ciples or not.

The precepts and example of our Lord are the safest of all

guides in all such matters. It is true that we are exhorted by

VOL. XXXIV., NO. 2 – 10.
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inspired apostles to submit to and pray for “ the powers that be."

It is true that history furnishes countless precedents for the legit

imate action of ecclesiastical authority in reference to the obliga

tions of subjects to the sovereign and of citizens to the state . It

is also true that, even during our revolutionary war, the councils

of the Church sometimes pronounced decisions upon the merits of

the contest. How far these latter deliverances were justifiable

is a question with which wedo not meddle, because they are no

precedents for us, who were called to pass through a conflict of

entirely different conditions. The issue in our case was between

two interpretations of a written compact, both of which had been

treated as legitimate and honorable from the first. And we con

tend that the Presbyterian Church proceeded upon sound scrip

tural principles in its policy of silence through so many years of

political agitation previous to the war. The precepts and conduct

of the Divine Master were clearly indicated in his word, and con

servative Christians recognised their obligation to follow his ex

ample .

We know that the government of Judea was, in his day, in the

hands of the Romans, by some sort of compact resulting from a

state of war. Weknow that there were two parties in the state,

the one favorable , and the other opposed to the Roman ascendan

cy . We know that Christ never, by word or deed , committed

himself to either of these parties. He emphatically taught that

his kingdom was a spiritual kingdom , and had nothing to do with

the political issues of the times. He exhorted the people to

“ render unto Cæsar the things that are Cæsar's, and to God the

things that are God's,” and thus distinctly affirmed that the tem

poral and spiritual spheres are wide apart in their nature, and

that the duties and obligations of the two do not necessarily con

flict. There may have been a difference between the parties in

reference to the terms of the treaty, and a fundamental principle

may have been involved in the controversy. Yet no word escaped

his lips that could , in the least degree, be understood as commit

ting him to either side. On moral questionshe was never silent

or equivocal. He probed them to the very bottom . And, there

fore,we have a right to say that his reserve, in reference to the
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question of Jewish independence, conveys a lesson which our

Church was wise in following until the immediate causes of the

late war began to operate.

Here then was a great fundamental question in American poli

tics , honestly and honorably entertained on both sides, and about

to be referred , practically, not theoretically, to the arbitrament of

physical force. Every citizen was called upon to decide upon his

duty in the temporal sphere, according to the best light he could

obtain . The Church was expected to act in its spiritual sphere

as it was taught to act by its Head. The great question was,

Did the Lord lay down any rule or principle by which it could be

guided ? If he did , the Church night be justified in its action

proclaiming loyalty to theGeneralGovernment to be the religious

duty of the citizens of the seceded States , and denouncing resist

ance as a crime in the sight of Heaven . If he did not, this ac

tion was a usurpation , violative of the rights of the citizen . When

the Northern Church is challenged to point out its authority to

take the action it adopted, it is compelled to do what the Lord

ever declined to do himself in reference to Jewish politics. It is

driven to the necessity of undertaking an interpretation , not only

of the Scriptures , but of the terms of the political compact which

defines the Union . For it is obvious that no scripture can be

available until the actual case is fully stated . It was necessary

therefore that the Church should weigh thoroughly all the pros

and cons, which , for two generations,had divided the people of the

Union into two honestly differing parties. It is historical that,

without deliberation , and without reference to the terms of com

pact, with a blind infatuation which nothing but the excitement

of the hour can excuse, the Church proceeded to decide for its

members in all the seceding States, themost momentous and dif

ficult political question that ever agitated a nation . The decision

was, that secession was “wicked rebellion " against a Government

recognised as sacred by the Holy Scriptures. For, unless the

Northern interpretation of the compact was scripturally true,and

the Northern theory of the Government made it a religiously

sacred object, it is impossible to construct a plea for the position

the Church assumed .

.
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It cannot therefore be denied that the Northern General As

sembly did , during the war, positively adjudicate the question of

primary allegiance, and decided that some of the wisest statesmen

and jurists our country ever produced , including some of the very

framers of the Government, were altogether wrong in their inter

pretation of its character; and then, in the light of that infallible

conclusion , pronounced it immoral to carry into action the errors

it had never before condemned. The justification of these pro

ceedings depends, of course, upon the two conditions, that the

judgment wasby competent authority , and that it was just in the

light of the word of God .

No proposition can be clearer than this, that, even supposing

the Church to be a competent judge in the premises , the decision

was unjust in holding the individual citizen responsible, in a

moral sense, for his view of his duty . His right to entertain the

very principle upon which he acted had been all along recognised

without a whisper of instruction as to its immoral aspect. There

was no scriptural precept that could possibly guidean inquirer in

his interpretation of a political compact. It was like the construc

tion to be put upon a will or a deed . The Scriptures never afford

any assistance in such an undertaking, and the inquiry is, from

beginning to end, an inquiry for facts. How then could any im

moral quality attach to such an investigation , except such com

mon human infirmity as is liable to impair all the exercises of the

mind ? The mere ecclesiastic, in his ignorance of the political

history of the country , is in the habit of reasoning from assumed

premises directly to the point. To him , it is as plain as the nose

on his face, that allegiance to the Federal Government is always

a religious duty , and resistance to its power a flagrant crime.

He derives this from the plain statement that the Constitution is

" the supreme law of the land," and he does not know that he has

assumed the very premises upon which his conclusion is reached

without sufficient knowledge of the nature of the question , the

solution of which was a puzzle to our ablest statesmen . He does

not know that one party in the Convention that framed the Con

stitution regarded the allegiance of the citizen as due to the su

preme law through his allegiance to the State, and obligatory only
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so long as the State continues to be a member of the Union . He

does not know that some of the States entered the Union , as un

derstood by one of the parties, with reservation of the right to re

assume an independent position , if in its judgmentthe compact

should not be fulfilled. He does not know that according to the

same interpretation , the secession of the States was a valid act,

necessarily withdrawing the allegiance of the citizen from the

General Government, in virtue of the primary allegiance due to

the State itself. In consequence of this ignorance he was pre

pared to assume as unquestionable that which many patriotic

statesmen had altogether denied , thattheGovernment was clothed

with power to coerce the citizens of a State into rebellion against

it . It was easy to infer from such premises that acquiescence in

secession was “ wicked rebellion ” against the Union, and that

such citizens were guilty of a degree of crime which warranted

their subjugation by arms. But it is manifest that whatever mo

tives of policy, or even of self-preservation , the North may have

felt, impelling it to such a war as was waged against the South ,

the charge of a “ wicked rebellion ” is not sustained by anything

approaching a demonstration. The South regarded the Union as

a compact between States which had been grossly violated , and

the seceding States acted on the conscientious belief of their peo

ple that a withdrawal was the only remedy left. They honestly

believed that the Constitution was the bond that constituted the

Union , and that a violation of the connecting link was a dissolu

tion of that Union. Successful war mightbe employed to com

pel them to return , but the obedience of the citizen to the re

quirements of his State could not be construed as rebellion, which

is an individual act. Right or wrong , this was the political faith

which our people derived from the framers of the Constitution ,

and which had been fearlessly advocated , on the hustings and in

the Senate , from the very foundation of the Government. Re

bellion against an undivided sovereignty is easily defined . But

when the sovereignty is subdivided as in our system , and the citi

zen owes allegiance to two distinct powers, the definition fails.

He may be in a situation where obedience to the one implies re

sistance to the other. The question then arises , not only which

A
.
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is supreme, but which is primary. The secondary and derivative

may be supreme, as under the American Union, and yet the pri

mary sovereignty may be regarded as the more sacred of the two.

State sovereignty being the original source of Federal sovereignty

may, for definite purposes, relinquish the supremacy to its crea

ture, and, being disappointed in its aim , may resume its former

dignity. Such , at least, was the view taken by the seceding

States, and, so far as the individual citizen is concerned, it re

duces his crime to a mere shadow . If his act was rebellion, his

refusal would also have been rebellion against the authority of his

own commonwealth . In making his choice between these alterna

tives, he had a task which to many was trying alike to the head

and the heart. Who will undertake to demonstrate that such a

choice lay between loyalty and treason ? In the sight of heaven

it was generally decided on both sides under an honest conviction

of duty , and thousands attested their conscientiousness in heroic

death . One Christian brother had no rightwhatever, in such a

controversy, to brand another with a tyrant's or a traitor's infamy.

Much less had a grave Assembly of ministers and elders. any

justification for a decision which pronounced one interpretation

holy and just, and the other false and treacherous.

Butwe most earnestly deny the competency of an ecclesiastical

council to entertain such a question . We have shown that the

Lord himself declined to commit himself and followers to either

political faction among the Jews. The whole tenor of his life

combines to indicate that had a revolution been attempted in his

day, he would have kept himself aloof from all complicity in it.

Hewould not have commended the spirit of loyalty to Cæsar,nor

denounced the struggles of his countrymen as “ a wicked rebellion .”

The Church which he has founded is an institution for all nations,

and cannot, consistently with his example, devote itself to the

interests of any party in peace or war. There is a right and also

a wrong side to every controversy of a political nature. But it

would be fatal to the Church if she were tempted to intervene as

a party on such occasions, however plain the case might be.

When, in international strife , ecclesiastical authorities declare

their judgment of the merits of the contest, they to that extent
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sacrifice their catholicity to national feeling. And in a civil con

flict it is obvious that a partisan spirit in a Church betrays more

of the influence of the world than of that of the gospel.

In a Presbyterian Assembly, the members are both Christians

and citizens. Their individual feelings and opinions on political

questions have their proper sphere in the outside world . With

them they have nothing to do whilst engaged in their spiritual

offices . They transcend their commission whenever they under

take to decide questions tbat belong to political life. But never

in the history of the Church was there an occasion when such a

course was more contrary to the example of Christ, than that pre

sented in our late civil war. It was undertaken by the Church,

not only to urge the duty of loyalty to constituted government,

but when the great question was, which was the true object of

loyalty, to determine for the people the very point which they

claimed a right to settle themselves. That question was narrowed

down to the simplest terms. Each State , on acceding to the

Union, had established a dual government within its bounds.

Did it retain the right to abrogate both at discretion, or only one ?

The overthrow of the Federal authority might have been a viola

tion of the compact, and even an act of war; but was it rebellion ?

And if so , was it wicked rebellion ? We do not discuss these

questions, but we contend that they were open questions, which

no tribunal on earth was competent to decide— not even the Su

preme Court of the United States, which was created for well

defined purposes, excluding such an issue. And this is fully con

firmed by the undisputed fact, that several of the States express

ly reserved the right of judgment to themselves.

The competency of a Church Council to review the action of a

State Convention, to absolve its citizens from the paramount al

legiance which it claimed , and to pronounce obedience to its man

dates a crime against heaven, is hardly worthy of argument.

There is not a shadow of support for it in the word of God. “ The

powers that be are ordained of God," is the statement of that

word. But this was never understood in a free country to teach

the duty of a tame submission to any government, merely because

it has heretofore existed. It was not written to recognise the
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legitimacy of the Roman Cæsars. It was simply a warning

against turbulent individuals to respect the civil power in actual

exercise. Anarchy is crime. Law and order must be main

tained . Butno one except a mere sciolist would conclude that

an orderly change of the form of government in a state , accom

plished without a jar to the constitution of society, was forbidden

by the Apostle, who well knew that the Church was destined to

live under every system of government.

It may therefore be asked, from what part of its commission

did the Presbyterian General Assembly derive its authority to

pronounce the Christian citizens of the seceding States guilty of

rebellion at all,much less of a wicked rebellion ? The absurdity

of the assumption might be exposed by a multitude of arguments

and illustrations, if it were necessary. But, fortunately , the day

has gone by when such a claim could be decently defended .

Among the great mass of citizens of the United States , although

the term of “ rebellion ” is retained, and has not lost its opprobri

ous significance, men in their ordinary business and social inter

course are careful to abstain from its use. It is implied in all the

reviving amenities of daily life, that the late war had its origin in

an honest difference of opinion , and the mere act of participation

is no longer regarded as a matter of reproach . The Northern

General Assembly would be chargeable with gross hypocrisy if it

did not sincerely adopt this sentiment in its Concurrent Resolu

tion . If it adheres to the phraseology used during the war, it

cannot adhere to the significance of the language employed . And

yet it insists that this language must be perpetuated as its re

corded testimony against the sin of secession. Wehave shown

its departure from its commission in adopting such deliverances ,

and now we would like to know some good reason for adhering

to them when the significance of their phraseology is lost. No

one has ever been tried and convicted , in a civil or ecclesiastical

court, of the alleged crime of “ rebellion.” What has become of

the criminality implied in all their political and religious denun

ciations ? The " traitor ” is now embraced with a gush of cordi

ality in all assemblies of Church and State. It is, to a large ex

tent, sincere. But if sincere, ought an injurious and unwar
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ranted form of testimony to be retained upon the records of the

Church , which fastens, for all time, the stigma of wickedness

upon all Southern Presbyterians who took part in the political

act of secession ? Even among themembers of our General As

sembly, to meet in Lexington , Kentucky, in May, there will be

many in whose faces these records will be flung, with the uncan

celled charge that they were once involved in a wicked rebellion ,”

of which they have given no sign of repentance. Perhaps some

of our delegates accredited to the Northern Assembly with our

warm salutations, will be under the same ban as individuals.

They will doubtless be received with much politeness and cordi

ality. And yet Dr. Herrick Johnson assures us that the phraseol

ogy of the testimony which proclaimed them “ wicked rebels" can

not possibly be retracted . We do not understand such a trans

action ! No wonder it requires a series of resolutions, each ex

planatory of its predecessor. But explanation is impossible. The

case requires the retraction of reproach , the withdrawal of

stigma from the past Christian character , not only of our Assem

bly , but of its personnel, and of our membership at large. It is

substantially done in the Concurrent Resolution, and in thewhole

tone of society. Why should it not be done on the records ? We

feel confident that a majority of their Assembly would have

adopted the Concurrent Resolution without explanation or limita

tion . A fair criticism , in the light of Dr. Johnson 's letter, leaves

no doubt that the explanation did modify the sense of the origi

nal, so as to render it more acceptable to a hesitating minority.

It purported to make it more explicit, and this implied dissatis

faction with the terms of the message. If it was susceptible, as

assumed , of two different interpretations, it was adapted in one

sense to the exclusion of the other, and this withoutknowing

positively in what sense it was meant by the other party . This

seems to us a clear case of modification ; for the Concurrent Reso

lution was not adopted in its own terms, but in a sense conveyed

more explictly by the terms of the other. The explanatory reso

lution was a condition, a sine qua non , in the transaction , and

“ modified" the phraseology of the original, so as to give to it an

explicitness which it did not of itself convey.

Note . — It is of comparatively little importance whether Dr. John
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But, independently of all verbal criticism , we hold that it is

due to our people, as well as to the General Assembly , that lan

guage importing crime, unauthorised by the Scriptures, unneces

sarily used , incompatible with historical facts, and now generally

repudiated in polite circles, should no longer be adhered to in

the records of religious bodies, merely on the ground of preserv

ing an appearance of consistency. Some of our ministers, it is

true, declare that they have no objection to the epithets employed .

They may be ever so harmless in themselves ; but when we de

mand reparation , we ought not to be satisfied with a partial one.

We cannot consistently receive a withdrawal from the Assembly

of certain specific charges, when in the same breath we are noti

fied that another charge that applies alike to ministers and mem

bers, is not, and cannot be, withdrawn. But for the pride of con

sistency, it certainly would not be difficult for the Northern General

Assembly to declare that,whilst the sentiments and principles of its

branch of the Church on the subject of duty to theGeneralGovern

ment remain unaltered, it is willing to acknowledge that, during

the late war, it was led, by the very form of these sentiments , to

make political decisions which the Bible and its Constitution did

not authorise , and which it now repudiates , at least so far as its

records import censure upon the Christian character of their

Southern brethren .

Wemake no demand upon our Northern brethren . Our posi

tion is plain . We simply indicate what is needed, if true, heart

felt fraternity between the two denominations is the object. We

hope the spirit of reconciliation is progressing, and that the peo

ple on both sides are ready to drop the language of partisans and

belligerents. But common sense and common decency require

son 's Resolution “ modified" or only " explained" the Concurrent Reso

lution . Heknows his own purpose better than others. But that he is

in error concerning the matter is easily illustrated. If he had put his

explanation , as a parenthesis, in the Concurrent Resolution , instead of

attaching it, it would have modified it by limiting its meaning. It was

adopted with the parenthesis virtually included , but sent back without

it. Who, then, can deny that the Concurrent Resolution was adopted

by his Assembly in a modified form ? He insists that it did not change

its meaning, but it is certain that it sought to amend its language.
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that such language shall not be sacredly preserved, as embalm

ing for the admiration of future generations those political aver

sions, resentments , and passions which the Church of Jesus Christ

was designed to cover with the mantle of charity , and finally to

extinguish for ever.

To sum up as briefly and clearly as possible, we are not satis

fied , because complete reciprocity has not been attained , and com

plete justice has not been done. If Dr. Johnson is correct, our

Assembly has received clean papers on three specific points ;

but so far as the loyalty resolutions of the other body have affect

ed the Christian character of our Church, in its ministry and

membership, in reference to political and military transactions,

we are told that no reparation can be made, and the children of

the Church must continue to be exposed to an inheritance of

shame. It was necessary for the Northern Assemblies to testify

against the wickedness of the rebellion, and this testimony, how

ever “ offensive" in its form , is like a law of the Medes and Per

sians that changeth not. If the records of our Assembly con

tained any corresponding imputations upon the Northern Presby

terians as guilty of “ a wicked war of conquest,” we have not seen

them , and therefore we maintain that full reciprocity between

the two constituencies has not been attained. And this, notwith

standing the ease with which the substance of the loyal resolu

tions might have been preserved, whilst their offensive phraseol

ogy might have been disowned .

We are not satisfied, because , as Dr. Johnson has shown, there

was no occasion whatever to assure “ sane” men that the posture

of loyalty was not abandoned by adopting the Concurrent Resolu

tion ; and therefore the reaffirmation of the loyal and denuncia

tory deliverances,with all their liberal offers of blood and treasure,

was entirely gratuitous and necessarily offensive.

We are not satisfied, because the transaction reopened the main

issue between the two Churches, when the aim of our Assembly

was to consign it, as far as it could , to oblivion. That issue, all

men know , is in reference to the right of a church court to resolve

itself virtually into a self-appointed political convention , decide
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for the conscience a fundamental question of constitutional law ,

and urge upon the citizen the sacred duty of a bloody crusade

against those who honestly differed from them . It is not object

ed to , as a mere political exhibition, but because it assumed an

ecclesiastical sanctity , and was intended to convince the world

that Southern Christians were guilty of a crime which the Chris

tian religion clearly reprobated . Those resolutions, adopted by

religious bodies, were conceived in the very spirit of brutal con

quest,and contributed their share to the consummation of ruin in

fire and blood. The cloak of ecclesiastical authority is too thin

a disguise to prevent all sober minds from now perceiving that it

was politicalmadness that inspired them . Their reassertion implies

a stubborn adherence, on the part of a few , to those errors and

passions which the many on both sides ardently desire to bury

and forget. JAMES A . WADDELL.

*
*

ARTICLE VII.

DR. EDWIN A . ABBOTT ON THE GENUINENESS OF

SECOND PETER .

In the great revival of interest in all branches of Biblical

Criticism which is at present in progress, it cannot seem strange

that such a book as 2 Peter has received a great deal of attention .

The fact is, at all events, illustrated by the appearance from

English presses , during the course of the “ publishers' year ,” ex

tending from the autumn of 1881 to the autumn of 1882, of at

least four important (inter alia minora) discussions of the genu

ineness of that Epistle. It may also be a significantmark of the

temper of the times that no two of these discussions reach the

same conclusion . Dr. Huther,' who examines the question with

the painstaking care that behoved a German scholar and a con

Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the General Epistles of Peter

and Jude. By Joh . Ed . Iluther, Ph . D . Edinburgh : T . & T . Clark . See

p . 284 .
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tinuer ofMeyer 's Commentary, but who does not succeed in pre

venting our missing the master 's own hand , comes simply to a

verdict of non liquet. “ If, then ," he says, “ the grounds for and

against the authenticity are thus evenly balanced , there is here

presented a problem which is not yet solved, and which perhaps

cannot be solved.” Canon Farrar, after a discussion in which he

has, as is his wont, smelted rhetoric and argument into one glow

ing mass, finally follows a hint of Jerome's,' and asserts for the

Epistle a modified genuineness . He cannot find in it either

Peter's individual style or characteristic expressions; he recog

nises in it a different mode of workmanship from his. Yet it

seems to him “ impossible to read it without recognising in it an

accent of inspiration, and without seeing a “grace of superinten

dence' at work in the decision by which it was finally allowed to

take its place among the canonical books."' ? He thinks “ that

St. Peter may have lent his name and the weight of his authority

to thoughts expressed in the language of another; " 3 " that we

have not here the words and style of the great Apostle , but that

he lent to this Epistle the sanction of his nameand the assistance

of his advice .” 4 Professor Lumby, after an examination of the

internal evidences for the Epistle which cannot be characterised

by any lower term than brilliant, concludes that it points clearly

to St. Peter as its author, and that " it bears its witness in itself.”' 5

Dr. Edwin A . Abbott, who investigates the difficulties in the

way of assigning the Epistle to Peter, in a paper at once learned ,

acute, and intensely interesting, which runsthrough three num

bers of a critical journal, concludes that it cannot be by Peter,

is unworthy in style , barren in thought, a plagiarism from first

to last, and depends on writings which were not published until

a quarter of a century after Peter's death . If the careful

1Ep.ad. Hedib., 120 , 11.

2 - The Expositor," Second Series , Vol. III., p .423.

3 • The Expositor,'' etc., p . 409.

* The Early Days of Christianity . By F . W . Farrar, D . D ., F . R . S .,

etc. New York : E . P . Dutton & Co. Vol. I., p . 207.

5 The Holy Bible , etc. Commentary and a Revision of the Translation .

By Bishops and other Clergy of the Anglican Church . Edited by F . C .

Cook , M . A ., etc . Vol. IV ., p . 234.

666 The Expositor ," as above, Vol. III., pp. 49–63, 139– 153,and 204 -219.

- - -- - -- - - - - - - -
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Huther cannot reach any conclusion, and Drs. Farrar and Lumby

attain theirs only with difficulty , and express them with modest

over-hesitancy, Dr. Abbott at least feels no hesitancy and ex

hibits no doubt. His decision and language alike are strong. If

we may venture to compare the discussion with another, to which

it has many points of likeness (although certainly not in its

issue) — that which has arisen over the genuineness of the Chron

icle of Dino Campagni — we may say that Dr. Abbott uses the

method of Sheffer - Boichorst in the spirit of Fanfani.

It will go without saying that Dr. Abbott's argument is attrac

tively and plausibly presented. It constitutes, indeed , the most

considerable arraignment of the Epistle that has been put forth

since the days of the giants of a half century ago. It is,more

over, in its main points , quite fresh and new . It certainly de

mands close attention, careful examination and sifting. And it

is to be sincerely hoped that it will not continue to bemet only

by " a conspiracy of silence.” Canon Farrar expressed this hope

so long ago as last June ; but, so far as we are aware, his own

brief criticism is as yet the only one that has seen the light. '

It is only thus because more experienced students have not seen

fit or found time and opportunity to publicly examine the new

questions raised , that we have felt driven to undertake the task.

Whatever may be the final result of discussion, it certainly can

not but be a help towards a proper appreciation of the facts of

the case and the attainment of truth , for oneand another to set

down frankly , in due honesty , the impression which Dr.Abbott's

arguments have made upon them . Such is our purpose in this

paper .

It would be both impossible in reasonable space and tedious to

the reader for us to attempt to detail all the processes of the in

vestigations into which a study of Dr. Abbott's arguments necessa

rily carries one. It is well to advertise beforehand, therefore, that

this paper does not profess tomake these investigations,but only to

E'.

1 Prof. Robert B . Drummond (“ The Academy," for October 14 , 1882),

in reviewing Canon Farrar's work on The Early Days of Christianity ,

seems to accept Dr. Abbott's “ discovery " of dependence of 2 Peter on

Josephus. This is, however , only a chance remark, not a criticism .
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present, as clearly as may be, support, and commend, the con

clusions to which wehave, after investigation , arrived. It would

be pure affectation to preserve the form of investigation merely

for effect ; and we cherish the hope that our cause will not be

prejudiced by the frank confession that we have not ventured to

write upon this subject untilafter wehad reached our conclusions

upon it. We trust our study has been carried through with open

and tractable mind ; we confess that we write with a foregone

conclusion . The purpose of this paper becomes thus a defence of

the genuineness of 2 Peter against Dr. Abbott's strictures .

The same necessity for shunning inordinate length and tedious

ness forbids us, again , to attempt to supply an answer to every

specification which Dr. Abbott has made in the course of his three

articles . Fortunately, however, a selection may bemade among

them , without great prejudice to our cause. Only certain por

tions of his argument are new , and we may fitly confine our

fine ourselves to these new portions, especially as they happen to

be also both the most forcible in themselves and the most relied

upon by Dr. Abbott. The older arguments, although consum

mately marshalled, are not essentially altered by his treatment of

them ; and we may content ourselves in dealing with them with

referring only to their character and indicating that they have

been answered fully in advance.

DR . ABBOTT'S SCHEME OF ARGUMENT.

If, at the outset, we take a general glance over Dr. Abbott's

argument against the Epistle, as a whole,we will find that itmay

be summed up under the following heads: 1. The external evi

dence for the Epistle is altogether insufficient. 2. It is depen

dent, in a literary way, on books which were published only after

Peter's death — such as the Epistle of Clement of Rome, and

notably the Antiquities of Josephus. 3. It not only borrows

from Acts, 1 Peter , and especially Jude, and that in such a way

as to exhibit its writer as a barren plagiarist, but, in borrowing,

bungles and blurs everything it touches . 4 . Its style is wholly

unworthy of an Apostle - being, in fact, no style at all, but only

a barbarous medley of words, such as a vain , half-taught Hindoo
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puts together in trying to write " fine" English . 5 . It cannot be

by the same writer who wrote 1 Peter, as, indeed , this unworthy

style, which is not found in 1 Peter, sufficiently witnesses, and

as is further proved by other important differences between the

two Epistles, such as, for example, their divergent use of such

particles as express the manner of thought, their divergentdegree

of dependence on the Old Testament, etc. 6 . Other internal

evidences of the spuriousness of the Epistle, are not lacking ;

such as the statement in iii. 1, implying a very close connexion,

both in its readers and in time, with the first Epistle ; whereas,

the implication of the contents of the Epistles separate them

vastly — the use of the term " Holy Mount” — the authorisation of

the whole body of Paul's Epistles, etc.

The reader who is familiar with the literature of the subject,

will observe immediately that the new matter advanced by Dr.

Abbott falls under the second and fourth of these heads ; the

second is, indeed , Dr. Abbott's own discovery , while the fourth ,

although old in essence, is treated in so fresh a way as to make

it practically new . The other heads of argument only state anew

old and well known objections, often urged and often rebutted ,

and will not demand from us a renewed treatment. A word or

two only concerning them seems called for . Only one of them

is urged by Dr. Abbot with any fulness — the second paper of his

series being devoted to the discussion and illustration of the

“ plagiarism ” from Jude. The specialty of the treatment of the

subject lies, not in an assertion of a post-apostolic origin for

Jude , and consequently a fortiori for 2 Peter, nor in a conten

tion that it is unworthy of an Apostle to borrow so freely from

another writer , but in an attempt to prove that the borrowing

has proceeded after a dull, unintelligent, distorting, ignoble man

ner, such as is totally unworthy of any reputable writer. That

Dr. Abbott has made out the fact that 2 Peter does borrow from

Jude, we freely confess ; the fact itself is well-nigh patent, and

has been repeatedly much more fully and convincingly proved

than Dr. Abbotthas proved it. But that it has been shown that

the borrowinghas been done in a confused,distorted , or unintelli

gent manner, we can think as little in his case as in the case of
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his predecessors who have plied the same arguments, and have

been repeatedly satisfactorily replied to. ' We are unable to dis

cover that Dr. Abbott adduces anything new in this connexion,

or adds at all to the force of the old arguments ; we feel, there

fore, perfectly safe in leaving his refutation to the by no means

worn out considerations which have refuted the same arguments

in the mouths of a DeWette and a Schwegler.2 On the other inter

nal arguments which he adduces against the Epistle, Dr. Abbott

only touches , as it were , by the way. They have been super

abundantly answered in advance, and Dr. Lumby, for instance,

has opposed to them counter internal considerations, which hope

lessly overshadow them . It would be alınost an impertinence in

us to mar the strength of his admirable presentation of the sub

ject, by adding a single additional word to it here.

Dr. Abbott does not even state the external evidence, but con

tents himself with a reference to the admissions of Drs. Lightfoot

and Westcott,and the broad assertion that no trace of the existence

of the letter can be found earlier than the late second century

(Clement of Alexandria ). It would be uncalled for, therefore, to

turn aside from the discussion of the arguments which he does

develop in detail, to enter upon one to which he gives only this

one passing word more fully than merely to set opposite to his

assertion our counter assertion that Second Peter is quoted by

many writers before Clement of Alexandria ,* and to call attention

to the fact that the “ trace” of the Epistle found in Clement of

? What the opinion of the criticsmentioned above is as to the question

of themanner of borrowing,may be gleaned from the following . Huther,

p . 279, says : " The firmness of 2 Peter's line of thoughtdoes not in any

way suffer thereby." Cf. p . 256 : “ In neither have we a slavish depen

dence or a mere copy , but the correspondence is carried out with literary

freedom and license." Farrar, I., p . 196 , seq. : " St. Peter deals with

his materials in a wise and independent manner." Prof. Lumby thinks

Jude was the borrower.

2 Compare, for instance, the treatment of the subject by Huther,

Brückner , Weiss , Alford, and Frederic Gardiner. (Bibliotheca Sacra ,

XI. p . 114 .)

* In the fourth volume of the Speaker's Commentary, as above.

* The proof of this may be read in the Southern PRESBYTERIAN RE

VIEW for January, 1882, pp. 48, seq.

vol . XXXIV., No . 2 – 11.
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Alexandria is of a kind, by itself, to prove much about the Epis

tle - being nothing less than this : that Clement wrote a Com

mentary on it as a part of a series of " concise explanations of all

the Canonical Scriptures.” ] This certainly has more evidential

value than is brought out in themere statement that the first trace

of the existence of the Epistle is found in Clementof Alexandria .

One other fact in Dr. Abbott's attitude towards the external evi

dences needs notice . And this is of no less moment than this :

the admission that literary connexion has been made out between

Second Peter and Clement of Rome. The admission is made,

indeed , only to prepare the way for arguing that the borrowing

has been done by not from Second Peter. On this point, how

ever, the mass of scholars may be expected to hold a different

opinion . Dr. Abbott pleads that Second Peter has an established

character as a borrower and hence probably did this borrowing ;

and that if Second Peter borrowed from a work of Josephus'

published in A . D . 93, it is not likely that it was borrowed from

by Clement as early as 95. If, however, the evidence that 2

Peter was the borrower rests on the probability that it borrowed

from Josephus, it leans on a very broken reed , as we hope to show ;

and Dr. Abbott forgets that Clement is quite as confirmed a bor

rower as 2 Peter. If the one uses Jude freely , the other uses

Hebrews quite as freely ; and doubtless if accurate scales were

used , as large a proportion of Clement's letter might be shown to

beborrowed as of 2 Peter. On the other hand , it seems to be

clear that if there does exist literary connexion between the two

documents,as we now think is morally certain , the dependence is

of Clement on Peter. The considerations which drive us to this

conclusion are the following : ( 1.) We have a series of writers

dependent on 2 Peter - Origen, Clement of Alexandria , Irenæus,

Theophilus, Melito , Hermas, Justin , Testt. xii. Patt., Barnabas ,

Clement of Rome; and it is exceedingly difficult to insert 2 Peter

anywhere in that series and say it borrows from all on one side

of it and is borrowed from by allon the other. It most naturally

comes at the end of the series. The same consideration which

Dr. Abbott pleads as a reason why he should not place it between

* Id ., p . 46 .



1883. ] 397Genuineness of Second Peter .

Josephus and Clement of Rome, we plead against placing it be

tween Clement and Barnabas, or Barnabas and the Testt. xii.

Patt., and so on . (2 .) The phenomena of the parallel passages

themselves do not seem to us, as they do to Dr. Abbott, absolutely

neutral on this question . All the indications seem rather to point

to 2 Peter as the original source, as perhaps a study of them as

given in the note below ' may convince the reader. (3 .) Perhaps

1 The parallel passages are as follows:

( 1. ) Cleinent vii. 1. 2 Peter i. 12.

These things, dearly beloved , we Wherefore I shall be ready to put

write, not only as admonishing you, you in remembrance of these things.

but also as putting ourselves in re- iii. 1 . This is now , beloved , the

membrance. (urouluvÞokel as in 2 second epistle that I write unto you ;

P . i. 12 .) and in both of them I stir up your

sincere minds by putting you in re

membrance.

( 2.) Clement vii. 5 , 6 . 2 Peter ii. 5 - 9 .

Let us review all generations in For if God . . . spared not the

turn and learn how , from genera - ancient world , but preserved Noah

tion to generation , the Master hath with seven others, a herald of right

given a place for repentance unto eousness, when he brought a flood

them that desire to turn to him . upon the world of theungodly ; and

Noah heralded repentance and they burning the cities of Sodom and Go

that obeyed were saved. xi. 1. For .morrah into ashes condemned them

his hospitality and godliness Lot was with an overthrow , haring inade

saved from Sodom when all the them an example unto those that

country round aboutwas judged by should live ungodly ; and delivered

fire and brimstone; the Master bav- righteous Lot sore distressed by the

ing thus foreshown that he forsaketh lascivious life of the wicked (for

not them which set their hope in that righteousman ,dwelling among

him , but appointeth unto punish - them , in seeing and hearing , vexed

ment and torment them that swerve his righteous soul from day to day

aside. with their lawless deeds) : the Lord .

knoweth how to deliver the godly

out of temptation and to keep the

unrighteous under punishment unto

the day of judginent.

( 3 .) Clement iv . 2 Peter i. 17 .

Wherefore, let us be obedient un For he received from God the

to his excellent and glorious will. . Father honor and glory when there

. . Let us fix our eyes on them that came such a voice to him from the

ministered perfectly unto his excel- excellent glory, “ This is " etc ., . .

lent glory . Let us set before us and this voice we heard, etc . ii. 5 , 6 .

Enoch , etc. . . . Noah , being found And spared not the ancient world ,

faithful,by hisministration preached but preserved Noah and seven oth

(ékhpužev) regeneration into the ers, a preacher of righteousness,

world , and through him the Master when he brought a flood upon the

saved the living creatures that en - world of the ungodly .

tered into the ark , in concord .
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if it stood alone, the passage from Clement xxiii. 3 , could not be

asserted to be a reminiscence of Jas. i. 8 , (cf. v. 7) and 2 P . iii.

4 , combined ; but the fact that other sufficient proof of literary

connexion between Clement and 2 Peter exists, turns the scale in

this passage and determines that this is another item of it. If so ,

then , not only is 2 Peter the older document, but also it was held

by Clement to be Scripture. We have purposely refrained from

adding as (4 ) that all the presumption for the genuiness of 2

(4 .) Clement xxii. 2 Peter iii. 5 – 7 .

Let our souls be bound to him For this they wilfully forget

that is faithful &nayyehiais . . . év (speaking of the surety of God's

λόγωτης μεγαλωσύνης αυτού συνεστήσατο επαγγελία] that . . ουρανοί ήσαν εκπα

τα πάντα και εν λόγω δύναται αυτά κα- λαι και γή . . συνεστώσα, τω του θεού . . οι

ταστρέψει. δε νύν ουρανοί και η γη τω αυτώ λόγω τε

θησαυρισμένοι εισι, πυρί τηρούμενοι εις

ημέραν κρίσεως.

(5 . ) Clementxxiii. 3 . 2 Peter iji. 4 .

Let this Scripture be far from us In the last days mockers shall

where it saith : " Wretched are the come . . saying, " Where is the pro

double - ininded which doubt in their mise of his coming, for, from the

soul and say , " These things wedid day that the fathers fell asleep , all

hear in the days of our fathers also , things continue as they were from

and behold we bave grown old , and the beginning of the creation ."

none of these things have befallen

us.' '

( 6 . ) Clement xxxv . 5 . 2 Peter ii. 2 .

If we accomplish such things as And many shall follow their las

beseem his faultless will , and follow civiousdoings ; by reason of whom

the way of truth , casting off from the way of the truth shall be evil

ourselves all unrighteousness and spoken of.

iniquity , etc ., etc.

The first and sixth of these parallels hardly give indication of the

direction of the borrowing ; the second, third, fourth , and fifth , however,

( independently of the statement of Clement, that he borrowed the fifth )

all severally give clear hints of the fact that the passage in Clement is

the borrower. Note , e. g., the compression in the fourth by Clement,

as he briefly takes from Peter 's larger context the exact thought he

needed. The way in which the peculiar phrase , " excellent glory," is

introduced in the third , in each writer, is again decisive that Peter's is

the original. The phenomena of the fifth are even stronger in the

samedirection, etc.

Compare how Clement smelts together reminiscences of different

passages in chapter xiii. (Matt. v . 7 ; vi. 14 ; vii. 12; Luke vi. 38 ; vi. 37 ;

Matt. vii. 2 ), and from the Old Testament, passim .
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Peter which arises from the varied proofs which combine to estab

lish it ' is againstthehypothesis that it has borrowed from Clement:

not because we do not regard this as a valid or convincing argu

ment, but because we deem it unnecessary for the establishment

of our point and do not wish to be delayed to show the strength of

the presumption. The result of an examination of the relation be

tween 2 Peter and Clement therefore seems to be that to a moral

certainty Clement had and used 2 Peter and that probably as

Scripture. This one fact, taken alone, burdens any argument

which would go to prove a later date than say A . D : 75 for 2

Peter with an almost insuperable objection at the outset, and it is

under a realisation of this that we would wish the reader to pro

ceed with us in our further discussion . We purpose to examine,

1 . Dr. Abbott's arraignment of 2 Peter 's style , and 2 . The rela

tion of 2 Peter to Josephus.

DR. ABBOTT'S ARRAIGNMENT OF 2 PETER 'S STYLE.

Dr. Abbott has a very low opinion of the style of 2 Peter. He

thinks it “ throughout that of a copyist and fine writer,' ignorant

of ordinary Greek idiom , yet constantly striving after grandilo

quentGreek ,an affected and artificial style , wholly unlike that of

the First Epistle of St. Peter, a style so made up of shreds and

patches of other men 's writings and so interpersed with obsolete ,

sonorous, and meaningless words, that it really has no claim to be

called a style at all, and resembles nothing so much as the patch

work English of a half-educated Hindoo aping the language of

Lord Macaulay and Dr. Johnson with an occasional flavor of

Shakespeare.” ? He believes it possible to show that there is

probably not one original thought and scarcely one natural ex

pression in the whole of it ."' 3 This would be enough to take

one's breath away, except that it admits of a very easy demonstra

tion that the criticism itself is only a piece of “ fine writing” and

cannot be by any possibility true. Common sense refuses to be

persuaded that native Greeks of culture and scholarship — acute

critics of language and style, great scholars and rhetoricians, pro

* See Southern PRESBYTERIAN Review , January, 1882, p . 45, seq.

2 P . 153 . 3 P . 150 .
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lific writers — like Origen, Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem , Basil,

Athanasius, should have read this Epistle for ages, studied it,

criticised it, written commentaries on it, and honored it all this

time as divinely inspired without ever discovering that its style

was such as " would induce a Greek reader to form about it the

same judgment that we naturally form about the ‘Native Esti

mate' ”'; ' in a word, that “ there is no style , no naturalness ” about

it, nothing but " a barbarous medley of words.” 2 Calm judgment

again refuses to believe that scholars like Ewald, Brückner,

Hofmann , Huther, Weiss, could be so wofully deceived as to ad

mire a style which is " essentially ignoble” both in thoughtand

wording , which is characterised by " vulgar pomposity, verbose

pedantry , and barren plagiarism ,” and can be but the natural

expression of “ a pedantical phrase-compiler who bungles and

blurs” everything he touches . Surely a sober reader is entitled

to brush away such a fanfaronade with a justly impatient gesture.

It will be of use to us, however, to observe the kind of specifi

cation that is made to support this wholesale attack at once on the

style of 2 Peter, the discernment of the Greek fathers, and the

scholarship of the best modern masters of Hellenistic Greek , as

well as the manner of argumentation by which the style of 2 Peter

is made an evidence of its spuriousness. Dr. Abbott recognises

the fact that neither apostolicity nor inspiration secures to a writer

Attic purity of Greek. “ Let it be clearly understood ,” he says, 3

“ that we do not ground our objections to the genuineness of the

Epistle on its bad Greek .” The argumentbases itself on the con

tention that the style is bad in such a way as to exhibit not sim

ply ignorance ofGreek , but certain bad mental and moral traits :

“ barrenness,” “ inanity," " shallowness,” “ pedantry ," " vanity ,"

“ dulness," " vulgarity ,” “ ignobility ,” and so on , through almost

" a glossary of the rarest words in the [English ] language.” It is

observable, therefore, that Dr. Abbott's argument is confessedly

not valid unless it be shown not merely that 2 Peter contains bad

Greek , rare, otherwise unknown, or even falsely framed or used

TA characteristic specimen of the " half-educated Hindoo English ,"

mentioned above .

? P . 206 . ' P . 214.
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words, rare, difficult, or even solecistic constructions ; but also

that these words are so used as to exhibit an ignobility of mental

or moral constitution in the writer. Dr. Abbott must certainly

be held in his specifications to items supporting one or the other

of these two assertions: 1. That the style bears witness to a men

tally or morally ignoble writer ; or 2 . That it is ineradically and

inexplicably different from that of First Peter .

A careful reader will look in vain through Dr. Abbott's very

interesting pages for such items. His threemain contentions are

that the Epistle is full of “ barren plagiarisms," " artificial tautol

ogy of fine words," and " vulgar pedantry,” concerning which it

is immediately to be observed that the argument in each case lies

in the adjective, while the facts do not justify even the noun . It

is indeed true that 2 Peter has freely borrowed from Jude and

adopted phrases here and there from other writings; but it is just

as certainly not true that the borrowing has been done in any

unworthy, ignoble, or barrenmanner, or can be justly described as

plagiarism . There certainly do occur repetitions of words and

phrases in the Epistle , and someunusual, not to say unique, words

may be turned up in it ; but this mere fact is certainly not un

worthy or vulgar, nor are the circumstances of the various cases

such as will render them so . We have already said all that we

need say concerning the borrowing from Jude; it will be instruc

tive to note here Dr. Abbott's way of dealing with the asserted

cases of " tautologies” and “ solecisms” in order to obtain a correct

notion of the soundness and carefulness of his methods of work ,

and to guard the reader against the fear that we are dealing as

unfairly with Dr. Abbott as he had dealt with 2 Peter.

By “ tautology” Dr. Abbott does “ not mean the mere repeti

tion of the sameword or phrase to express thesamething. Euclid

is not tautological.” He means the barren repetition of " fine

words” — due to “ paucity of vocabulary ” and the desire of an empty

writer to make the most of the handsome phrases which he has

accumulated ,” whereby he is led , “ having found a bright patch,”

“ to insert it twice or thrice before he can bring himself to let it go."

It is clear now , that the words adduced to prove such a tautology

must be poetical and striking ; above all, theymust not be such as

L
U
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can be shown to have been in natural and familiar use in the

sense in which they occur in " the tautology.” A very fair exam

ple of the kind of tautology meant Dr. Abbott adduces from an

estimate of Lord Hobart's character which appeared shortly after

the death of that statesman, in the Madras Mail. It will be suf

ficient for our purposes to quote the first paragraphs of it :

“ The not uncommon (a , 1) hand of death has distilled from febrile

wings from amongst a débris of bereaved relatives , friends, and submis

sive subjects into ( 6 , 1 ) the interminable azure of the past, an unexcep

tionably finished politician and philanthropist of the highest specific

gravity, who, only a few days ago, represented our Most GraciousMa

jesty the Queen in this Presidency.

“ The hand of (a , 2) destiny has willed that he should be carried into

the infinite (b , 2 ) azure of the past, when the (c , 1) incipient buds,

and ( d , 1) symptoms of his fostered love and hope for the (e, 1 ) Oriental

element were observed to be gradually blossoming. The ( e, 2 ) Oriental

mind was just in the (c, 2 ) incipient stage of appreciating his noble men

tal and moral qualities , and consequently can only confine itself to a

prediction of what his indefatigable zeal would have achieved for it, bad

he remained within the category of the survival of the fittest.' " .

Dr. Abbott thinks that 2 Peter is the same kind of Greek as

this trash is English ! We are not concerned now , however , with

this already refuted and self-refuting charge, but only with the

tautologies. These are marked by italics and figures in the above

passage, and are all striking, either because they are figurative

expressions, or intensely poetical expressions, or are used in

strange senses . The only exception is, possibly , “ Oriental,” and

that probably would not attract attention , or be noted as a tau

tology of this class , except in association with the others.

Now , Dr. Abbott thinks that in respect to its tautologies, 2

Peter ii . 14 – 20, is parallel to this ; he admits, indeed , that the

words there are capable of being rendered into very simple

English,” but contends that “ their use , and still more their repe

tition in this Epistle, would induce a Greek reader to form about

it the same judgment that we naturally form about the ‘Native

Estimate.' ” Wemight ask , Even were this true, what of it ?

Would this prove ignobility of soul or ignorance of Greek ? Pov

erty of Greek vocabulary might be proved ; a book -learned and

half-understood vocabulary might be proved . But Dr. Abbott's
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brief requires him to prove mental or moral unworthiness. It

behoves us, rather, to ask, however, is it true ? We can deter

mine how the style of this Epistle would affect a Greek reader of

say the last half of the first century A . D ., only in two ways:

1 , by observing how it actually affected the Greek readers who

read it nearest to that time; and, 2 , by noting whether the words

thus “ tautologically ” used are of the same class that occur in the

Madras Mail extract. Many Greek readers, sufficiently close to

Peter's day to stand as examples, used this Epistle ; someof them

did not fail to observe the difference between its style and that of

1 Peter — a far more hidden phenomenon than this to which Dr.

Abbott appeals. Yet none of them has seen this — which has

been reserved to him to discover someeighteen centuries after the

advent of the Epistle into an unbelieving and critical world .

Again , the words used are found on examination to bear abso

lutely no real resemblance to those in the Madras Mail quota

tion ; but, on the contrary, are used by 2 Peter in senses justified

as simple and naturalby either known usage or strong analogy.

Dr. Abbott's contention is that some of these words “ are very

rare in Greek literature;” and others , “ though good classical

Greek in themselves, are rare or non-existent in the New Testa

ment.” Elsewhere we learn that he deems a word not found

elsewhere in the New Testament, or in the LXX., an uncommon

word to the circle of ideas of a writer like 2 Peter, even though

it be otherwise a common Greek word. But would the use of

such words repetitiously be enough to convict a passage of being

similar in style to the extract from the Madras Mail ? Dr.

Abbott seems to forget for the moment the kind of Greek he is

dealing with , and the characteristics of the period to which it

belongs. Winer ' gives us, as the chief lexical peculiarities of

Hellenistic Greek , as distinguished from classical, the mixture of

dialects ; great changes of sense in words ; the commingling of

poetical and other lofty words; changes of form ; and an influx

of newly made words, or of words new to the literary language.

From these main characteristics of the kind of Greek occurring

1Winer'sGrammar, etc., 82 ; where a sufficientnumberofexamples are

given .

.
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in 2 Peter, it is already apparent that Dr. Abbott has engaged

in a rather difficult task , when he wishes to prove that its author

has used his words in as ridiculous a way as the writer in the

Madras Mail. That a word is a curious dialectic form , does not

prove it was not in the commonest currency in Peter's day ; that

it occurs in the classics only in the loftiest of poetic speech , does

not prove it was not the flattest prose in Peter 's day ; that old

acquaintances are used in the most unheard of senses, or reappear

in entirely strange dresses, or give way to utter strangers, obtained

no one knows whence — all this would not only be no proof of

ignorance of Greek in the author of a writing of this date , but

is just what we are to look for and expect in him . It is just what

we do find in all the writers of the time. Every one of the New

Testament writers has his own amaç heyóueva, absolute , or in the

New Testament. Queer phenomena are continually cropping

out. The same word, for instance, appears in only two places

in all Greek literature ; in both cases independently , and in both

it is used with the utmost familiarity ; or a word can be found

only in a single passage in the totality of Greek writing, until it

suddenly turns up in an inscription ; or a familiar word is used

by two widely separated authors, and by them only, in a new

and strange sense. The period in which 2 Peter was composed ,

was, in a word , linguistically speaking, an unsettled age, and an

age of transition. Language, as a literary vehicle , was in a fer

ment; the old vocabulary was no longer clung to jealously ; popu

larphrases and formsof speech were clamoring for recognition , and

each man did , in the way of choosing a vocabulary , pretty nearly

whatwas rightin his own eyes.

Nor is it possible to speak of the LXX . as almost the only

mine from which the writers of the New Testament drew their

vocabulary ; their greatmine was doubtless the popular usage of

current speech , as distinguished from any written sources. Pro

fessor Potwin , in his very interesting papers on the New Testa

ment vocabulary ,' gives us a summary view of the matter , which

may help us here. He estimates that the New Testament con

tains eight hundred and eighty-two (882) native Greek words

Bibliotheca Sacra , Oct., 1880,pp. 653, seq .
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not found anywhere until after Aristotle, or an average of about

two to a page ; and yet he has not counted merely dialectic

forms, or slight changes of declension or pronunciation , or even

the widest changes of meaning, so long as the form was pre

served . Of these eight hundred and eighty -two words not found

at all in the classical age, only some three hundred and sixty

three in all, or a little over two-fifths, are found in the LXX.

Only one conclusion can be drawn from such facts as these .

It will require much more than the adduction of repetitions of

words that are rare in the New Testament, or rare in the New

Testament and LXX., or rare in Greek literature, to fasten

such “ tautologies” as occur in the Madras Moil extract on

2 Peter. The author of that Epistle ought to be given the

benefit of the doubt that would necessarily arise in each case

as to whether this or that word , known to us only as a rarely

occurring word in Greek literature, or perhaps only as an

intensely poetical one of the classical period , was not plain and

familiar prose in his circle of acquaintances . It is another ques

tion whether he needs to ask for the benefit of this doubt.

And we hasten to add that an examination of Dr. Abbott's

chosen examples from 2 Peter will convince the sober reader that

he does not. The “ barren tautology of five words” is discovered

to exist, not at all in 2 Peter 's Greek , but only in Dr. Abbott's

English representation of it. It is only by such a forced trans

lation - proceeding by the resurrection of the etymological senses

of derivatives and compounds, and the literal senses of figurative

words which had acquired well-settled and simple derivativemean

ings — as would make any author ridiculous, that the stautolo

gies ” can be found in 2 Peter at all. This may perhaps be made

plain to the reader by placing Dr. Abbott's forced translation of

the first of the two passages he adduces, side by side with an

other , not at all smooth , but which takes the words in justifiable

senses, as the added notes will show . We trust the reader will

carefully observe the effect. Any one who thought it worth his

while, could readily make Dr. Abbott's own thoroughly clear

English style muddy, by treating it as he has treated 2 Peter’s.

It is to be observed that the passage begins in the middle of

a sentence :
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Dr. Abbott's . 2 Peter.

( a , 1) Setting baits to catch souls . . . enticing unstable souls ; har.

(1 , 1 ) unconfirmed , having a heart ing hearts practised in covetous

practised of greediness ,and child - ness ; children of cursing. They

ren of curse, having left the straight have left the straight way and are

way , they went astray having fol- gone astray , following after the way

lowed after the way of Balaam the of Balaam the son of Bosor who

son of Bosor, who loved the wages of loved the wages of unrighteousness,

iniquity , but had the refutation of but received a rebuke of his own

his own 5 law -breaking ; 6 a dumb transgression . The dumb beast of

beast of burden with the voice of burden , speaking with the voice of

a man ( c, 1) uttering a sound , ' hin - a man , hindered the prophet' s mad

dered the maddishness of the pro- ness.

phet. . . For (c, 2 ) uttering sounds For, speaking great swelling
of swelling things of vanity , in the things of vanity , they entice, in the

lusts of the flesh by wanton acts lusts of the flesh , by wanton acts ,

they (a , 2 ) setbaits to catch those who those who are just escaping from

are in the least 10 ( d , 1 ) fleeing away them that pass their lives in error,

from those who are spending their promising them freedom , while they

life in error ; promising them free- themselves are slaves of corruption ;

dom , being themselves slaves of cor - for one is enslaved by that by which

ruption - for one is enslaved by that he is overcome. For, if having es- ·

by which one is ( e, 1 ) defeated . For caped the pollutions of the world

if ( d , 2 ) having fled away from the through the knowledge of our Lord

pollutions of the world by the recog; and Saviour Jesus Christ, bat hav

nition " of our Lord and Saviour ingbecomeagain entangled in them ,

Jesus Christ ,but afterwards having they are overcome, their last state

been entangled in these things they is become worse than their first.

are (e, 2) defeated , their last state is

worse than the first.

" A rare and pedantic use of the genitive " (Dr. A .). It will be

enough in reply to refer to Winer, 830 - 4 .

? See post. Ditto. Cf. Job xxi. 4 ; xxiii. 2 (LXX.).

5 « The word idios, private, ought not to be used where there is no anti

thesis between what is one's own and another's ; but the author is . . .

fond of the abuse of this word ” (Dr. A .). Perhaps, however, idioç is not

80 unessential here as Dr. Abbott seems to think ; there is a contrast be

tween the “ sin " of Balaam and of his ass. Balaam , supposing his ass to

be stubborn and vicious, was punishing her for it, when the dumb beast

spake and gave him a rebuke for his own sin . Neither is idLog in ii. 22

unessential, as the careful reader will readily see.

6 Cf. Prov. v. 22 ; Ps. xxxvi. 7 ; common in classics (e. g ., Polyb., Di

on . Hal.). Hence, only rare in the New Testament.

* See post. 8 Ditto .

9 " The use of inépoyka , without the article , yet followed by a genitive ,

is bad Greek” (Dr. A .). Why ? Cf. Winer (Moulton 's Ed. ), p . 235.

10 . Theword oliywç is rare , and most used in the phrase our óhíywc, in

no slight degree, likeour 'not in the least.' It probably means here : 'to

some small extent.' " True enough ; valeat tantum .

1!See post.
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Relegating to the foot notes all notice of words and phrases

which have been forced from their obvious senses, in order to give

the passage as a whole the appearance of the Madras Mail ex

tract, we confine ourselves here to the cases of " tautology.” Five

of these are adduced, to which three more, marked as repeated

elsewhere than in this passage, are to be added (marked 2, 3 , and

11 above), amounting to eight in all. It is observed with refer

ence to them that while in the left hand column they bear a

strange appearance, as they stand in the right hand column they

appear natural enough , and their repetition ceases to strike upon

the ear unpleasantly or even markedly. Their “ tautological” char

acter (in Dr. Abbott's sense), then, depends on the necessity of

looking at them from the standpoint of the left hand column , and

the real question before us is : Are they fitly represented by the

translation given in the right hand column ? If no violence has

been done to them in this translation, then violence has been done

to 2 Peter by Dr. Abbott. Let us take a brief view of the usage

of the words involved .

1. (a ) Setting baits to catch . This is the translation which Dr. Abbott

offers of theword dedekſelv ,which he further informsus is used only once

elsewhere in the New Testament. But is it justifiable to dig up the lit

eral sense of the word here ? or has its metaphorical sense a recognised

simple and no longer figurative meaning ? The primitive désap (cf.

86hos), meaning " a bait ,” has itself a settled metaphorical sense, as in

Plutarch , De Ser . Num . Vind ., TÒ Yavkù tñs įr iOvulaç wotep déheap FÉRKELV

(avopórovs] ; and Plato , Tim ., lxix. 6 : " Pleasure, the greatest incitement

of evil” (Jowett). The derivative verb dežeáÇev means, in accordance

with its form , 1 , literally , to bait, i. e ., either to put on the book as bait

or to entice or catch by bait ; and 2, metaph., to bait — to entice . In

this, its metaphorical sense, it obtained great currency , always in sensu

malo ; and , as it became common , lost its figurative implication . The

literal sense is already out of sight in such passages as Demosthenes,

pp. 241 - 2 : paorávŋ kai oxoan denealójevov (by all means compare the con

text), and Philo . q .omn. lib . prob. & 22 (cited by Grimm ), pòs émiovuias

Ěhauverai vo' ndovñs dežeáğeral. In the only one other New Testament

passage in which the word occurs, the resurrection of the literal sense

would even introduce confusion : James i. 14 , “ But each is tempted by

being drawn out and having baits set by his own lust." The order of

the words here, &Fakóuevos first, and deneazóuevos second , demonstrates

that the latter is used in total neglect of its literal sense, and therefore
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in no sense figuratively, but only as a current expression for enticing.”

To insist on translating the word in 2 Peter, " setting baits to catch ," is

the same as to insist on giving dilapidate its original sense of scattering

stones in such a passage as this . " The patrimony of the bishopric of

Oxon wasmuch dilapidated" (Wood).' 2 Peter simply uses a common

Greek word , not unknown in the New Testament in its most natural,

common , and obvious sense ; his repeated use of it in the course of four

verses is neither strange nor significant when once we recognise the

commonness of the word and the naturalness of the sense.

2 . (6 . ) unconfirmed . The word here is kornpiktor, which occurs in 2

Peter alone in the New Testament. It is rare also in the classies, of.

Longin . de Subl., 2 . 2 ., and Musaeus, 295 (" the unstable deeps and wa

tery bottoms of the sea " ) . It may or may not have been a somewhat

rare word in St. Peter 's day. Certainly its use at 2 Peter ii. 14, iii. 16 ,

cannot be called “ tau tological, " and can occasion no surprise. It is at

worst a vivid mode of speech. And it is worthy of note that words cog

nate with ornpićw (Luke xxii. 32 ) are favorites with Peter and seem to

have had peculiar significance to him : cf. 1 Peter v. 10 ; 2 Peter i. 12 ;

iii. 17, and SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN Review , 1882, p .69. note 1.

3 . ( 2 ) having followed after . The word here is é ako hovdeiv , concern

ing which Dr. Abbott remarks truly enough that it is used here, i, 16 and

ii. 2 , only , in the New Testament. This fact has, however, abso

lutely no significance, unless the word itself is either rare or peculiar

in some way . It is , on the contrary, however, an exceedingly common

word , whether in the LXX. (e . g ., Isa . Ivi. 11 ; Sir . v . 2 ; Amos ii. 4 ; Job

xxxi, 9 , etc . ), or the writers of the Kouv » (e . g ., Josephus, Polybius, Plu

tarch), or of the early Church (e. g., Testt. xii. Patt., p . 644). It is used

by 2 Peter in three separate (though only slightly divergent) senses , all

of which are justified as natural and current by , other writers . ( Cf.

Grimm 's analysis of the word.)

4 . ( 3 ) the wages of iniquity , uíodov ảôckiac, ó repeated ,” says Dr. Ab

bott, " from ii. 13," and but once used elsewhere in the New Testament,

" namely, in the Acts (i. 18 ) in a speech of St. Peter , whence it has been

probably borrowed by our author.” Weare at somewhatof a loss to un

derstand what is thought to be proved by this. If there is anything

curious or “ fine-wordy ' or pedantic about this phrase, then how account

for its use by the genuine Peter (Acts i. 18 , for we understand Dr. Ab

bott to accept that as " a speech of St. Peter '') ? at the least, then , this

use, pedantic or not, is common to Peter and 2 Peter , and is a mark of

the Petrine origin of this Epistle just in proportion as it is strange and

unusual. On the other hand , if this phrase is not strange in Acts , why

is it strange here ? We have no wish to haggle over the point whether

2 Peter actually borrows the phrase from Acts, and the less so as it

"Or, “ Christ took our physically dilapidated nature" [Hodge).



1883. ] 409Genuineness of Second Peter.

seems certain that Acts was published some five or six years earlier than

2 Peter , and verses 18 and 19 of Acts i. do not appear to us part of

Peter' s speech . This much , however, is clear : in Luke's words we have

an example of the same phrase that is here held to be " fine-wordy” and

pedantic. Essentially the same phrase occurs also in 2 Macc. viii. 33 ;

while ucobóg in a bad sense is common in Greek literature (cf. e. g., Cal

lim . Hymn. in Dian., 263, “ For neither did Atreides boast in a small

ulotų ;" Eur. Hipp., 1050, the plohós due to an impiousman, etc .).

5 . (c) uttering a sound , qdéyyopal. Dr. Abbott falls into a slight er

ror in saying (p . 206 ) that this word does not occur elsewhere in the

New Testament; it occurs in a precisely similar sense in Acts iv . 18 :

" charged then not at all to 'utter a sound ' or teach in thename of Jesus."

This fact is fatal to the adduction of the word here as pedantic or strange

in the simple sense of “ speak." Add that it is common in this same

sense in the LXX . ; cf. Job xiii. 7 , évavii dè airoū pléyyeobɛ 86hov ( 'utter

a sound" of guile ? ) ; Wisdom i. 8 : “ no one 'uttering a sound of wicked

things ." Sir , xiii. 22 . Cf. Hdian , iv. 6 , 12 ; Xen , Com ., ii. 7 ; Mem .,

iv . 2 , 6 . Certainly , as we go on , we becomemore and more amazed at

the itemswhich must be adduced to prove pedantic tautology - if it be

proved at all.

6 . (d ) fleeing away from , átopevyelv, used in New Testament in 2 Peter

i. 4 ; ii. 18 , 20 , only. For the construction with the genitive (as in 2

Peter i. 4 ) cf. ekoetyet in Xen . An. 1 , 3 , 2 , and the simple verb in

Philoct., 1034. For the construction with the accusatiye as in our present

passage, cf. Batr., 42, 47 ; Theogn., 1159 ; Hdt., i. 1 ; Plato Apol., 39

A . ; Dem ., 840, 8 ; Plato Tim ., 44 , c . ; Xen. Mem ., 3 , 11, 8. The sense

in which 2 Peter uses the word is sufficiently illustrated by Plato Apol.,

39 A : " For neither in war nor yet at law ought any man to use every

way of escaping death ” ( Jowett ) ; Plato Tim ., 44 c . : " And escapes the

worst disease of all" ( Jowett). As a pedant and fine writer 2 Peter's

author can certainly be content to stand alongside of Plato .

7 . ( e ) defeated , vrtãobal ; not found elsewhere in New Testament, (cf.

2 Cor . xii. 13 ), but not, therefore , necessarily rare, pedantic, or ignoble .

Cf. Isaiah liv . 17 : “ And every voice that shall rise up against thee

unto judgment, - them all nrTHRELÇ ;": Josephus Ant., I. 19, 4 , épuri tñS

maidòç yttideic. The word is cominon in the profane Greek , and 2 Peter' s

use of it is in no sense strange or unwonted .

8. ( 11) recognition , émiyvwois ; “ repeated above, I. 2, 3, 8 , but the word

is common in St . Paul's Epistles," and , wemay add, in exactly the same

sense that it occurs in here : cf. Rom . i. 28 ; Eph . iv. 13 ; Col. i. 10, etc .

And thus just as we reach the climax of our wonder at what Dr. Abbott

is able to adduce as tautologies like those of the Madras Mail extract, we

reach the end of his enumeration .

The candid reader who has taken the trouble to read through
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what we have thus thrown into small print, can certainly be

trusted to bring in the verdict of “ not guilty ” to the charge of

“ tautology" as urged by Dr. Abbott. Wemust remember, how

ever, that our author does not stop at the charge of “ tautology ;"

that charge is, indeed, in reality only subsidiary to the farther

one, that the author of the Epistle is full of the “ vulgar pedant

ry" of forcing in the “ fine words" of his vocabulary everywhere ,

without really understanding their meaning, and even of coining

other “ fine words” from the base metal of his own vain and pom

pous ignorance. We have seen already a sample of what he

means by this in the passage we have quoted above from his trans

lations of 2 Peter. That was not, however, quite a full sample ;

let us look further.

Dr. Abbott declares that the use of such words as rapappovía

(ii. 16 ),kavoob'ueva (iii. 10 ),kúhlopa (ii. 22), éçépaua (ii. 22),raprapboaç(ii. 4 ),

are “ exactly parallel" to “ gairish ," " cognoscence," " sickishness,"

in such Indian English as: “ He had one and uniform way of

speaking. Hemade no gairish of words;" “ bolstering up the

decision of the Lower Court with his sapience and legal acumen

and cognoscence ;" " on multitudinous occasions, when the hope

and affiance of the clients of Justice Mookerjee toto colo suspend

ed on his pleading, and he was absent from court on account of

some sickishness, he even on such a day came and pleaded their

causes, when they importuned him to do so ." He even thinks

that “ such idiomatic blunders” as " inducing [the Court ] to his

favor,” and “ their hope suspended toto coelo on his pleading " may

be fairly matched by the corresponding blunders, uvhum moleiobal

(i. 15 ).orov iv nãoav tapecoeváykavtec (i. 5 ), the omission of the article

(ii. 8 , iii. 10 , 12 ), and the use of oyooos (ii. 5 ). “ As for the mis

use of Babuya (ii. 8 ), it can be matched with nothing so justly as

the passage of the Bengalee writer in which he describes Mr. Jus

tice Mookerjee as 'remaining sotto voce till half-past four in the

evening.' ” This arraignment is certainly thorough-going, and,

if in accordance with facts, opens up a new and hitherto unsus

pected characteristic of 2 Peter; not, certainly, inconsistent with

its inspiration and authority, but, at all events, startling to one

*Cf. Macbeth II., ii., 62.
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who has been accustomed to read it reverently. It behoves us to

test the charge somewhat in detail.

Let us begin with the word napadpovía as one already in a sense

before us. Dr. Abbott tells us that the word — " of which Wahl

produces no other instance in Greek literature” - “ is probably

bad Greek for napappoovvn, as bad as the Indian -English ‘sickish

ness' for 'sickness.' ” The facts in this account are, that no in

stance of the use of this word seems as yet to have turned up in

profane Greek or elsewhere in sacred Greek , and that mapadpooívn

is used by classical writers to express the notion plainly intended

here. Its analogy with " sickishness" seems to be confined to

this — that both words are formed on a correct analogy, cf. " fool

ishness" (1 Cor. i. 18 ) and evdaluvia . The word “ sickishness"

does exist in English , but in a different sense from that in which

the Hindoo used it, having acquired its meaning from " sickish”

in the sense of “ nauseating" ( cf. “ the sickishness of the taste" ) ;

the badness of the Indian -English consists, therefore, in the use

of a word in a sense possible derivatively , but utterly incongru

ous with its known usage. We are struck with the incongruity

at once in reading the passage, and pronounce it bad English .

On what ground , on the other hand, we can pronounce mapappovía

bad Greek, is not apparent. It is regularly formed ; its sense is

consonant with both its root-meaning and form ; it suggests no

incongruous action . Themere fact that it is not known to occur

elsewhere in Greek literature could only prove it to be rare (lit

erary) Greek , certainly not bad Greek. Are we to stamp every

ätað neyóuevov as bad Greek ? It is far from an impossible suppo

sition that the word was in exceedingly common use in popular

speech , and only crops up here in literature. On the other hand,

we see no reason why Peter should not have coined it ; it is good

metal. Nor is it hard to see why he should have adopted here

even a rare word instead of a more common one fitted equally to

his sense, or even coined a new one for his purpose . Hewished

a word assonant with rapavopia : " but obtained a rebuke for his

own rapavopia ; the dumb ass, speaking in man's voice, hindered

the prophet's rapadpovía.” If Dr. Abbott thinks it unworthy of

See above, p . 406 .

VOL. XXXIV., No. 2 – 12 .
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an apostle or sensible man to choose a little-used or coin a new •

word for such a purpose, he will be obliged to sit aloft on some

misty height in literary loneliness. Few writers, whether in the

New Testament or out of it, scorn such “ pedantry.” Is Dr. Ab

bott prepared , for instance, to condemn Paul's karákpua . . dekaiwula

(Rom . v. 16 , cf. also verse 18) ? or Mr. J . A . Symonds' " Anti

christ . . . Antiphysis ?” ] If 2 Peter falls on account of this

word, he falls in a great company.

The word kavooúpeva occurs in 2 Peter iii. 10, 12, only in the

N . T .; it does not occur in the LXX. ; and seems to be found in

the classics only late, and in the sense of “ to be feverish ,” “ to be

in a state of fever” (Dioscorides and Galen ). Hence Dr. Abbott

translates here “ elements in fever heat shall be dissolved,"

" elements in fever heat are to be melted .” Is this fair ?

Note : 1. The sense of “ to be feverish ” is late ; it seems not

to occur earlier than Dioscorides (c. 100 A . D .). 2. That sense

is undoubtedly a derivative sense, the natural sense of the word,

and therefore its primitive sense , being “ to burn intensely."

3 . All its cognates have this primitive sense, although several of

them , such as kaõua, kavuarijw , kavparbóns, kavooc (primitive of kavoóouai),

acquired a secondary derivative sense as applied to fevers. How Dr.

Abbott can think he is dealing scientifically with a word which oc

curs four times, in two pairs , separated by both a century of time

and the technicalities of the subjects treated, when he tries to

force the derivative sense used technically by physicians of 100

A . D . t , on the term so used a century and a half earlier as to

demand the primitive sense of the same word , passes our compre

hension . Hewould be scarcely passing beyond this were he to

attempt to translate its cognates in Rev. xvi. 8, 9 , thus: “ And

the fourth poured out his bowl upon the sun ; and it was given

unto it to putmen in a fever heat with fire. And men were put

in fever heat with great fever heat.” How would it do to say

Age of the Despots, p . 412: “ And now in the pontificate of Alexan

der, thatmemorable scene presented to the nations of the modern world

a pageantof Antichrist and Antiphysis — the negation of the gospel and of

nature." Antiphysis appears to be a coinage ofMr. Symonds; although

the adjectives antiphysic and antiphysical (Ogilvie ) seem to be in use ,

medical and otherwise. The Greeks used mapáovois ( cf. Ro. i. 26).
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“ parched corn " really meant " fever -heated corn," on the strength

of the common phrases “ parched lips," " parched brow ” ? Would

it not be as fair to translate Dioscorides and Galen by 2 Peter's

usage as vice versa ?

The words kvācouóv and éçépața, (ii. 22) naturally go together.

Dr. Abbott's criticism is as follows: “ For the word “vomit' [in

Proverbs xxvi. 11; 2 Peter ] substitutes theword iFépaua ( hardly

to be found elsewhere,' Alford , but found by Wahl in Dioscorid .,

vi. 19), a technical term ofmedicine derived from éğepáw 'to evacu

ate by purge or vomit,' so that the passage may be rendered,

The dog having returned to his own evacuation ! Further, [ 2

Peter ] supplements this quotation by a reference to a sow return

ing to its wallowing ; and here he introduces a word (vvalouóv) not

recognised by Liddell and Scott. . . . It may be rendered 'wal

lowance.' [ 2 Peter ] also uses about the sow a word generally

restricted to human beings, 'having washed herself or bathed .'

The whole passage will then run thus: “The dog having turned

to his own evacuation , and the sow , having bathed , to her wallow

ance.' ” A precious piece of criticism ! Let us suppose “ evacu

ation” fitly represents ésépaua, does ignobility of heart or mind

result in the writer ? Suppose he has adapted to a more common

use a technical medical term , has he donemore than Mr. William

Wallace in the following sentence in description of the historian

Alison ( The Academy for Dec. 23, 1882): “ Called to the Scottish

Bar, he made fair way both in law and literature, being indus

trious, eupeptic,2 accomplished, and self- confident.” If, then , the

argument is a case of non sequitur, even if the facts are true,

what becomes of it when the facts asserted are themselves brushed

away ? Yet, in the interests of truth and fairness,we must ruth

lessly brush away the " facts .” Wehave here, indeed, a parallel

case to kavonijeva, with the differences that the matter is even

plainer. The verb ėšepáw is defined as “ to evacuate by purge or

vomit," and certainly was used technically as a medical term .

But it certainly was not a purely technical term (was Dr. Abbott

misled by the technical phraseology of the Lexicon 's definition ?) ;

that it was a common popular word is proved by the fact that it

'Used also by Carlyle and a few others in an untechnical way.
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even passed into a popular metaphorical sense _ -" to empty"

(e. g., the ballot urn of its contents [ Arrian ), the lungs of air, a

vessel of water, etc.). This growth in popular usage necessarily

presupposes a common use of the word in its primitive sense ; to

translate it by the English word “ evacuate,” thus, gives a false

impression save in this particular; " evacuate,” like éğepáw , leaves

the question of manner open . The noun éfépaua seems to be

known in the classics only in Dioscorides vi. 19, and Eust. Opüsc.,

248, 91. The cognates εξέρασις and εξεραστής, both in the sense of

vomiting (as distinguished from purging) also occur in Eust. The

word was thus one of a class used to denote vomiting. What

proof is there that it was a technical word ? Just this: out of

three times in which the word occurs, it is used twice by physi

cians ! Is that a broad enough base for an induction ? Another

fact is now to be noted : in Levit. xviii. 28 , where the LXX.

readsa pocoždion ( = “ abhor,” losing the figure), Aquila translates

the Hebrew word xip by égepáw ; now in Prov. xxvi. 11, the words

are 182-3y, which 2 Peter takes the liberty of translating by

ÉTÈ TÒ Idlovégépaua. Certainly , if Aquila can be allowed without

horrible charges to translate the Hebrew verb “ to vomit” by the

verb, 2 Peter may be allowed to translate the noun “ vomit" by

the corresponding noun. Dr. Abbott seems to be indeed in this

dilemma : either 2 Peter is translating Proverbs xxvi. 11 him

self, or repeating it in its popularly current form . If the former,

then Aquila justifies him in the word he uses as the Greek equi

valent of ix ? If the latter, then the people are responsible for

ésépața, and it is proved to be used in a current common sense.

At all events and in any case, it is somewhat high -handed to take

a ' word used three times — all in the sense of vomit - twice by

physicians and once by the populace or a popular writer, and on

the strength of these facts declare it to be a purely technicalmed

ical word.

'No doubt it will seem natural to the reader to suppose that Dr. Ab

bott's method of proving words to be technical medical words is unex

ampled among students of Greek. As a matter of fact, however, it is

not quite so. By the same process by which he makes kavobouai and

¿Fépaua appear to be technical medical terms, the Rev. Wm. Kirk Ho
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With reference to kullouós, which is used here only in the

N . T . (cf. kvhlev, in Mark ix . 20), but occurs in Hippiatr. 204 .

4 , and in Theodotion, in Prov. ii. 18 (which brings it into the

circle of 2 Peter's author's training), it is doubtless sufficient to

observe (1 ) that the author of 2 Peter did not invent it ; (2 ) it

may have been a popular word , cropping up here in a popular

proverb , and, indeed, this is by all odds themost likely supposi

tion ; and ( 3 ) there is no particular reason for preferring " wal

lowance” to “ wallowing," as its translation. The carefulGrimm

feels no hesitation in translating it " volutatio ;” and although ver

bals in — uoc regularly express " an abstract notion of energy em

bodying the intransitive notion of the verb ” ( Jelf., $ 332, B ., p .

334, Vol. I.), yet that rule neither decides for — ance instead of

- ing,in the intransitive verb “ to wallow ,” nor is it of uniform ap

plication in actual usage. On the whole phrase , cf. Epictetus'

phrase, έν βορβόρωνκυλίεσθαι, as quoted by Grimm under Βόρβορος. The

verb hovw (which occurs six times in the N . T.) is, indeed , nearly

always used of persons, but not invariably ; so that the usage in

this passage, while not the most usual, is a perfectly natural one.

Accordingly , the verse is found to be such as would strike a Greek

ear about as the following strikes an English ear : “ The true

proverb : the dog turning to its own vomit again , and the sow

that had washed, to wallowing in the mire.” What concerns

further Dr. Abbott's notion , that the fact that the three words,

καυσοίμενα, εξέραμα, and κυλισμόν, do not seem to occur after 2 Peter

in Greek literature until about A . D . 60, has any tendency to

prove a late date for 2 Peter, proceeds on his forgetfulness of the

chief characteristic of the age in a lexical point of view, and

needs no remark here .

Little need be said with regard to taprapboas ( 2 Peter ii. 4 ). It

is easy to confess that it is not found in the N . T . elsewhere , nor

bart, LL. D . (The Medical Language of St. Luke, etc., Dublin ,) makes

oi ėridnuOŪVTEC 'Pwjaior of Acts ii . 10 , and ávennoon of Acts i. 2 , med

ical terms — the former on the strength of the use of the verb & r conuéw

(to be énidnuos) of epidemic diseases (e. g ., Hipp. Progn., 46), and the

latter on the strength of the medical use of the verb ávaraußávo as equi

valent to “ to restore to health and strength ," etc. Dr. Hobart, indeed ,

presents quite a number of instances quite as bad as Dr. Abbott's.
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anywhere in classicalGreek ; and as easy to admit that even its

primitive ráprapoç is never found in the N . T. or the LXX., and

may therefore be, in somewhat strong language, said to be " alien

to both .” That it was capable of being used by Jewish lips is ,

however, plain from , say, Josephus c. Apion ii. 33 ; although it

is probably true that the N . T . avoids the use of the word " Tar

tarus,” in order to avoid suggesting heathen associations. The

verb is, however, a different matter. And although it is not

found elsewhere in this short form , it is certainly impossible to

say, in the face of the common katataptapów , that it is “ uncouth ;''

“ almost as uncouth as it would be in English to speak of 'hell

ing' some one, instead of 'sending him to hell.' ” That this is

the very opposite of the fact, the current Greek expression

" down-helling” some one is a standing and convincing witness .

Wehave before us, indeed ,only one of the well known, though

somewhat rare, cases (like Bearpišeiv for éxb., or decyparičerv for

Tapadsıy.), in which the later Greek (i. e., probably the popular

Greek ) preferred , contrary to its usual custom , the uncompounded

to the compounded form . See Moulton 's Winer , p . 25, note 4 .

In connexion with Taptapów ,however, Dr. Abbott makes much of

another " curious” word, gelpois, which he thinks , “ to a well

educated Greek,” would convey the meaning of " store-pit," and

on the strength of which he proposes the following translation of

ii. 4 : “ If God spared not angels when they sinned , but having

helled them , delivered them to store-pits of darkness.” What can

be gained by such a mysterious appeal to the “well-educated

Greek ,” in the face of Hesychius' recognition of the sense of

" prison ” for the word , it is difficult to divine. The word, used

here only in the New Testament, and not at all in the LXX., is

tolerably common in the classics in the spellings telpós (Pollux,

Plut., Varro , Demosthenes [v . 5 ]), cipþós, and more properly oipos ;

and its standing sense seems to be Pit. This seems clearly its

primitive sense. It has three secondary meanings: ( 1) a Pit for

keeping corn, and hence a magazine or store-pit. So Eur.,

Anaxim ., Demosth . (2 ) A PIT for catching wild animals, and

hence a pit-fall. So Longus. (3 ) A Pit for keeping prisoners.

So Hesychius tells us, giving “ prison " as one of its meanings, and
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informing us that the Laconians used a word, olpía , for “ safe-keep

ing." While it is to be freely admitted, therefore , that the word

was most correctly used in literature in that one of its secondary

senses which expressed “ store-pit," it is certainly not clear that

wemust translate " store-pit” in 2 Peter any more than in Lon

gus ; or that its context would not determine the sense naturally

and simply to " an educated Greek ,” provided he was educated

enough . To an " uneducated" Greek , on the other hand, who

might well know more of " pits” of the (2 ) and ( 3 ) kinds than of

the (1 ), the suggestion might be more natural of a pit-fall or

prison-house than of a store-room or magazine.

Turning from single words to phrases , we somewhat wonder

that uvhunu proteīshai is singled out for the first strictures on 2

Peter's idiom ; nor is it very consonant to speak in one place

strongly : this phrase is a blunder, corresponding to “ inducing

(the Court ] to his favor” (p . 210 ), and in another mildly : “ it is

not known to be used in the author's sense ( Thuc. II. 54, is am

biguous).” Thucid . II. 54 ought to be much more than ambigu

ous in order to justify the statement. To us, the probability is,

that Thuc. uses the phrase in just 2 Peter 's sense ; though, per

haps,we can never be certain about it. Atall events, does any

body suppose that if we should blot out 2 Peter i. 15 , and then

prove that Thuc. ii. 54 took the phrase as 2 Peter does here, Dr.

Abbott would push the charge against him which he here raises

against 2 Peter ? If not, why not ? It is not, however, so very

unexampled that a phrase commonly used in the sense of “make

mention ,” should sometimes be used in that of “ entertain recol

lection .” We need only recall the kindred phrase , uvíunu é xelv,

which occurs in both senses . Cf. Hdt., i. 14 ; Soph. Elect., 346 ;

Plato Phaed., 251. D .

“ Still more objectionable ,” we are told (and if objectionable at

all, we do not wonder at the “ still more' ), “ is (i 5 ) OTO div

Tāgav rapecoevéykavtes.” Josephus and Diod . Sic. both use the

phrase with the uncompounded verb, and rightly enough. “ But

the sonorous extra syllable added by our author makes nonsense

of the phrase, by converting it into “contribute all zeal in an in

directmanner'; or “as a secondary orsubsequent consideration .'”



418 [APRIL ,Dr. Edwin A . Abbott on the

And then the conjecture is hazarded , that what led “ our author "

“ só superfluously astray,” was the grandiose sound of the word

and the reminiscence of παρεισ-έδισαν in the parallel passage in

Jude. Let us, however, remember the full pail and dead fish ,

and be sure of our facts before we explain them . Is the author

so clearly astray ? The reader who will read Huther or Alford

in loc., may be in a fair condition for deciding. He who will

study the word criticised will be in better condition . Why are

we told that either the idea of indirectness or subordination is

expressed by the tapá ? Subsequence may be implied , but what is

expressed is simply addition , along -sided -ness. Compare the use

of napetoñadev in Rom . v. 20, when the sense is not " came in be

tween " or " subordinately ,” but simply “ beside,” “ along with .”

When sin entered , then law had also entered ; they came sideby

side. This thought, which is the natural thought of our phrase ,

too, is very consonant with its context ; and the only onewho is

astray is the expositor.

The omission of the article before the word dikalos, in ii. 8, and

before oúpavoi and otoixeia, in iii. 10, 12, seems to Dr. Abbott very

blameworthy indeed. In thefirst case, it is very doubtful whether

the article is rightly omitted , seeing that it is contained in all

MSS. except B . But letting that pass, its omission can cause no

surprise and produce no difficulty ; we would simply read, instead

of, “ for that righteous man dwelling among them by sight and

hearing, vexed his righteous soul day by day,” rather, " for dwell

ing as a righteous man among them , he by sight and hearing

vexed his righteous soul day by day," wherein the dikatoç is taken

as predicate, instead of subject, perhaps with an adverbial effect,

as Dr. Abbott suggests ; but perhaps, however, not. Wedo not

assert that this is the way it ought to be taken ; wemerely assert

that it is a way that it might be regularly taken , which is enough

to void Dr. Abbott's objection of all force. If any one cares to

know , however , how we understand the passage , we have no ob

jection to telling him . We think the article is probably to be

omitted ; and then the passage reads as follows : " for dwelling

among them to both sight and hearing' a righteousman , he day

Literally, " in appearance and report."
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by day vexed his righteous soulwith their lawless deeds.” Many

advantages flow from such an understanding of the passage :

from an involved it becomes a simple passage ; and to pass over

the rest and come to one related to our present subject, it takes

B2buua in its most natural sense, and hence forever destroys one

of Dr. Abbott's chief charges against the purity of Peter' s style.

We do not assert or allow that Bréupa cannot be used for the

“ sense of sight; " nor do we admit that on any other understand

ing of the passage, 2 Peter lies open to such charges as Dr.

Abbott brings against it. The Greek writers do, however, use

the word rather in the sense of “ appearance," " expression," than

in that of “ sight," " seeing ;" . e., rather of the objective than

the subjective “ look ” of a person in the plural the word means

the " eye" itself ) ; and, although the transition from the objec

tive to the subjective is very easy, and its meaning would argue

no unworthiness, ignorance, or pedantry in the author, yet it is

perhaps better to take his words in their more obvious and

natural sense , and understand him to say that Lot gave every

proof to his neighbors — both to their eyes and ears — of his right

eous character.

The absence of the article before oroixeia, needs no remark , as

it seems paralleled by Wisdom vii. 17 : " He gave me to know

quotaou kódulov kaì ¿vépyeiav otoixeiwv. The article's omission before

ovpavoi, is in general quite regular (Moulton's Winer, p . 150) and

is only peculiar here because it does not elsewhere occur before

the nominative case. This cannot argue , in a case like the pres

ent, any ignorance or pedantry or barrenness, however , but is

only to be noted (as Winer does) as one fact of language. This

class of words, like jos, yñ, oipavos, etc., quasi-proper names, are,

indeed , in a transitional and unsettled state in N . T. Greek, and

may and do take or omit the article according to the individual's

fancy or training or mode of looking upon the object. Thus,

this very word ovpavóc is treated differently by the various N . T .

writers : the Apocalypse stands at one extreme, 2 Peter at the

other. In the Apocalypse it always takes the article, in the

Synoptists it is prevailingly omitted in certain phrases, in Paul

regularly in those phrases, in 2 Peter it is omitted in new cases.
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There is no more reason to object to or feel surprise over one

writer 's mode of viewing the matter than another 's.

We do not feel drawn to join earnest issue, finally , with Dr.

Abbott concerning the use of “ eighth ” before instead of after its

noun in ii. 5 . Greek order was more flexible than he seems to

imagine ; and we may content ourself with simply referring to

the commentators on the passage, and to Winer (Moulton 's Ed.),

p . 312, where everything unusual or strange in the phrase is dis

cussed and illustrated. A reference to Alford's note on i. 9, is

sufficient to set aside the strictures offered on uvorášelv (see also

Lumby) ; and we can well content ourselves with declaring at

this point that the difficulty found with the use of penahow (i. 12 )

is wholly imaginary.

And so it appears that these frightful ghosts of " barren pe

dantry ” are like other ghosts — they need but calm looking at to

disappear. The negative character of an examination such as

we are carrying on , is apt to leave a false impression on some

minds, and to weaken their confidence in an Epistle about whose

good character there must be so much discussion . Cæsar's wife

ought to be above all attack and defence . Ought not, however,

such a discussion as the foregoing to have rather an opposite effect ?

Without mercy, ruthlessly, and even cruelly, 2 Peter has been

plunged into the caustic acid of Dr. Abbott's sharp criticism , and

as it lies in the seething Auid, we are boldly told that we need

not even look for it : it is dissolved and has passed away. But

we look , see, reach down, and draw it out; and lo ! the pure gold

has not so much as felt the biting touch of its bath . Out of the

fiery furnace it comes without even the smell of smoke upon it .

The result is negative. We have only shown that these objec

tions are not fatal to the book ; but there is a positiveness about

it, after all. The argument based on an ignobility in the style of

2 Peter, framed with learning and pleaded with skill, as it has

been , certainly entirely fails ; and its failure means simply the

failure of all arguments against the Epistle 's genuineness, drawn

from the phenomena of its style .

There is, indeed , one refuge left. Though it is not ignoble,

itmay at least be hopelessly diverse from that of 1 Peter. Dr.
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Abbott is too good a general not to supplement his chief argu

ment with such a contention (pp . 215 , seq.). We have already

seen how he frames this contention . But its great support falls

with the falling of the charge of ignobility ; for Dr. Abbott's first

point, here too, is that 2 Peter cannot be by the author of 1 Peter,

because the latter Epistle has no trace in its style of the plagiar

ism , tautology, and pedantry that abound in the former. Beyond

this he urges nothing which is new or which has not already been

repeatedly fully answered. We do not permit ourselves to be

drawn into this old discussion , but are content here with quoting

the true words of so liberal a critic as Reuss : “ On the theological

and linguistic differences between the two Epistles, we lay no

stress ; the two Epistles are too short, have to do with wholly dif

ferent circumstances, and especially present no direct contradic

tions ; only if the Epistle is on other grounds proved to be un

genuine, can this also be brought into account ;" ? and with

referring the reader especially to the most convincing discussion

of the relation between the style of the two Epistles given by

Prof. Lumby in the introduction to his Commentary.3

RELATION OF SECOND PETER TO JOSEPHUS.

The way is thus cleared for us to devote the remainder of our

space to a discussion of, by all odds, the newest, most important,

and most earnestly urged part of Dr. Abbott's argument- - that

which is founded on the relation between 2 Peter and the An

tiquities of Josephus. Dr. Abbott is the inventor of this argu

ment, and therefore may be, perhaps, credited with a certain

measure of pardonable pride in his contemplation of it. Cer

tainly he has made it a very striking argument, and certainly he

expresses great confidence in it. He conceives that he has de

monstrated that the author of the Epistle had read Josephus.

Since the Antiquities of Josephus, from which the borrowing is

made, were published in A . D . 93, it follows, in that case , with

inevitable certainty , that 2 Peter could not have been written

See above, pages 393, seq .

2 Geschichte , u . s. w ., Neue Test., 8270 – 2 .

3 Speaker's Commentary, Vol. IV ., pp. 228, seq .

* Expositor (1882), Vol. 3 , p . 61.
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until after A . D . 93, and therefore cannot be by the Apostle

Peter, and must needs be a forgery. Certainly , the evidence by

which the dependence of 2 Peter on Josephus is thus “ demon

strated,” demands, therefore, our most earnest scrutiny. Weask

the reader to follow us as we very baldly state the evidence as

adduced by its discoverer , and then attempt to test its relevancy

and validity .

I. Dr. Abbott's statement of the evidence. As a matter of

course, the only evidence available is internal to the two writings

compared ; and it is just as much a matter of course that it con

sists not of direct quotations of Josephus by 2 Peter, but ofmore

hidden and subtle marks of literary dependence. Asa matter

of fact, the whole stress of the argument is laid upon one kind

of evidence, namely, that which arises from the common posses

sion by the two writers of a peculiar vocabulary, distributed in

such a way in their writings as to suggest to the mind that 2

Peter, in penning his Epistle, must have had in his mind a very

vivid reminiscence of certain assignable passages in Josephus. This

main and central argument is, indeed , bolstered by two further

considerations : the occurrence in the two writings of a couple of

similar sentences which may be deemed parallels, and of a couple

of common Haggadoth . But Dr. Abbott clearly assigns small

value to either of these facts, and apparently would hardly con

sider them worth adducing in the absence of the more important

marks of literary connexion. And this rightly enough ; for

nothing can be clearer than that neither of them possesses the

slightest force as evidence of literary connexion between the two

writings. The Haggadoth, the common knowledge of which by

Josephus and 2 Peter is supposed to point to borrowing of the

latter from the former , concern the statements that Noah was a

“ herald of righteousness ” (2 Peter ii. 5 ), and that Balaam 's ass

rebuked him ( 2 Peter ii. 16 ). What 2 Peter says may be read

in the English version. Josephus'words are : Noah “ being ill

pleased at their deeds, and pained at their counsels, tried to per

suade them to amend their lives and actions " (Antiq. I., 3. 1),

and the ass, having received a human voice, blamed Balaam as

unjust, having no cause to find fault with it for its previous
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services, yet now he inflicts blows on it, not understanding that

now , in accordance with the purpose of God, he was being hin

dered,” etc. (Antiq ., IV ., 6 . 3 ). It is extremely doubtfulwhether

any Haggadah needs to be assumed at the basis of the latter

statement at all ; it is very difficult to see wherein 2 Peter ii. 16

goes beyond the warrant of the account in Numbers xxi., and not

easy to see that anything beyond it need be assumed beneath the

account in Josephus. The Haggadah with reference to Noah, on

the other hand, occurs in the Mishnah, in a form much closer to

2 Peter than Josephus' account is: “ There rose up a herald for

God in the days of the deluge ; that was Noah" (Bereshith Rabba

xxx. 6 ) ; and, indeed, also, in Clement of Rome (ix . 3 ). In both

cases, thus, common sources of information underlay both 2 Peter

and Josephus, covering the whole case ; and, in general, any

number of Haggadoth might be common to the two writings,

without in the slightest degree suggesting dependence of one on

the other , provided they were not the invention of one of them .

By as much as it would be probable that they were current le

gends of the time, by so much could they fail to suggest direct

literary connexion.

The pair of parallel sentences that are adduced are equally in

valid for the purpose for which they are put forward , as will be

come plain on onemoment's consideration . They are as follows :

2 Peter ii. 10 , KupLÓTNTog karappovoīvras. Tohuntaik. 7. 7 ., compared with

Jos. B . J . iii . 9, 3 , toajuntaż kaìhavárov kara povoīvres ; and 2 Peter

i. 19, ý kalūçTOLETTE atpooéXovtes, compared with Josephus, Ant. xi.

6 , 12 , siç kanūsTOLHQETE ui) Apogé xovtes. At first sight there is un

doubtedly a certain strikingness in the close verbal resemblance

of the passages. But a glance at the contexts is enough to dispel

at once the delusion . Josephus' “ Now these Jews, although they

are exceedingly daring and despisers of death , are yet both unor

ganised and unskilled in wars, etc.,” has little in common with 2

Peter's " The Lord knoweth how to . . . reserve the unrighteous

under punishment to the day of judgment; and especially those

going after the flesh in the lust of pollution and despising lordship .

Daring, self-willed , they tremble not when blaspheming glories,

etc .” Clearly , the hypothesis of a quotation here on one side or
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the other is out of the question ; the collocation of the two very

common words, daring and despising, is indeed striking, but

not in such a way as to present more than a strongly marked

illustrative passage. As a matter of fact, it has been quoted by

all recent commentators as an illustrative passage, and has never

suggested literary dependence to one of them . The same is even

more clearly the case with the other parallel quoted . The phrase

kanūs toleiv is a very common set form of speech , and is usually con

strued with participles (cf. e . g ., Acts x . 33 ; Phil. iv . 14 ; 3 John

6 ) ; and apogéxeiv is common in the sense in which it here occurs (cf.

e. g., Heb . ii. 1). Absolutely, the only thing, then , common es

pecially to Josephus and 2 Peter is that they each happen to need,

in utterly different connexions, to construe the common phrase

Kanüç toleiv with this particular common participle. It is not such

parallels as these which can be appealed to , to prove literary con

nexion . Two other phrases common to Josephusand 2 Peter might

have been with equal propriety , but are not, introduced in this con

nexion ; one (which has been mentioned above ') is “ bringing in

[besides all diligence” which is found also , however, in Diodorus

and elsewhere, and thus is shown to be a current phrase, and the

other is “ following in the track ofmyths” in which we do find a

rare contribution of perfectly common words. All four are simple

but close illustrative parallels which cannot suggest literary con

nexion, but only community in the same current forms of speech ;

they have consequently all four been the common property of

commentators for years, and have been uniformly used as illus

trative and only as illustrative passages. Wemust, therefore ,

refuse to allow any, even corroborative, weight to either of Dr.

Abbott's supporting considerations, and insist on viewing and

estimating the central tower of his argument in its own separate

strength . If its masonry is not solid enough to enable it to stand

without such props as these, it is right that it should fall.

1P. 417 .

2Such closely illustrative but by no means connected passages are

continually turning up, and many of them aremuch closer than these ;

cf. e. g., with Rom . vii. 15 , such a passage as this, from Epict. Euclein .

ii. 26 , 4 : ô pièv Oé del où toleł, kai už Oénel Tolki.
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The axioms on which the argument is built are as follows:

The common possession of the same vocabulary by two writers

is evidence of literary connexion between them . “ Obviously ,

uncommon words are far more weighty than common” ones as

evidence (p. 53 ). A word not found in the LXX. or elsewhere

in the N . T . is uncommon to the circle of ideas of a writer like

2 Peter, even though it be otherwise a common Greek word (p . .

54). “ The evidence of a group of words is far stronger than

that of a multitude of single words, to show that one author has

read another” (p. 52). If, then , we can find a common peculiar

vocabulary in 2 Peter and Josephus, and especially if we find

that these peculiar words occur in groups of narrow compass, we

have very strong evidence of literary dependence of one on the

other.

Dr. Abbott thinks we can find this very thing, and presents

us with two instances of it. We transcribe and condense a state

ment of the case from his pages (pp. 56, seq .):

1 . “ Assuming that the author of the Epistle had read parts of

Josephus, . . . he had probably read the short Introduction

which describes the motives and objects of the work . . . . Now ,

the Introduction (Par. 3) declares (a ) that themoral derived from

the Jewish records is , that those who follow God 's will find suc

cess and happiness, whereas those who disobey find everything

against them , and are involved in irremediable calamities (a

thought repeated also in Par . 4 ) ; (6 ) Moses considered that the

basis of all law was (Par. 4 ) insight into the nature of God

(Ocov Púov) ; ( c) he exhibited ( Par. 4 ) God in the possession of his

virtue (åpernu ), undefiled by degrading anthropomorphism ; (d ) he

considered (Par. 4 ) that it was the duty of man to partake in this

divine virtue ; (e ) the laws of Moses (Par. 4 ) contain nothing out

of harmony with the greatness (ueyahetórntos) of God ; ( f ) he kept

from all unseemly myths and legends, though he might have easi

ly cheated man (Par. 3 ) with feigned stories (Thaquátwv); (g ) he

always assigned fitting actions to God's power (Par. 3) ; (h ) nor did

he do as other lawgivers (Par. 4 ) who have followed after fables

(jóborç égakokovéhoavres). The Epistle declares (a ) that themoral of

the stories of the fallen angels,of Noah , and of Lot, is (ii. 9 ), that the

Lord knoweth how to deliver the godly out of temptation, and to

1cf. p . 62, where a word rare or non -existent in N . T . and LXX. is

said to be completely out of the author's natural sphere.

ilgainst them , and whereas those"wo follow God's
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keep the unrighteous unto punishment unto the day of judgment;

(g ) his divine power (i. 3) hath granted us all things that pertain

unto life and godliness, through the knowledge of him that called

us (d ) by his own glory and virtue (i. 3 ) ; that wemay become( d )

sharers in (6 ) the divine nature ; false teachers shall arise to make

merchandise (ii. 3 ) of men , with (f ) feigned words (Thaotoic aóyou )

butwe (e) were eye-witnesses (i. 16 ) of the greatness (ueyaheiópntos)

of Christ ; and (h ) in declaring it we did (i. 16 ) not follow after

cunningly devised fables (uídoig égakolovthoavtes).” The two most

important points here are those marked (h ) and (6 ). In the

former , note : 'Efakolovthoavtes though found in the LXX. is not

found in the N . T . except here; uvdous occurs four times in the

Pastoral Epistles and nowhere else in the N . T ., and not at all

in the LXX. (except Sir . xx. 19, in the sense of “ tale " ) ; while

neither LXX. nor N . T . contain the combination. Even the

word added by 2 Peter (OedodlouÉVOLG) occurs but once in N . T . (2

Tim . iii. 15 ) and therein an oppositemeaning, whereas it is found

at least twice in Josephus in 2 Peter 's sense ( B . J. iii. 7 , 20 ; iv.

2, 3 ). With reference to (6) note: to apply oborç to God is not

only a usage not found in the N . T . or LXX., but a thought

alien to the Bible. The Greeks and Romans so spoke, but no sin

gle N . T . writer. The exact phrase is, however , found in Jose

phus' Cont. Ap. The other phrases in the passage are also note

worthy : Thacròs is found here only in the N . T . and LXX .;

åpeth ( singular) is applied to God only once in LXX . (Hab . iii.

2 , where it means " glory ' ); peyanetórns is found only twice each

in N . T . and LXX., and only once in application to a divine

person (Luke ix . 43). Now combine all these, and note the

slighter points also , and note the cumulative character of the

argument.

2 . “ If the author was attracted by this comparison between

Moses, the truthful lawgiver of the Jews, and the truthful teach

ers of the Christians, it is natural that in writing the last utter

ances of St. Peter, he should turn his attention to the last utter

ances of Moses (Antiq. iv . 8 . 2 ). There, Moses is said to have

spoken (a ) as follows (Toláde) : ‘ Fellow soldiers and (6 ) sharers of

our long hardship (uakpāç koivwvoi tahairwpiac,) (where note the trans

position ), since I (c ) am not destined (uj péhaw ) to be your helper

on earth, (d ) I thought it right (olkalov vyndáum ) still to regard

happiness for you and (e ) memory (uvhun ) for myself. Do not

set anything above (F ) your present customs (vouíuwv Tūv tapovtov),

(g ) despising (karaopovioavtes ) the (h ) reverence (evoeßrías ) which ye

now feel for God ; (i) thus will ye be never able to be taken

*Expositor, as above, pp . 56 –59.
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(eváłwrol) by your enemies . God will be with you ( j) as long as

(èp 'öoov ) you will have him for your leader . Listen , then , to your

leaders, (k ) knowing that (yzvánkovreç örl) men learn to command

by obeying. These things I say (l) atmy departure from life

(8x ' Èf6dw Toù çiv), (m ) not recalling them ( eiç åváyvnou pépwv) by way of

reproach, but for your good, that ye may not ( n ) through folly

degenerate.' With these compare : (a ) totãode (i. 17 here alone

in N . T . and LXX .) ; (6 ) Heias kolvwvol Dúoews (i. 4 , where note the

transposition similar to parpāskolvwvoi tahairwpias above) ; (c ) uzanow

i. 12 (v. r., vvk auennow (?) ov uehānow, reading and meaning doubtful,

valeat tantum ) ; (d ) I think it right (dikalov vyovuai) i. 13 (here

only in N . T . and LXX.) ; (e ) uvíunu, i. 15 ( sense different from

that of Josephus, but here only in N . T.) ; ( f ) katappovrű tec (ii.

10, in different context) ; ( h ) evoéßela ( four times in this Epistle,

eight times in the Pastoral Epistles, only once in the rest of the

N . T .) ; (i) made for taking , ii. 12 (eis ärworv, in different context,

but the word is only here used in N . T . and twice in LXX .) ; ( )

as long as, i. 13 ( 9' öcov ) is only here used in N . T . and LXX .

in this sense (in the only other passage in which it occurs, Rom .

xi. 13, it has a different sense) ; (k ) knowing that (yıyváokOVTEC OTL)

is twice used in this Epistle (i. 20, iii. 3 ) to introduce a new

clause, and only twice elsewhere in the N . T . ; (1) my departure

Ežodoc (i. 15) only once used elsewhere in LXX . and N . T . (viz.,

Luke ix . 31) in this sense; note also in Josephus the juxtaposi

tion of έξοδος and ανάμνησιν, and in 2 Peter έξοδος and υπομνησεις ( m)

the word àpatia , folly , inability to learn , is not in the N . T . or

LXX ., but the kindred adjective foolish (auatńs ), though not in

this context, is found in this Epistle (iii. 16 ) and nowhere else in

the N . T . or LXX.” “ Here the evidence rests on similarity of

words rather than thought; yet even in thought there is consid

erable similarity .” To find words like uvíunu, ¿9'ödov, dikalov inzonuar,

which are never used in the N . T ., and ěžodos only once, all in two

or three verses, describing the last words of St. Peter, and in a

page of Josephus describing the last words ofMoses, is striking.

Add the other expressions and the cumulative character of the

evidence comes out strongly .

It appears to be admitted that these are the only passages

which “ show such striking groups of similarities ;'' but it is men

tioned that some thirteen or fourteen remarkablewords or phrases

might be pointed out as common to 2 Peter and Josephus and yet

not found elsewhere in the N . T . or LXX. The argument, then ,

? Do., p. 61.16 Expositor" as above, pp. 59-61.

VOL. XXXIV., No. 2 – 13 .
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beyond doubt depends on the common possession by 2 Peter and

Josephus of a small peculiar vocabulary (13 or 14 words), which

in two instances tends to arrange itself in groups in Josephus and

to a smaller extent in 2 Peter. This, we understand, to be Dr.

Abbott's view of the basis of his argument.

II. Examination of Dr. Abbott's Statement of the Evidence .

Any extended meditation on the subject will force upon the

mind a strong conviction that the method of investigating and

determining the relations existing between two writers which Dr.

Abbott has adopted , is an exceedingly unsafe one. We are sorry

to bring ourselves, by this statement, under the disapproval of

both Dr. Abbott and Canon Farrar. The latterl scan only

suppose that the scholar who” makes this statement is “ in reality

unable or unwilling to give his full attention to the inquiry.” It

is, nevertheless , our strong conviction that this method is an emi

nently unsafe one. We do not, of course, mean to assert by

this either that the method is illegitimate or that no secure

results can ever be obtained by it. Conceivably , a very strong

presumption, passing into moral certainty , might be obtained

by it alone, that one writer had borrowed from another. But

we are free to confess that we think the instances in which

this can be done are very rare, and those in which it has been

done are rarer still. When two writers can be shown to possess

the same general vocabulary , there is a reason for that fact, and

this reason is a legitimate object of search ; when two writers

can be shown to use in common a very peculiar vocabulary , the

cause of this too is a legitimate object of inquiry, and may be

demonstrably discoverable ; and if this peculiar vocabulary occurs

in the two authors grouped in narrow contexts , this also must

have a cause, which should be sought, and may be found , and

may prove to be direct literary dependence of one on the other.

The unsafety of the method does not lie, then, in any neces

sary unsoundness attaching to it, or any necessary inapplica

bility of it, but rather in the extreme difficulty of so applying

it as to reach secure results . He who launches himself on this

method, begins a journey on a very treacherous sea. He who

1 Expositor, etc., as above, p . 404.



1883. ]
429

Genuineness of Second Peter .

attempts to tread this path to truth , starts, indeed , in a road

that does lead to the goal, and which may, indeed , be safely

trodden , but which can be trodden safely only at the cost of tire

less and sleepless watchfulness, in a shifting, moveable road , not

like the broad beaten way that invites the even careless step, but

rather like a lane of the sea, which a skilful navigator alone can

keep. There are so many ways in which two writersmay obtain

a similar vocabulary, even if a peculiar vocabulary - like train

ing, like associations, like reading , like sources of linguistic

knowledge, how many causes may have conspired to the result!

that the case must certainly be an exceptional one which will

justify us in saying dogmatically that the real cause of the com

munity is direct literary connexion. And there are so many

causes, often subtle in the extreme, and hidden from the coarser

sight of man, which may have worked together in crystallising

groups of the uncommon words common to two writers around

certain centres in their writings, that it is very unsafe to assume

that a direct literary connexion can alone be the true account of

such phenomena when observed and shown to really exist. And

if all this be true in general, how specially true is it of the

Greek writers of the time of 2 Peter and Josephus, when the

language of literature was in a remarkably unsettled and trans

itional state ; when words and expressions hitherto provincial

or popular were suddenly appearing quite independently on the

pages of the most widely -separated writers ; and when one hardly

knows what to assign to the new language common to all, what

to the immense mass of underlying popular speech of which we

know so little , but of which they knew so much , and which was

now striving everywhere to make entrance for itself into literary,

recognition , whạt to personal idiosyncrasy or special training or

literary borrowing. Our profound ignorance of the spoken Greek

of the time- our almost complete unacquaintance with the col

loquial vocabulary and usage - alone would bid us beware of too

lightly explaining even striking resemblances of vocabulary in

two writers by the hypothesis of immediate literary connexion .

Nordo there lack special reasons why we should be even pecu

liarly chary of finding literary connexion at the bottom of resem
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blances existing between 2 Peter and Josephus among the writers

of even that transitional age. In any event, the author of the

Epistle and Josephus had much in common which bound them

closer to one another than either wasbound to his age in general,

and which might bring to them a common , even peculiar, vocabu

lary. They were both Jews; both learned Greek doubtlessly

in the first instance orally and in a popular form ; both learned

a peculiar type of Greek current in the same rather peculiar re

gion ; both were bred in the same land and under similar teach

ings and influences ; both were accustomed to hear the same

speech about them from the same kind of lips ; both, so far as

they read at all, were readers of largely the same literature. A

similarity of vocabulary which might be startling if found in two

entirely unconnected writers, might be a mere matter of course

between 2 Peter and Josephus. And groups of similar words

must be very striking, indeed , as groups, to force the conclusion

that there has been immediate literary connexion between those

two writers. We do not mean to assert that even in such a case a

comparison of the vocabularies of two writers cannot be made

profitably, or that evidence could not conceivably be obtained

from it which would lead us to suspect that one of them had

borrowed from the other. But we do mean to point out that

this method of investigating the relations existing between

authors, beset with difficulties everywhere, is most peculiarly

liable in such a case to be misapplied . We do mean to point out

that on launching ourselves upon it, we need a most untiringly

careful navigator to our steersman ; else, at the end of a voyage,

we may fancy ourselves in a port which we are as far as possible

away from .

It is worth our notice, next, therefore, that Dr. Abbott does

not approve himself to our judgment as an eminently safe sailor

on these unsafe waters. On a careful examination of the argu

ment which he has presented , we observe several things which

shake our confidence in him as a pilot. Let us enumerate some

of them .

1. We observe, then, that Dr. Abbott fails to distinguish sharp

ly , in presenting his argument, between different kinds of evi
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dence. In investigating the relations of two writings to one an

other, it is conceivable thatwemight find several kinds of facts, as

for example, (1 ), general resemblance of vocabulary ; (2 ), com

mon possession of a peculiar vocabulary ; (3 ), a number of rare

words grouped together in a brief context in one, found also in

the other, either ( A ) scattered through the writing , or ( B ) similar

ly grouped ; and (4 ), clauses or sentences occurring in both, either

verbatim or nearly so , or with strongly -marked similarities. Now

the probative force of these several classes of facts is not the

same, but increases as we pass down the list, cæteris paribus.

It is, therefore , essential, in careful investigation , to keep them

apart and estimate the bearing of each class separately . This,

although he recognises these distinctions theoretically , Dr. Ab

bott does not succeed in practically doing. For example, if the

reader will take his Josephusand mark the wordswhich Dr. Ab

bott adduces in his groups above, he will not be slow in observ

ing that some items which can justly be classed only under (2 )

above are included by Dr. Abbott under ( 3 ), with the practical

effect of unduly raising their probative force as looking towards

literary connexion between the two writings."

2 . Weobserve , next, that Dr. Abbott does not carefully elimi

nate irrelevant items from his lists. Lists of expressions meant

to prove literary dependence of one writer on another, ought to

contain nothing which does not suggest borrowing, and ought,

certainly, to contain nothing whose presence in the borrowing

writing can be better accounted for by assigning a different origin

to it. Dr. Abbott's lists contain words which , whether 2 Peter

borrows from Josephus or not, were certainly not taken from Jo

sephus by 2 Peter ; and others which are of such character as

cannot suggest any closer connexion than that both writings are

Greek . Let us instance a few examples. To adduce 2 Peter's

mention of the divine power (súvauıs) as granting unto us all things

that pertain to life and godliness, and Josephus' statement that

In the first of Dr. Abbott's examples, only [1 , a ,] h , c, d , e, and in

the second only a , b , c, d , e, have any claim to be grouped in Josephus ;

while in 2 Peter in the first case only g, c, d , b , stand closely grouped ,

while in the second only f, d , j, l, e, stand tolerably grouped .
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Moses had always assigned fitting deeds to God's power, and not

attributed to him the indecencies which heathen fables ascribed

to the heathen gods, — as an item suggesting literary connexion

between the two is but one step removed from the adduction of

their common use of the verb eival. The same may be said of the

pleading of the common use by the two writers of such words as

katagpovňoavtes, evoéßeia , yıyvúokovreç öre, and the more so, as none of

them occur in any well-marked group of common words. Once

more, it hardly admits of question but that ifodoc in 2 Peter i. 15 ,

is a reminiscence of our Saviour's words recorded in Luke ix. 31,

or a quotation from that passage . The context of 2 Peter leaves

no doubt on that point; it occurs just before the Transfiguration

is mentioned, and in a context which contains other reminiscences

of that scene, and consequently proves that his mind was, at the

moment of writing the word #godos, dwelling on the details of that

scene. It is no less than certain , therefore, that isoớoc was sug

gested here by a reminiscence of Christ's words, and consequently

that it was not taken from Josephus. Its presence in Dr. Abbot' s

list, then , is certainly misleading, and, so far, vitiates the argu

ment he has framed . With it, the attempt to find a parallelism

between Josephus ' aváụvnou and 2 Peter 's inouvítee falls also into

hopeless irrelevancy. And, indeed , also the parallel found be

tween 2 Peter 's and Josephus' use of peyalecórnTOC,which is found

in the same context with goðoç in Luke (ix . 43), and was perhaps

derived from that passage by 2 Peter, but just because found

just where it is in Luke and in this special context in 2

Peter, is not and cannot be derived from Josephus. To parallel

DELàç koivuvoi quaewç and this pakpāç koivuvoi tamaitwpías, on the strength of

the arrangement of the words, is, again , simply misleading in

such an argument, since the arrangement of the words is deter

mined in each case and explicable in each from the purpose of

the writer and needs of the emphasis ; the careful exegete will in

neither case look beyond the context for the complete account of

the matter . To point to the common word uériw in Josephus,

again , as the literary parent of the weaknow of 2 Peter, is in like

manner entirely without significance ; and almost as strong lan

guage is applicable to the adduction of their common use of



1883.] 433Genuineness of Second Peter .

δίκαιοι ηγούμαι, as an item showing literary connexion between

them . Both writers must have been thoroughly familiar with

the phrase, independently of each other ; and if the exact phrase

does not elsewhere occur in LXX . or N . T ., this is due to mere

accident, as any one may satisfy himself who will compare Acts

xxvi. 2 ; 2 Cor. ix. 5 ; Phil. ii. 3 , 6 , 25 ; iii. 7 , 8 ; 1 Tim . i. 12 ;

Heb . x . 29 ; xi. 26 ; 2 Peter ii. 13, etc. It is far from certain ,

once more — it is not even probable — that 2 Peter i. 3 has any

thing in common with Josephus' statement that Moses proved

that God had his virtue unmixed . The parallelising of åpern and

doča, in 2 Peter, seems to prove that the writer meant the former

word in the sense which it bears in Hab. iii. 3 , and therefore in

a totally different sense from what Josephus meant. So long as

Hab. iii. 3 stands in the Bible, so long is all the probability that

the usage represented there , and not the passage in Josephus, is

the literary parent of 2 Peter 's use of the word .

Now all of these items are out of place in Dr. Abbott's argu

ment. And it is remarkable what a different aspect it presents

when purged thus of some of its irrelevancies. The complicated

second group is reduced to simply the common use by 2 Peter

and Josephus of a half dozen words (Totãode [rováde),uvúunu ,Tapoion

[Tapóvrwv ], änwol [eváhwral], ¿9' odov, àuaths [auabiav] ), among which

there are only two (άλωσιν and αμαθής) whose exceeding common

ness in all Greek literature does not throw grave doubt on their

relevancy ; and neither of these really occurs in both writers.

All semblance of grouping is gone. The first group suffers nearly

as severely, but retains as yet the appearance of a group .

3 . Weobserve, next, that Dr. Abbott, in presenting his argu

ment, does not carefully distinguish between what is sound and

what is merely plausible . Themixture of different kinds of evi

dence and the failure to sift out irrelevant items are themselves

examples of this, as both increase the appearance but not the

reality of strength in theargument. Thesamevice runs,however,

through the whole treatment of the evidence, and it may be, per

haps, not without its value to illustrate this fact with reference

specially to the strongest portion of the pleading . After having

stated the parallelisms of the first of his groups, Dr. Abbott re
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marks, as we have seen , that the two most important items in it

are those marked h and b , and then proceeds to develop the first

of these as follows :

“ As to the first, it must be borne in mind that the word follow

after, though found in the LXX., does not occur in the N . T . ;

and the word fable , though found four times in the Pastoral

Epistles , does not occur elsewhere in the N . T . nor (except in the

sense of tale, Sirach xx. 19) in the whole of the LXX. The

probability , therefore, that the author borrowed from Josephus

this protest that the Christians, as well as the Jews, did not fol

low after fables, is increased by the fact that neither the LXX.

nor the N . T . contains both of the words which are here com

bined in thesameorder by the author of the Epistle and Josephus.

Itmay be suggested that the resemblance is less striking because

the author adds the words, 'cunningly devised' (0€oodlouévoiç).

But it is themanner of borrowers to add something of their own,

and it is a confirmation of the borrowing hypothesis that this added

word is used but once in the N . T . ( 2 Tim . iii. 15 , 'make thee wise

unto salvation'), and there in a sense opposite to the ineaning

here ; whereas, in the sense of 'cunningly devise,' it is found at

least thrice in Josephus ( B . J . iii. 7 , 20, and iv . 2 , 3 ).”

We presume that it will not be denied that this is the most

striking piece of evidence that Dr. Abbott has adduced . But

how much of it is plausible rather than sound ! 1 Corinthians

is one of the generally acknowledged Epistles of Paul; we

imagine that Dr. Abbott feels no doubt of its genuineness.

Weopen it at random and light upon 1 Cor. ix . 13, and ask , Is

there evidence of the dependence of this, too, on Josephus ? Let the

reader compare the argument which might be framed in support

of that proposition with Dr. Abbott's pleading, as given above :

“We note that Josephus, in a striking passage ( B . J. v . 13, 6 )

represents the zealots as saying : dei . . . TOùG Tū vaø otpatevouévovç éx

του ναού τρέφεσθαι. Now, the parallelism of thought between this

and 1 Cor. ix . 13, as well as the similarity of wording, is very

marked . It becomes immediately evident that the author of

1 Cor. betrays his consciousness of being a borrower here by in

troducing his statement by the words “know ye not — a mode of

expression which not only implies that he is appealing to a well

known phrase not his own , but which is found in Josephus, and

so suggests his manner. It is further worthy of remark , that

the word otpateveralmakes its appearance in this context (verse 7 )
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manner. Andet (13) the very "only oncein a rather peculiar manner. And to make the case stillmore

secure, we read in this same verse ( 13) the very rare word

Tapedpevovreç,which occurs here only in the N . T ., and only once

in all the LXX ., and which yet is found in a cognate form in an

other book of Josephus ( Contra. Apion , I. 7 ) in a like context:

Tį Oepateią toī Osov a pooedpevovTec. Now , it is the manner of borrow

ers thus to combine passages ; and this gathering together of

phrases from different portions of a writer's works, and combining

them into one context, only proves to us themore clearly that we

have discovered the original source of the composite passage .”

Now , how does the one argument differ from the other ? Cer

tainly not in kind. And yet the latter confessedly proves nothing.

There may be, and there is, a kernel of evidential fact beneath

Dr. Abbott's argument, but its outward form is - plausible

pleading. Let us observe, now , (1) that Josephus' context and

mode of introducing the phrase is totally different from those of

2 Peter. Just compare, " for other law -givers [than Moses], in

deed , following after the fables (roīç H . F.], transferred in their

discourse the shame of human sins to the gods, and gave much

pretext to the wicked ,” with 2 Peter i. 16 . (2 ) That all the

words employed are common words, and are used in current

senses ; the later Greek , such as that of Polybius, is full of

égako7.0īw ,godišw , and uitos, in just these senses . And ( 3) that no

one of the words is absent from the narrow literature which alone

Dr Abbott is inclined to allow to be familiar to the writer of the

Epistle ( viz., N . T . and LXX). (4 ) Actually , therefore, the one

only point of resemblance between 2 Peter and Josephus is the

very natural collocation in two absolutely different contexts of

two very common words. Valeat tantum .

The second of Dr. Abbott's “ important” items is also more

plausibly than soundly put. It is true that 2 Peter 's statement

with reference to our becoming “ partakers of the divine nature,”

is very striking, and in phraseology unparalleled in the N . T .

It is, however, often paralleled there in thought. But neither

in thought nor phraseology is it paralleled in Josephus. He

speaks nowhere of men partaking of the divine nature, but only

of their obtaining a share of God 's virtue, and that in the use of

phraseology about as unlike 2 Peter's as it could be. He does
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speak also of the “ nature of God” and of the “ divine nature,"

but so do nearly all writers of Greek . Peter would in any case

be very familiar with the phrase ; and the thing needing explana

tion is not where he could have gotten it, but how he came to use

it. To point to its presence in Josephus, no more explains this,

nor as much, as to point to its presence as a current phrase in the

common Greek of the age.

4 . We observe, once more, that Dr. Abbott does not inquire

with sufficient anxiety after the exact account which the resem

blances between the two writings, when once drawn out and

clearly exhibited , demand for themselves . He seems, indeed ,

scarcely to recognise this duty, and declines almost contemptu

ously to investigate the subject. The critical weapon he is wield

ing, however, is one exceedingly difficult to handle, and almost

always cuts both ways. The only possibly sound method of pro

cedure in such cases is clearly some such as the following : (1 ) The

careful collection and classification of the points of resemblance

between the two writings ; ( 2 ) the most anxious investigation of

what accounts could be given of them ; and ( 3 ) the most thorough

going investigation as to which one of these accounts ought to be

given . There is no trace in Dr. Abbott's papers that he has

proceeded after such a fashion ; to allappearance, he hasassumed

from the outset that, if resemblances exist, they must be explained

by the assumption that 2 Peter borrowed from Josephus. On

the contrary, however, it is obvious that we have in this case

many ways of accounting for phenomena of resemblance.

(1 ) There is the common inheritance by the two writers of a

peculiar form of Greek belonging to a peculiar province. We

must sharply investigate how much this will account for .

( 2) Reared thus in the same age, in the same land, under largely

the same influences, there is probability of the common knowl

edge by the two writers of the same or a similar literature. We

must determine very closely how much resemblance this will ac

count for. (3 ) It is only after these methods of accounting for

the phenomena have been exhausted, that we are justified in sus

pecting real literary dependence of one on the other, and not till

P . 51 .
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that is rendered probable, that we can begin inquiry as to who

is the borrower. This last question, again , is not to be settled

by either assumption or guessing. Many items combine to its

determination, and each must be investigated. We must ask :

(A ) Which writing, on other evidence, seems to be the older ? No

force of internal evidence can make us believe that Shakespeare

quotes Tennyson. ( B ) Which writer, on a priori grounds, is more

likely to have known the other ? (c) Are there any other phe

nomena of thetwo writings, besides their resemblances, which may

help us to a decision ? And ( D ) what solution of the question do

the special phenomena of resemblance themselves suggest ? It

needs to be kept in mind,moreover, that a borrowing which may

seem a priori impossible , if conceived of as having taken place

directly, may yet be a priori quite likely, if conceived of as hav

ing taken place through an intermediate link .

The need of such a detailed and careful study of the meaning

of phenomena of resemblance, in a case like the present, may be

illustrated from the undoubted resemblances existing between

Seneca and the Sermon on theMount, or Paul's speech at Athens,

or the Epistle to the Romans. It cannot be pretended that the

items of resemblance between 2 Peter and Josephus are anything

like so striking as those in any one of these cases. But who will

believe that either Paul or Christ borrowed from Seneca , or Sen

eca directly from them ? Themore carefully the phenomena are

investigated , the more clearly the true solution emerges. Is it

impossible that an explanation found adequate to explain those

closer resemblances should be inadequate to explain these ? Mean

while, when our author acts as if it were impossible, it is plain

that under his leading we are in the hands of an unsafe guide.

III. Sifting of the Evidence. But if we cannot yield ourselves

to Dr. Abbott's leading, nothing is left us but to seek to work

our own way through the problem . And in order to this we must

first of all attempt to classify strictly the actual phenomena of

resemblance between 2 Peter and Josephus. Wedo not pretend

to have made an independent thorough-going examination of the

two authors with a view to discover their relation to one another.

But we have carefully examined every statement of Dr. Abbott's
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with the original texts before us, and gone over the whole ground

independently in a cursory way. The result of our examination

is as follows:

1. The general vocabularies of the two writings are in some

degree alike.

2. The two writers have in common possession a number of

words which are rare in the Biblical books. Dr. Abbott speaks

of thirteen or fourteen of these (p.61) ; we have counted some

seventeen. At least fourteen of these are, however , too common

in profane Greek to serve asmarks of connexion between any two

Greek writers. There remain the collocation uvbois éğakodovéhoavres,

the phrase èq' odov perhaps, and the phrase karaotpopī katékpivev,

which, if it needed accounting for, would be sufficiently account

ed for by Gen . xix . 29, but which is probably not genuine in 2

Peter (kataotpoon being omitted in B . C . Copt.).

3 . Of these words rare in BiblicalGreek , tháoua, 0kov puolç, uvbois

égakolovdihoovtes, occur in $$ 3 and 4 of the Preface to the Antiqui

ties; and roláde, uvnunv, tapóvrwv, eváhwrai, éq"ödov, åpaðiav, in Ant. iv .

8 , 1 and 2 — in both cases in connexion with other phrases bearing

some resemblance to phrases in 2 Peter, which were either cer

tainly or probably obtained elsewhere. Here is an appearance

of grouping.

4 . No silent quotation of clauses or collocations of words seems

capable of being adduced ..

5 . There are of course no direct citations, and no such commu

nity in matter as to suggest connexion.

This sifted statement of the evidence will hardly need further

justification than has been incidentally furnished in the preceding

pages. On an examination of its contents it will be seen that

what we have to account for is the common possession by the two

writers of a number of words rare in Biblical Greek — but not

peculiar out of it — some of which have a mild tendency to group

themselves in the Preface $ 8 3 – 4 and iv . 8 , 1 and 2 of the Antiqui

ties of Josephus. The real question before us in testing Dr. Ab

bott's conclusion is consequently something like this : Does this

tendency to grouping, such as it is, raise a stronger presumption

that 2 Peter knew Josephus, than all the evidence for the canon
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icity, genuineness, and early date of that letter raises for an earlier

date for it than A . D . 90 ?

IV . What Account should be Rendered of the Matter ? It will

be the part of wisdom , however, to proceed by slower and surer

steps to our goal. We note then , on a close view of the items of

resemblance, that there are a variety of suppositions which , being

assumed, would render an adequate account of them . Some of

these are excluded, however, by evidence at once so patent and

cogent that we need not occupy our narrow space in stating it.

Such are, for example, that 2 Peter was originally written in

Aramaic and that the resemblances to Josephus were introduced

by a later translator, or that the Epistle, although originally Pe

ter 's, was subsequently reworked by a hand that knew Josephus,

or that the resemblances are due to pure interpolations of the

original letter of 2 Peter's. There are, however , at least four hy

potheses which have nothing extravagant about them , and which

will therefore require less summary treatment at our hands. We

might account for the resemblances by assuming either, (1 ) that

2 Peter borrowed from Josephus , or (2 ) that Josephus borrowed

directly or indirectly from 2 Peter , or ( 3 ) that they are due to

the influence of a writing known to and affecting the language of

both, or (4 ) that they are due to the common circumstances, sur

roundings, training, and inheritances of the writers. Our real

task is to determine which one of these is the true account of the

matter. In order to this we need to observe that :

1. Any one of them , if assumed, will account for the facts of

resemblance. This is immediately apparent of the first three, but

can be made apparent of the fourth also. Canon Farrar, indeed,

cannot " feel respect for the judgment of any critic who asserted

that the resemblances were purely fortuitous;" we do not desire

to fail of his respect, and perhaps " purely fortuitous" is too strong

a phrase . But if we have proceeded at all soundly in sifting the

evidence and its significant elements are all contained in our re

statement of it, it can hardly be denied that it may be accounted

for apart from literary as distinguished from what may be called

educational connexion . On any careful consideration of the

naturally mediated connexion between the two writers (as distin
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guished from the writings ), it will be impossible to deny that very

close resemblances in style, phraseology, manner, and wording,

may be fully accounted for by it. When we remember that both

writers belong to the same age and so might be expected to in

dependently fall upon the words and phrases current in the Greek

of the time, that both were Jews and wrote the same Hebraisti

cally tinged Greek (though tinged in different degrees ),that both

were familiar with the LXX., and perhaps Philo and other Jewish

Greek literature, that both were brought up under the same social

fabric , in the same narrow land, under the samemanner of train

ing, and were necessarily familiar with the samemodes of speech

and style of language, we cannot feel that it is mere prejudice

which makes us doubt whether any further facts than these are

needed to account for the resemblances noted . The semblance of

grouping which remains after sifting the evidence is certainly not

such as may not be accounted for in so closely related writers, as

a mere “ fortuitous” collocation of words common to both .

2. Each of these methods of accounting for the resemblances

has it own advantages. The first has the great advantage of abso

lute simplicity; the second of combining with almost equal simpli

city , freedom from the historical and chronological difficulties

which lie against the first ;the third ofescaping the difficulties lying

against both the first and second while supplying an exact account

ofall the facts, such as the curious coexistence of remarkable di

vergencies in sense and even phraseology, with close resemblance

in the very same phrases, the appearance of grouping while yet

the words grouped are excessively common, etc ; and the fourth of

making no assumptions and proceeding only on solid and well

grounded fact.

3 . Each of the methods is beset with its own difficulties . In

the way of assuming that 2 Peter quotes Josephus there stands

the immense presumption arising from the focussing of many

separate lines of investigation , that the Epistle comes from a time

earlier than A . D . 90. The mere fact that the Epistle was a part

of the Church Canon of the time of Origen raises a presumption

in this direction ; the fact that it is quoted as an authoritative

book by Justin Martyr increases it ; the fact that it was used by
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a series of earlier writers, including even Barnabas and Clement

of Rome, clinches it. Its internal phenomena raise a presumption

in the samedirection : its undisproved assertion that it isby Peter ;

its phenomena of apostolical reminiscence ; its resemblance in

thought and wording to what we have elsewhere of Peter's ; its

fitness in manner and style to what we know of the character of

the Peter of the Gospels ; and perhaps more cogent than any of

these, its total silence in the midst of an elaborate and plainly

an interested polemic against the heresies that are opposed by it

as well as by Jude and the Pastoral Epistles, of any hint of the

forms of error prevalent according not only to John but also to

Irenaeus towards the close of the century ; its total lack of any

trace of the state ofmind that we know was induced among Chris

tians of Jewish birth by the destruction of Jerusalem ; its absolute

unlikeness to any of the known literature of the Second Century ;

its immeasureable superiority in thought, style, and phraseology

to any Christian writing of that period , and its likeness, on the

other hand, to the writings of the apostolical age.

The assumption that Josephus has copied 2 Peter has to labor

under the difficulty of supposing that such a man as Josephus

had met with and read so unimportant a Christian Scripture as

2 Peter , and had been so sharply affected by its language as to

unconsciously repeat it. We say " unconsciously ' advisedly , for

Josephus certainly introduces the common phrases most naturally

and seemingly unconsciously. Weare unable to find, indeed,

that they are any less naturally and unconsciously used by 2

Peter, and especially dissent from Canon Farrar's making a

a stumbling-block of its use of åpern , wholly , as it seems to us,

from failing to take it in the sense which the author of the Epistle

defines for us by parallelising it with dóga . But, then , after all,

would it be so very strange for Josephus to have known 2 Peter ?

Heknew of Christianity ; he could not have avoided knowing of

it, and has betrayed knowledge of it. He studiously makes little

of it and avoids telling us how much he knew , but he knew some

thing of it. Nothing prevented his having met with the Chris

1Compare Canon Farrar's strong but not too strong remarks on this

point: “ Early Days of Christianity ," Vol. i., p . 206 .
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tian Scriptures . Jews of his age, we know from chance hints in

the Talmud and elsewhere , found no difficulty in becoming ac

quainted with their contents, found difficulty , perchance, at times

in not becoming acquainted with them . And if he knew any of

the Christian writings, would he not be most likely to know those

current in such names as Peter 's and James ' ? If, further, we

conceive of his acquaintance with 2 Peter as not immediate, but

through a mediating oral or written source, all difficulty seems to

be on the verge of removing itself.

The third hypothesis, assuming a common literary source for

the phraseology of the two writings, rests under the difficulty

which always attaches to the assumption of an hypothetical book

or literature ,ofwhich we know nothing historically , an assumption

which is always dangerous and generally indefensible. Wemust

not minimise this difficulty , but it is somewhat lessened by the

facts : ( 1.) That both Josephus and 2 Peter are confirmed borrow

ers ; ( 2.) That a large part of the sources of Josephus are known

to be lost; and (3 .) That a large and much -read popular Jewish

literature certainly existed in this age, of which we have but few

traces now left.

The chief dificulties lying in the way of accounting for the re

semblances apart from all literary connexion , in accordance with

the fourth hypothesis, arise from the semblance of grouping of the

common words, and such collocations of a couple of words as

“ daring and despisers,” “ to do well to take heed ," " following

after myths," " bringing in all diligence.” If the discussion of

these collocations above be deemed sound, they will not stand

much in the way of this explanation, and if the groups be no

more strongly marked than appears from our restatement of the

evidence, they cannot raise a presumption of more than slight

force against it.

4 . The phenomena of the resenıblances themselves do not

suggest with any strength of presumption any one of these expla

nations as distinguished from the others. They do suggest with

some force some connexion between the two writings , and a calm

and unbiassed consideration of them leads to the recognition of a

mild suggestion in them of some form , but not of what form of
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literary connexion . The strength of this presumption depends,

of course, on the difficulty of explaining the phenomena in any

other way. It amounts to only an original suspicion tending

towards a probability, which may be readily overturned by the

exhibition of any considerable difficulty in assuming literary con

nexion . The real problem before us, then , is: Is it more difficult

to explain the semblance of grouping without literary connexion

between the writings, or to assume literary connexion ?

V . The Conclusion. The state of the case is simply this. The

resemblances between the two writings are capable of being ac

counted for in at least four ways. There is an a priori probability

in favor of each of the four in the reverse order of their statement

above. The resemblances themselves suggest that the account

rendered should turn on literary connexion in some form , but do

not distinguish between the forms. Wemust conclude:

1. That the assumption that 2 Peter borrowed from Josephus

is out of the question . Nothing in the phenomena suggests this

rather than at least two other accounts of the matter, and there

is no reason for assuming it rather than the other accounts. On

the other hand, it is burdened down with literary and historical

difficulties quite peculiar to itself and such as would forbid its as

sumption unless the resemblances between the writings were cer

tainly and utterly inexplicable in any other way.

2 . Whether we assume one of the other forms of literary con

nexion or not, depends on our judgment as to the relative strength

of the two presumptions; that raised for literary connexion by

the phenomena of grouping, on the one hand, and that raised

against it by the difficulties in theway of assuming it, on the other.

3. Perhaps the true explanation is to be found in a combina

tion of two of the methods of explanation given above, namely in

the natural connexion existing between the two authors combined

with an indirect knowledge of 2 Peter by Josephus, derived

through acquaintance with Jewish -Christian leaders.

4. While the present writer inclines to this explanation, in his

judgment the evidence before us is not decisive between the last

three ofthe explanations discussed above, and the true criticalatti

See above, page 436.
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tude is to esteem the question to this extent unsettled. Any one

of the three, separate or in combination with the others, will ex

plain the facts, and no one of them is burdened with overmaster

ing difficulties. However trying it may be to find it so, it is true

that history does not preserve to us, nor chance hide in the records

themselves, the decisive considerations which will solve for us

every problem of ancient literatures. It is enough to be able to

point out, in a case like the present, somewhat narrow lines within

which the explanation must be finally found ; and enough for the

defence of the genuineness of 2 Peter to be able to show that the

assumption that it borrowed from Josephus does not lie within

these lines. It is,of course, easy to say that that explanation has

been excluded only on considerations which are " rein apologet

isch .” To all whose devotion is given to simple truth , however,

apart from either apologetic or destructive bias, we can confidently

look for a hearty recognition of the fact that it has been excluded

(and must therefore be kept excluded )not on grounds of dogmatic

or apologetical prejudice, but on purely historical and literary

grounds, such as not only can be pleaded as raising a strong valid

historical presumption for the early date of 2 Peter, but also apart

from noting and yielding to which no valid historical results as

to the date or literary relations of 2 Peter can be obtained at all.

This is, in fact, one of the not rare cases in which Truth herself

is an “ Apologist.”

And now , that our task is accomplished ,wemust take summary

leave of our subject. Another attempt to find evidence of the

spuriousness of 2 Peter has failed, and it begins to look as if that

Epistle has too good a claim to a position in the Canon to be

ousted by any legal process — as if violence alone could hope to

tear it from its place. Certainly if the sharp attack that Dr. Ab

bott has led and so ably generalled has failed , we may expect

others to fail . We confess to a high admiration for the acumen

and force of his argumentation ; the lever he uses to pry 2 Peter

out of its firm bedding in the solid rock ofGod's word is certainly

a most uncommonly admirable instrument. All that is lacking

is a firm and solid fulcrum of facts which can stand the pressure
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of the immense heaving. Dr. Abbott has brought forward one

with a strong external appearance of solidity . But with the very

beginning of the prying, it too, like all its predecessors, crumbles

into dust, or ever the Epistle moves a jot from its bed . The

moral is that 2 Peter must be most stedfastly fixed on its base

perhaps is an undivided portion of the bed-rock itself. So we

believe it to be ; and certainly, thus far, all the appearances are

in that direction .

BENJ. B . WARFIELD .

RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

That eminent Biblical scholar, Dr. Green of Princeton, has

done signal service to the cause of truth by the massive argument

he has constructed in defence of the Pentateuch against the at

tacks of Welhausen , Kuenen , Robertson Smith , and other ration

alists . It would have been better, in our judgment, had Profes

sor Green rewritten the separate essays making up this volume in

such a manner as to have considered the subject more broadly in

its general as well as particular aspects, and to have given more

of individual and organic unity to the entire treatise. As it stands

the book is nevertheless conceded in Scotland to be the ablest

reply that Dr. Smith 's alluring presentation of the advanced views

on the Continent of Europe has yet received. Dr. Green 's re

markable familiarity with the original Hebrew as well as with

Oriental and German literature, and his complete mastery of the

weapons of the practical logician , unite to render him a singularly

formidable antagonist on the field of Old Testament criticism .

Lünemann's " Hebrews" probably completes the so -called “ Meyer

series." 2 The Pauline authorship is not fully admitted. The

Moses and the Prophets. By Professor W .Henry Green, D . D ., LL . D .

New York : Carters, 1882.

* Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament. By
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" Popular Commentary ' on the New Testament" has already

been repeatedly commended in this department of the REVIEW .

The aim of the work is to put unlearned readers abreast of the

results ofmodern criticism and scholarship , and at the same time

furnish a succinct and perspicuous exposition of the whole New

Testament. The plan is thus similar to that of the “ Speaker's

Commentary ” in England, but the execution in detail is somewhat

different, the product even more compact, and the work even to a

greater degree exempt from rationalistic traces. The indefatiga

ble editor was the man of all men to superintend the arduous and

useful undertaking. Biblical Theology, as it is called , is rising

more and more into importance, and is one of themost fascinating

studies in the world . Its endeavor is to present the strictly theo

logical contents of each book of the Scriptures in consecutive

order. Dr. Weiss confines himself to the New Testament. He

is an independent and highly original and able investigator and

has doneyeoman 's work by his thorough vindication of the fourth

Gospel. The book is very unsound on some great matters, but

will be a valuable aid abroad. The " International” is the only

Commentary that is based on the Revision and is popular.3 The

Heinrich Wilhelm Meyer, Th , D . Hebrews. By Dr. Gottlieb Lüne

mann. Pp. 495 . Translated by the Rev. Maurice J . Evans, B . A . Epis

tles of James and John. By Dr. J. E . Huther. Pp. 5:28 . Translated by

the Rev. Paton J .Gloag, D , D ., and the Rev. Clarke H . Irwin , M . A .

Edinburgh , T . and T . Clark .

A Popular Commentary on the New Testament. By English and

American scholars of various evangelical denominations. With illustra

tions and Maps. Edited by Philip Schaff, D . D ., LL. D ., Professor of

Sacred Literature in the Union Theological Seminary , New York . In

four volumes. Vol. III.: The Epistles of Paul. Pp. 268 . New York ,

Charles Scribner's Sons. Edinburgh, T . and T . Clark. 1882.

2 Biblical Theology of the New Testament. By Dr. Bernhard Weiss.

Vol. I. (Clark' s Foreign Theological Library, new series, vol. xii.)

Translated from the third revised edition by the Rev. David Eaton , M . A .

Pp. 489. Edinburgh : Ibid .

3 International Revision Commentary. Edited by Philip Schaff, D . D .

Vol. iii., Luke. By Professor M . B . Riddle . Pp. 369. Vol. v ., Acts. By

Dean Howson and Canon Spence. Pp. 420 . 'New York : Charles Scrib

ner 's Sons.
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Canon of Westminster,' under a misleading title, continues his

attractive and serviceable, but at the sametime dangerous, studies

in the New Testament. This work is on the later books, and

naturally follows the one on Paul. We took up a large and richly

ornamented family Bible theother day in an humble cottage, and

found an introductory essay on Inspiration by this seductive

writer, which of course contained statements that were far from

satisfactory. The Schaff-Hertzog Encyclopædia is already too

widely advertised to call for any description at our hands. Judg

ing by the first volume we regard it as a work of extraordinary

value. The articles are commonly of a reasonable length , often

brief, but are by masterly experts. For instance “ Agnosticism ”

is by Dr. Calderwood , “ Emmons and the Edwardses" by Dr.

Park , “ Divorce ” by Dr. Woolsey, " The Canon " by Drs . Strack

and Schmidt, “ Atonement” by Dr. A . A . Hodge, “ Bible Text"

by Dr. Ezra Abbott, and “ Apologetics” by Dr. Christlieb. Dr.

Schaff was the prince of editors for such a book . “ Ecce Homo”

made almost as great a sensation in the world as “ Uncle Tom 's

Cabin ," and deceived almost as many, or fully as many, of its

readers. Yet in some respects it had a good effect in exciting

and sustaining a new interest in our Lord's proper humanity .

In that, and in all his semi-theological writings, the author (and

in more senses than one) uses the livery of heaven to serve the

Devil in . When we first read this literary masterpiece we in

scribed in red pencil upon the fly -leaf thewords Arnauld inscribed

upon Malebranche's Philosophy, “ nova, pulchra , falsa.” This

new book by this consummate master of style is the sheerest athe

ism , thinly veiled under a pretence of nominal Christianity of the

Anglican form . The literary charm of the book too is far below

that of “ Ecce Homo.” 3 It is refreshing to get another valuable

1 The Early Days of Christianity . By F . W . Farrar, D . D ., F . R . S .,

late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, Canon of Westminster, and

Chaplain -in -ordinary to the Queen. 1 vol. 8vo. Pp. i– xvii., 1-664. Cas

sell, Petter, Galpin & Co., New York , London , and Paris. E . P . Dutton

& Co., New York.

2 The Schaff-Hertzog Encyclopædia of Religious Knowledge. Vol. 1.

Alpha - Future State. Funk & Wagnalls, New York .

3 Natural Religion . By the author of “ Ecce Homo.” “ We live by
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argument for the Resurrection of our Lord from the hands of one

of our Christian lawyers. ' The Rector of Naunton does not

shrink from the avowal that the doctrinal tenets of the Church of

England are set forth authoritatively in her Thirty-nine Articles.

He is evangelical, but not distinctively Calvinistic in his exposi

tion . The " cry of back to Kant” is still to be heard on all sides,

and is, on the whole, a favorable sign. The tendency even of

much of the best conservative thought of the day, in metaphysics,

is to recede alike from the ruinous extremes of idealism and ma

terialism , and to find a pou sto (after a most severe excision of

the indefensible parts of the system ) in the solid residuum of the

Critical Philosophy. Professor Morris is, however, himself a pro

nounced idealist, with decided Hegelian leanings. If wemay

accept the testimony of a thoroughly competent witness, Profes

sor Hamilton's book on theMind is not unworthy of a modest

place on the same shelf with Porter. He is a Natural Realist,

and believes in Immediate Perception . He also has his crotchets ,

and holds with Dr. Walker, and perhaps Ulrici, and Wilfred Hall,

that the mind has extension . Dr. McCosh 's “ Criteria " is the

first of a new series of brochures, for all of which we ought to be

deeply thankful.” President Schmid 's critique of Darwin 's views

is notó wholly unfavorable to someof them (notably the oneabout

Admiration" _ Wordsworth. Boston : Roberts Brothers . 1882. 12mo,

pp . 251.

i The Proofs of Christ's Resurrection : From a Lawyer's Standpoint.

By Charles R . Morrison . 8vo, pp. 155. Andover : Warren F . Draper.

1882.

2 Introduction to Dogmatic Theology. On the basis of the XXXIX . Ar

ticles of the Church of England. By the Rev. E . A . Litton , M . A ., Rector

of Naunton , Gloucester, late Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. Large

12ino, pp. 295. London : Elliott Stock , 12 Paternoster Row . 1882.

3 Kant's Critique of the Pure Reason. A Critical Exposition. By

Geo. S . Morris, Ph. D . Pp . 272. Chicago, S . C . Griggs & Co .

4 The Human Mind. A Treatise in Mental Philosophy. By Edward

John Hamilton , D . D . Pp. 720 . Robert Carter & Brothers, New York .

6 Criteria of Diverse Kinds of Truth , etc . By James McCosh, D . D .,

LL. D . New York : Charles Scribner's Sons. 18822.

6 The Theories of Darwin , and their Relation to Philosophy, Religion,

and Morality . By Rudolf Schmid , President of the Theological Semi

nary at Schönthal, Würtemberg. Translated from the German by G . A .
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derivation ), but is one of the most important books that has ap

peared on the subject. The author does not decide upon the

truth or falsity of any of the six theories discussed , all of which

have a direct or indirect relation to evolution or development, and

insists with peremptory emphasis on their provisional and purely

hypotheticalcharacter . The author is himself a theist, very much

after the fashion of such apologists for Darwin as Professor Le

Conte and Professor Asa Gray. " Logic and Life" is a volume

of sermons that are admired and introduced by President Porter.

They appear to be chiefly valuable, however, rather as discus

sions than as sermons. The work has been elsewhere judged to

be one of great ability and timeliness , and especially adapted to

intelligent readers of such writers of our timeas Mill, Bain , Clif

ford, and Spencer. Lenormant's great work (the second volume

of which has just appeared in Paris) 2 was referred to at least once

before in these pages. The learned author undertakes to show

that all the main incidents of revelation from the creation to the

flood are imbedded in the traditions of the leading nations of the

Eastern world . He argues plausibly, rather than convincingly

(in his second volume), for Ararat as the site of Eden , and that

the Babylonians borrowed their tradition from the Aryans of In

dia . The modern craze for comparative studies has (as we have

seen before) been extended even into the domain of theology .

This exhibition of the true and the false, side by side, need do no

more harm , if properly conducted , than that of the genuine and

apocryphal Gospels, of the authentic and supposititious miracles.

The only trouble is, that the exhibition is so often in the hands

Zimmermann, Ph . D ., with an Introduction by the Duke of Argyll. Pp.

410 . Chicago : Jansen, McClurg & Co. 1883.

? Logic and Life, with other Sermons. By the Rev. H . S. Holland,

M . A ., Senior Student at Christ Church . New York , 1882. lbid .

2 The Beginnings of History . According to the Bible and the Tradi

tions of Oriental Peoples. From the Creation of Man to the Deluge.

By François Lenormant, Professor of Archæology at the National Lib

rary of France, etc . ( Translated from the second French edition .) With

an Introduction by Francis Brown, Assistant Professor in Biblical Philo

logy, Union Theological Seminary. One Volume, 12mo., 750 pp., $ 2.50 ,

Scribners.
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of unbelievers.1234 Kuenen ’s endeavor is to account for what

he styles the great universal religions, by regarding them as gen

eralisations upon earlier and intensely particularistic systems.

Thus the primitive religion of Israel grew up into Judaism ; and

from Judaism was, in course of time, evolved the universal reli

gion of Christendom . The St. Giles Lectures, by such men as

Dodds, Milligan, and Flint (to say nothing of such as Caird), are

to a great extent free from the objection to the other books of

this class, and present the subject in a compendious form .

The new Liddell-Scott is without doubt the best as well as the

greatestGreek Dictionary in existence. Whole articles have been

rewritten by those celebrated adepts, Professors Gildersleeve and

Goodwin, and have received the encomiums of the transatlantic

authors. “ Short Sayings of Great Men ” is a capital thesaurus

on a new and interesting plan . Mr. Freeman is not only one

of the greatest of living historians, but one of the first of living

writers. The name of the venerated and gifted author will draw

many eyes wishfully towards “ Eras and Characters of History." 8

Those who take up the book with the hope of a rich peward in

1 National Religions and Universal Religions. By A . Kuenen , LL . D .,

D . D ., Professor of Theology at Leyden . The Hibbert Lectures, 1882.

New York : Charles Scribner's Sons, 1882.

? Lectures on the Origin and Growth of Religion , as illustrated by the

Religions of India. By Professor F . Max Müller. “ Hibbert Lectures .

for 1878." Crown 8vo ., $ 2 .50 . Ibid .

3 The Origin and Growth of Religion , as illustrated by the Religion

of Ancient Egypt. By Prof. P . LePage Renouf. " The Ilibbert Lec

tures for 1879." 12mo.. $ 1.50. Ibid .

* The Faiths of the World . The St. Giles Lectures . 1882. Pp. 364 ,

12mo.

5 A Greek -English Lexicon. Compiled by Henry George Liddell, D . D .,

and Robert Scott, D . D . Seventh Edition , Revised and Augmented , with

the coöperation of Prof. Drisler . New York : Harper & Bros.

6 Short Sayings of Great Men. With Historical and Explanatory

Notes. By Samuel Arthur Bent. Boston : Osgood.

? Lectures to American Audiences . ( I. The English People in its

Three Homes. II. The Practical Bearings of General European His

tory.). By Edward A . Freeman. Philadelphia : Porter & Coates.

$ Eras and Characters of History. A series of Historical Studies . By

William R . Williams. 12mo., cloth , $ 1.50 . Harper & Bros., New York.
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the way of intellectual and spiritual profit are not likely to be

disappointed. Mr. Scott's treatise on Constitutional Liberty,' if

sometimes a little heavy, is undoubtedly on the whole a really

valuable one. Wilhelm Müller 's “ Political History of Recent

Times” 2 is very comprehensive and full of learning and clever

ness , though , if our impression be correct, not without grave

faults. “ Outlines of Ancient History’ (if we may accept what

a sensible critic says of it) is exceedingly well done, and gives us

a bold and sharply -cut silhouette of the olden time. The great

merit of the little book is that it shows plainly where the great

limbs of the tree of nations branch off, and signalises only such

events as are really of primeimportance. Since Robinson there

has been no one, as a popular guide at once to the Bible and to

Palestine, to compare for a moment to the respected author of

“ The Land and the Book.” 4 This is the second of two portly

volumes which put to shame the humble dimensions of the work

as it originally appeared . The literary form that has been given

to the exhibition of the subject-matter might in some things be

changed with advantage ; but the whole treasure-house of contem

porary knowledge about the Holy Land has been ransacked and

laid open for the benefit of the reader, and the unique value of

the fruits here offered of the author's life-long and pious toil can

1 The Development of Constitutional Liberty in the English Colonies

of America . By Eben Greenough Scott. G . P . Putnam 's Sons. 1882.

8vo., pp . 334.

? Political History of Recent Times (1816 - 1875 ). With Special Refer

ence to Germany. By Wilheim Müller, Professor in Tübingen . Revised

and enlarged by the Author. Translated, with an Appendix covering

the Period from 1876 to 1881, by the Rev. John P . Peters, Ph . D . 12mo.,

cloth, $ 3 . Ibid .

3 Outlines of Ancient History. From the Earliest Times to the Fall

of the Western Roman Empire, A . D . 476 . Embracing the Egyptians,

Chaldeans, Assyrians, Babylonians, Hebrews, Phænicians, Medes, Per

sians, Greeks, and Romans. Designed for Private Reading , and as a

Manual of Instruction. By P . V . N . Meyers. A . M ., President of

Farmer's College, Ohio , Author of Remains of “ Lost Empires," and As

sociate Author of “ Life and Nature Under the Tropics." 12m0., cl.,

$ 1 .75 . Ibid.

* Central Palestine and Phænicia . (The Land and the Book. Vol. II.)

By William M . Thompson, D . D . $ 6 . New York : Harper & Bros.
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not easily be overrated ! Sir James Stephen 's History of the

criminal jurisprudence of England is not improbably the most

noteworthy contribution to the literature of the Bar that has been

made in our time. President Gilman has written an attractive

life of President Monroe. Mr. Bolles's financial views will not

be entirely acceptable to the friends of a revenue tariff .3

By his two brief critiques on Gibbon and Macaulay,Mr. Mori

son , if he has not made good his title, has come near making

good his title to be regarded as the sharpest-eyed and keenest

witted appraiser of literary excellence and literary quality now

to be found within the limits of England. He has hit the juste

milieu between undue laudation and undue blame ; and what is

still more singular, has pointed out with exquisite exactness and

nicety, la vraie vérité , which lets one into the secret of the char

acteristic peculiarity of each writer. Macaulay's birth -gift, in

Mr. Morison's opinion , was thatof an inimitable story-teller . He

even goes so far as to question whether, amongst writers of the

same class, he ever had an equal here. As a critic of men and

measures, he would assign him a much lower pedestal, but still a

higher one than many do . Macaulay's personal character he

shows was not without its heroic traits, and that even his gravest

delinquencies as a historian sprang from a generous disposition

and a manly heart. Wemust judge the few majestic pillars he

has left us by picturing to ourselves the interrupted colonnade

which it had been his intention to complete before our eyes. That

erratic genius (and Virginian ), Mr. Moncure Conway, turns aside

from his multifarious intellectual and " spiritual” vagaries to en

lighten and please the world with sundry reminiscences of his

1 A History and General View of the Criminal Law of England . By

Sir James F . Stephen , K . C . S . L ., etc. 3 Vols., 8vo. Macmillan &

Co., New York.

3 James Monroe. By D . C . Gilman , President of Johns Hopkins Uni

versity. Vol. VI. of " American Statesmen ” series. 16mo., gilt top,

$ 1 . 25 . Houghton , Mifflin & Co., Boston .

3 The Financial History of the United States , from 1789 to 1860 . By

Albert S . Bolles . D . Appleton & Co . 1883.

*Macaulay. By J . Cotter Morison [English Men of Letters series].

London : Macmillan & Co. ; New York : Harper & Bros.
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old mentor, the late Ralph Waldo Emerson. ' Mrs. Fanny

Kemble had given ample evidence of taste and capacity in her

previous works, but this is ( if we mistake not) her first venture

in the way of serious and independent criticism . The hereditary

gifts and traditions of her house , and the studies of a life for

tunately environed for the purpose as hers has been , could hardly

fail to make her a just and charming interpreter of the great poet

of human nature. Our readers who becomealso readers of these

captivating and discerning “ Notes,” will be apt to thank us for

putting them on the track of such a marrowy volume. ? Mr.

Perry's subject is one that would almost bïd defiance to dulness ;

and Mr. Perry 's treatment is said to be marked neither by dul

ness nor by a want of solidity . 3 The fascinations and perils of

Mr. Froude's “ Short Studies” do not need to be so soon again

pointed out by us. Mr. Nicoll's “ Landmarks” was a happy

conception , and appears to have been happily carried out. The

world has waited for Dr. Reber to give it in true perspective

(what it never had before) a comprehensive and symmetrical

view of the fine arts , contemplated not singly but in harmonious

series ; and viewed not as a mere collection of biographies, but as

a mass of facts and principles that may be embraced in more or

less general statements, and are reducible to a philosophic unity.

In the volume before us, the topic discussed is the art of an

tiquity . 6 The majority of intelligent readers in this country are

not as au fait as they might be in the languages that are spoken

in other lands. Hence they must depend for their knowledge of

the foreign classics upon just such convenient aids as are afforded

* Emerson at Home and Abroad . By Moncure Daniel Conway. Bos

ton : J. R . Osgood & Co. 1882.

2Notes upon some of Shakespeare's Plays. By Frances Anne Kemble .

New York : Scribner & Welford .

3 English Literature in the Eighteenth Century. By Thomas Sergeant

Perry. 12mo., cl., $ 2. New York : Harper & Bros.

* Short Studies on Great Subjects . By James Anthony Froude, M . A .

Fourth Series , 1 Vol. 12mo., $ 1. 50. Charles Scribner's Sons.

6 Landmarks of English Literature. By IIenry J . Nicoll. 12ino.,

vellum , cloth , price $ 1.75. D . Appleton & Co., New York.

6 History of Ancient Art. By Dr. Franz von Reber. Revised by the

Author. Translated and augmented by Joseph Thacher Clarke. Har

per & Bros., 1882.
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them by Mr. Hassell. ? The difference is immense between the

school of Bach and the school of Wagner ; but the second is a

legitimate descendant of the first. 2 Of the musicians of the

classic period, Mozart is the most precocious and dazzling ;

Beethoven the most profound and comprehensive and moving ;

Händel can scarcely be equalled in noble simplicity and solemn

yet aspiring sublimity ; nevertheless, Haydn's bewitching loveli

ness and pathos are scarcely more transcendent than is his occa

sional august grandeur. “ The Land of the Arabian Nights " is

either very badly named, or else is a book of real entertainment.

It is warmly commended on the score of its information, as well

as of its interest. 3 Japan has leaped within the past few years

from the twilight to the noonday blaze of civilisation .4 Wehave

reserved for the last a notice of the third edition of Mrs. Mar

garet J. Preston 's “ Cartoons." 5 This unobtrusive but beautiful

volume is an honor to the South and to Christian womanhood .

It is made up of cartoons from the life of the great painters ,

cartoons from the life of the legends, and cartoons from the life

of to-day . Wehave read them all over and over again , and we

measure our words advisedly when we declare our opinion that

every one of these poems has the ring of the truemetal. There

is a masculine strength and daring about them , and at the same

time a feminine tact and delicacy and sympathy and tenderness,

that are not very often found in association. Mrs. Preston 's

muse resembles in many ways Wordsworth 's " Phantom of De

light. ”

Tasso. By E . J . IIassell. (Foreign Classics for English Readers .)

Philadelphia : J . B . Lippincott & Co. 1 Vol., 8vo.

2 The Life of Ilaydn . By Louis Nohl. Translated from the German ,

by George P. Upton . Chicago : Jansen, McClurg & Co.

3 The Land of the Arabian Nights . Being Travels through Egypt,

Arabia , and Persia , to Bagdad . By William Perry Fogg. With Intro

duction by Bayard Taylor . A new edition , with nearly one hundred

Illustrations. I Vol., 8vo., $ 2 . Charles Scribner' s Sons.

* Japan : Its Architecture , Art, and Art Manufactures. By Chris

topher Dresser , Ph. D ., F . L . S., etc. London : Longmans, Green & Co. ;

New York : Scribner & Welford. 1882.

5 “ Cartoons." By Mrs. Margaret J. Preston. Third Edition. Roberts

Brothers, Boston .
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ARTICLE I.

THE COUNCIL OF APOSTLES AND PRESBYTERS

AT JERUSALEM .

The Acts of the Apostles is the first chapter of the history of

the Christian Church , the transition chapter from the history of

the Church under the Jewish dispensation to the history of the

same Church under the Christian dispensation . Although not

designed to teach ecclesiastical polity , yet the principles and pre

cedents furnished therein by apostolic precepts and practices are

so numerous and specific, that it alonewould be sufficient to reveal

the constitution of the Church, if there were access to no other

inspired writings. Notwithstanding the fact that the voice of

inspiration was never heard beyond the first century, yet the

advocates of Prelacy and Congregationalism appeal alike to the

testimony of the post-apostolic age in support of their respective

systems. Thus Mr. Litton , of the Episcopal Church, quoted by

Bannerman in his “ Church of Christ,” makes the remarkable

statement that the claims of Episcopacy are strong so long as the

appeal is to the post-apostolic age, and becomeweak only when

the appeal is made to Scripture. Canon Venables, in the Ency

clopædia Britannica , article Episcopacy, furnishes the following

still more explicit testimony to the same effect: “ It may be de

sirable here to remove the confusion which may be produced by
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the ambiguous use of theword • Bishop.' . . . In its fundamental

sense of an ' overseer,' ' inspector,' it was not originally a term of

office at all. When it appears as such in the New Testament, it

is simply synonymous with presbyter, the same officer of the

church being called indifferently by one or the other name."

After establishing that fact by the ordinary Scripture proofs,

thereby indirectly testifying to the scripturalness of Presbyterian

ism , he frankly admits, “ Any conclusion , therefore, drawn from

the use of the term bishop in the New Testament,as to the exist

ence of the episcopal office, would be fallacious," claiming for

Episcopacy nothing more than “ traces in apostolic times.” Con

cerning its divine origin, he speaks unequivocally : “ Do we in

tend that Episcopacy stands on the same level as Baptism and

the Lord 's Supper as a directordinance of Christ ? . . . Though

asserted as an unquestionable fact by many learned defenders of

Episcopacy, we may safely assert that there is not a trace in the

New Testament.” To the same effect are the admissions of Dr.

Lightfoot, Dean Alford, Dean Stanley , Canon Farrar, and Edwin

Hatch , A . M ., Bampton Lecturer for 1880. So Congregational

ists have appealed to the testimony of Mosheim , that every local

church in the post-apostolic age was independent. If deemed

necessary, Presbyterianism mightappeal as confidently as any to

the post-apostolic age. Clement of Rome, Chrysostom , Jerome,

Theodoret, as well as the historian Gibbon, affirm that for the first

centuries presbyter and bishop were synonymous. That the gov

ernment of the Church was essentially Presbyterian for several

centuries, is the only explanation of the conflicting testimony of

Church historians : one party magnifying the authority of Pres

bytery in the post-apostolic age into Episcopacy, the other magni

fying the liberty of Presbytery into Independency. The time is

coming when these testimonies of the “ fathers" must be aban

doned as props to support weak and tottering ecclesiastical sys

tems. So much pious fraud has been practised, such as “ Isidorian

Decretals,” “ Ignatian Epistles,” etc.,which is now being exposed

by the searching criticism of this age, as to cause loss of faith in

uninspired testimonies. The Scriptures must be made the sole

basis of any ecclesiastical system . That system of theology or
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ecclesiology , and that only ,must stand, will stand, ought to stand,

which can be established by Scripture. Not Scripture in the

sense of Dr.Wayland : “ The New Testament, all the New Testa

ment, nothing but the New Testament ;" but Scripture in a more

comprehensive meaning : the Bible, all the Bible, nothing but the

Bible. The destruction of every system unscriptural, and con

sequently not jure divino, is the subject of prophecy . It was a

prophecy, uttered by the Founder and Head of the Church, as

yet still unfulfilled, though none the less certain : “ Every plant

which my heavenly Father hath not planted shall be rooted up ”

(Matt. xv. 13). It matters not how men may build upon expedi

ency, how beautiful their fabric, how successful their building ac

cording to worldly judgment, though it have but one defect, if it

only lack scriptural support, it is a fundamental fatal defect, an

house built on a foundation of sand .

Truth is ever consistent with itself ; so perfectly consistent,

that, given a few principles, these necessitate certain other cor

relative principles, forming a complete system . It is by virtue

of the reliability of this fact, that the comparative anatomist can

construct the entire skeleton of an extinct animal from the merest

fragment of a bone. The records of science furnish illustrations

where such men as ProfessorsOwen ,Kaup,and Cuvier, from frag

ments of bone or tooth , have restored the entire skeleton of ex

tinct species, and subsequent discoveries corroborated the correct

ness of their conclusions. In like manner, deny predestination ,

and consistency requires denial of sovereignty of God, divine

foreknowledge, special providence, limited atonement, human in

ability, sole efficiency of the Spirit in regeneration , and final

perseverance of the saints. One stitch dropped from the web of

divine truth , rends it in twain , or warps the whole according to

the bias of perverted human judgment. It is on the same prin

ciple that, given the record of this Council or Synod at Jerusalem ,

it is possible from it to ascertain the constitution of the Church.

The principles of ecclesiastical polity therein contained necessitate

certain other corresponding correlative principles, which, taken

together, form a well articulated system , and being tested by Scrip

ture for confirmation , becomes impregnable against every assault.
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The Church is indebted for this Council to the false teachers

of circumcision . Just as the sneers of the Jews, “ This man re

ceiveth sinners,” gave to the Church and the world the beautiful

parable of the prodigal son , so the Church is indebted for the

Council to the heresy, “ Except ye be circumcised after the man

ner of Moses, ye cannot be saved .” It is the tendency of human

nature in every age to attach great value to external ordinances

or humanly devised means. “ Except ye be circumcised,” is but

a tie linking the human nature of the apostolic age with the hu

man nature of the present, which is still making similar demands

for carnal ordinances: Except ye be immersed according to our

mode, ye are not baptized ; except ye be confirmed by a bishop

in the line of apostolic succession, ye cannot receive the Holy

Ghost ; except ye be absolved by a priest, or anointed with ex

treme unction , “ ye cannot be saved ” ! These three demands,

legitimate successors of “ Except ye be circumcised ,” etc., though

varying in degree, and only the last attaining unequivocally the

alternative of " ye cannot be saved ,” yet agree in one thing, vir

tually unchurching all other communions on earth except their

own, and thereby casting considerable doubt on the prospects of

others entering the kingdom of heaven in glory. Inordinate stress

laid upon an outward ordinance is prima facie evidence of its

human origin, or human corruption of the divine. Under the

pressure of such teaching, the Council at Jerusalem becomes a

necessity for the suppression of error and vindication of truth .

It is immaterialwho were “ they ” that appointed the delegation ,

consisting of Paul, Barnabas, and Titus (Acts xv. 2 ; Gal. ii . 1 ,

7 ), to carry the case to another court, whether parochial Presby

tery or classical Presbytery of several churches affected by the

teaching, or whether “ they ” yielded to the demand of Paul,

Barnabas, and Titus for a hearing before a Council of apostles and

elders at Jerusalem . The trouble arose at Antioch : a delegation

from thence obtained audience (Acts xv. 12) before the body of

apostles and elders,who came together for the express purpose of

considering the matter (Acts xv. 6 ). A debate was held (verse 7) ;

a decision was reached ; and the decrees were published , not ,
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simply at Antioch , but delivered to all the churches to keep

(Acts xvi. 4 ).

Was it a Council ? The primitive Church so understood it ;

and without it for a warrant and model for similar assemblies , the

Church would have been utterly powerless to protect itself against

Arianism , Apollinarinism , etc. The Encyclopædia Britannica,

though alluding to Councils as “ pitched battles of Church His

tory ,” admits their value and even necessity for suppression of

heresy and crystallisation of the truth . The Church of every age

and every sect, whether heretic or orthodox, understood this as

sembly as the first Council of the Church . If ever there was an

opinion in ecclesiastics, which could claim a “ quod semper, quod

ubique, quod ab omnibus,” the Council theory can. Truth is

not converted into error, nor yet vitiated , nor even impaired,

because many heretics have understood and advocated it as truth .

Nor does the fact that the record of Acts xv. can be read through

Prelatic and Congregational glasses as well as Presbyterian , alter

the fact of its being a Council. The Bible itself can be read

through Papal, Protestant, Calvinistic , Arminian, Presbyterian ,

or Prelatic glasses. The glasses do not alter the truth of the

Bible, but simply affect our understanding of it. The world also

can be viewed through any kind of glass, and the variety is neither

in us nor the world , but in the glass. The very fact, therefore,

that no matter through what kind of ecclesiastical glasses this

assembly at Jerusalem is viewed , there is still revealed a Council

of some complexion , determines the fact by the very best evidence

that it was a Council without determining its nature.

Various opinions have been entertained with respect to the

nature of this Council, its constitution , jurisdiction , authority,

and how far it furnishes a precedent and pattern for the Church

in after ages . Whether is it a model and warrant for similar

Councils,or whether does it stand alone and solitary in the history

of the Church ? Every shade of opinion has had its advocates,

from its being held to be an inspired infallible Council, with ab

solute power and authority to abrogate , annul, alter, amend, and

enact law for the Church at will, down to regarding it as a mere

voluntary association , having no warrant to convene except its
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pleasure, and no power except to proffer friendly advice. It

matters not what opinion is held , it will vitally affect our ideas of

church government. It is the keystone in any system of Church

polity. If the Prelatic interpretation of this Council be destroyed ,

the Prelatic system falls to the ground a mass of rubbish . Under

mine the Congregational theory, and there is no warrant for any

voluntary association, giving advice. If it be not a higher court,

according to Presbyterian theory, it would be difficult to exhibit

any warrant for higher court than the Presbytery of Antioch ,

which laid hands on Paul and Barnabas, and commissioned them

to the foreign missionary work, or the Presbytery of Lystra (?),

which ordained Timothy. The Confession of Faith is correct in

citing Acts xv. as its Scripture warrant for Presbyteries, Synods,

and Assemblies. Congregationalists object to this being any war

rant for the higher court of appeal, because not corroborated by

other cases. It is sufficient to reply that, having the Jewish

eeclesiastical system as a basis, one well authenticated , inspired ,

apostolic precedent needs no other concurrent support. Presby

terians have yielded this case on opposite grounds, because Pres

byterianism ought not to be based on one passage of Scripture,

and there is much better warrant for higher courts elsewhere in

Scripture. Let them produce the testimony, and exhibit more

explicit Scripture precepts or examples. Yielding passage after

passage to opponents of Presbyterianism , because other Scripture

can be trusted to reveal the truth , will rob the truth by degrees

of every vestige of support.

The multitude of theories which have prevailed in regard to

the nature of this Council are reducible to three ,according to the

threefold classification of Church polity - Prelatic, Congregational,

and Presbyterian . These are the only elementary systems. In

dependency, sometimes classified as a fourth , is not a system dis

tinct from these three, but may, as an accident, modify either ,

though inherent only in the Congregational; so Papal and Epis

copal are but the extremes of Prelacy. All other systems are

but variations, modifications, or combinations of the three simple

elementary forms. Consequently , this Council at Jerusalem must

have been :
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I. Either an inspired and infallible Council, with absolute power

to alter the law of Christ for the Church at will ;

II. Or, exactly the opposite, only a voluntary association ,

having no power, but advisory ;

III. Or, something intermediate between them , a representative

assembly , acting by virtue of a divine constitution, under guidance

of the Holy Spirit, convened as a higher court, to hear appeals,

interpret and apply the law of Christ. Each system , to a certain

extent, stands or falls with the above.

I. It could not have been the first, because inspiration was not

needed to determine a case which had already been determined ,

both by inspiration and the providence of God, admitting the

Gentiles into the Church without circumcision . If inspiration

had been needed, there was no necessity to search for the mind of

the Spirit at Jerusalem among the apostles. Was there not an

apostle at Antioch, one “ not a whit behind the very chiefest,”

who could have given an inspired utterance ? Being himself “ the

Apostle of theGentiles," was he not possessed of the mind ofthe

Spirit, touching the very class for whose sake he is specially called

to be an apostle ? There could have been no necessity for a col

lege of inspired apostles, unless it be claimed that the inspiration

of a collective body is more authoritative than the inspiration of

an individual. But the very nature of inspiration is a denial of

the latter assumption . If guided by human wisdom , then a

" multitude of counsellors” might be required for safety. But

from the very nature of inspiration, what God reveals to one man

is as authoritative as if revealed to an assembled universe . The

authority imparted by inspiration consists in the person speaking,

the Holy Ghost,and not in the number who are made the medium

of communication . If the latter statement be erroneous, then the

inspiration of the Epistles of Paul and all Scripture must be im

pugned,because uttered through the medium of single individuals.

When has inspiration ever chosen a multitude to become the

vehicle of conveying truth ? What fundamental truth of the in

spired word was revealed by a college of apostles, or by any other

multitude ? If inspiration be claimed for this Council, it would

necessitate its influences also being imparted to all the “ elders,”
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who were associated with the apostles. But the Scriptures afford

no warrant whatever for such a supposition. A Council half in

spired and half uninspired would afford no guarantee whatever

that the inspired utterances would prevail to the exclusion of the

uninspired. The uninspired element would weaken the force of

the inspired. If, however, to avoid that difficulty , it be claimed

without any Scripture warrant, that the elders were also inspired,

a still more insuperable difficulty obtrudes itself requiring solu

tion. If guided by inspiration , every utterance must have par

taken of the inspiration, else how shall we discriminate between

the inspired and uninspired utterances ? How could there have

been “ much disputing ” ? Does inspiration ever contradict itself ?

Inspiration is never given, except to reveal the will of God to

men ; but if every utterance of the Council were inspired, it fol

lows, then , that a part of the revealed will of God has never been

recorded, and is lost to the world . The very method of procedure

is a denial of the inspiration theory . If the apostles and elders

coming together to consider thematter, was in reality in order to

consult the oracle of inspiration , there could have been no dis

puting, no difference of opinion . The truth would have been

revealed simultaneously to the whole assembly . Or, if one per

son in the number had been made the vehicle of conveying it to

the others, no sooner had he spoken than there would have been

universal assent. The very opposite, however, were the facts of

the case . It was only after “ much disputing," consulting the

word of God in the prophecies concerning the Gentiles, and the

providence of God in admitting them without circumcision , that

a conclusion was reached in accordance with the mind of the

Spirit. But, does not the Council claim inspiration in that ex

pression, “ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us,” etc. ?

The very union of their own names with that of the Holy Ghost

forbids the theory of inspiration . What,then ,must be understood

by the expression , “ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost” ? In

other words, how did they learn what “ seemed good to the Holy

Ghost ” ? Not by a new revelation of the Spirit, but manifestly

by consulting the inspired utterances of prophecy touching the

Gentiles (Acts xv. 15– 18), interpreted by the providence of God
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in admitting them in uncircumcision (Acts xv. 7 - 11, 14). The

record shows that exactly that was doneand nothing more. Why

demand a new revelation , when themind of the Spirit could be

learned by one ample and previously given ? It was, therefore,

by searching the Scriptures that they discovered what “ seemed

good to the Holy Ghost.” If they had come together to in

quire of an oracle, and “ hear what God the Lord will speak,”

they would have published the decree simply, “ It seemed good

to the Holy Ghost.” But if they have come together them

selves " for to consider of this matter,” and express their judg

ment as to what the Spirit had revealed in the Scriptures, they

could say, “ It seemed good to the Holy Ghostand to us." (Cun :

ningham 's Hist. Theol., Vol. I., page 47.) Any Church court

can discover themind of the Spirit in the same way, by examin

ing the written word , and being guided by the revealed will of

God. It is the testimony of Calvin , that Christ “ really presides

only where he governs the whole assembly by his word and

spirit ” (Institutes, Book 4 , Chapter 9, Section 1). Such , with

outattempting to legislate for the Church, can proclaim the law

as uttered by Christ in his inspired word , and say in substance,

what “ seemed good to the Holy Ghost " also seemsgood “ to us.”

If a Church court cannot be guided to conclusions in accordance

with the mind of the Spirit except by inspiration, then the open

ing prayer of a church court, praying for the guidance of the

Spirit, becomes a mockery . If it seem inconsistent to maintain

that this Council was not guided by inspiration, and yet to insist

that the record in Acts xv., and necessarily the conclusion of the

Council, are inspired , it is sufficient to reply that the Jewish

chronicles are not inspired, but when those chronicles are quoted

by inspired writers, and incorporated as part of Scripture, that

which was not inspired as chronicles becomes inspired by the in

corporation into the Scriptures. Neither is the Septuagint ver

sion of the Scriptures inspired ; and yet when quoted by Christ and

his apostles in the New Testament, the part quoted and incorpor

ated becomes henceforth inspired. If, then , it cannot be claimed

that this was an inspired Council, and , consequently, infallible,

Papacy must look elsewhere in search of a model and warrant for
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its pretended infallible Councils, and " a fortiori” must Prelacy

look elsewhere for authority to abrogate the law of Christ and

legislate for the Church. Even if inspiration could be claimed

for this Council, that would warrant neither Papal nor Prelatic

assumptions, but rather forbid them . Infallibility depends on

inspiration , but as the voice of inspiration died away with the

first century, no other Council can claim inspiration ; and infalli

bility without inspiration is a contradiction . However absurd the

claims of Papacy , those of Prelacy are more absurd from incon

sistency . If Papacy could establish its infallibility , that would

warrant it in altering or amending the laws of Christ. But Pre

lacy claims the authority to legislate for the Church at will, with

out claiming infallibility to secure wise legislation .

II. It could not have been , according to the second theory,

simply a voluntary association giving advice, considering the

composition of the Council, the authority of its decrees, and the

extent of its jurisdiction.

1. We join issuewith theCongregationalists squarely upon the

composition of that assembly . Their argument is based upon

three expressions in the record : “ the multitude," of verse 12,

“ with the whole Church ,” of verse 22, and “ brethren,” of

verse 23. It seems almost ludicrous to base an argument on

verse 12, " all the multitude kept silence ” ! Therefore, because

“ themultitude " were present and “ kept silence," they are en

titled to become a constituent part of every ecclesiastical court,

and not “ keep silence ” ! Arguing from the silence of “ the

multitude ” on one occasion their right to participate on every

other, is queer logic ! It has been well remarked that nothing

more can be claimed from the presence of a silent multitude than

an argument framed against Prelatic conclaves, sitting with closed

doors, from which the people are unwarrantably excluded . Kui

noel, Mosheim , and Neander have very forcibly argued that “ the

whole Church ” cannot be given a literal signification ,as no place

could possibly contain themyriads composing “ thewhole Church ,"

butthat the expression must, instead , designate simply deputies

of “ the whole Church.” But even if it be literally interpreted ,

the expression, “ Then pleased it the apostles and the elders, with
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the whole Church,” etc., announced only the acquiescence of the

Church . It is difficult to comprehend by what logic it can be

made to appear that because the whole Church was satisfied and

eminently pleased with the action of the assembly , therefore the

whole Church was a constituent part of the Council. The whole

battle must be in regard to the word “ brethren .” It might be

argued that the “ brethren ” simply appear in the attitude of

sending “ greeting,” which makes them no more responsible for

the decrees, “ ordained of the apostles and elders,” than the

greetings of particular individuals in the Epistles of Paul make

them responsible for the doctrinal utterances of Paul in those

Epistles. But upon close examination of the case, the “ breth

ren ” disappear entirely , except as synonymous with “ apostles

and elders.” In sending up the case from Antioch, the “ breth

ren ” are notmentioned as a constituent part of the Council,

whose decision is asked . It is simply said certain “ should go

up to Jerusalem unto the apostles and elders about this question .”

In giving the composition of the assembly, nothing is said of any

“ brethren ,” but simply “ the apostles and elders came together

for to consider of this matter.” In publishing the decrees among

the churches, nothing is said of any “ brethren " having partici

pated in decreeing, but simply " delivered them the decrees for

to keep , that were ordained of the apostles and elders.” Is it

merely accidental that these two classes, and no others, are said

to have been consulted by Antioch , to have come together to con

sider and to have ordained the decrees ? Any lingering doubt

of the case , already approaching the nearness of mathematical de

monstration , is forever dissipated by the fact that the oldest and

best Greek manuscripts show that the reading, “ apostles and

elders and brethren ," is incorrect. In the oldest uncial manu

scripts , there is no “ and ” before “ brethren ." The correct read

ing would be, “ apostles and elders, brethren ,” making “ breth

ren " synonymous with “ apostles and elders,” and comprehending

both . This is the reading of the five chief uncials, regarded the

oldest and best, and the chief basis of the late Revision , viz., (8 ,

A , B , C , D ,) Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Alexandrinus, Codex Vati

canus, Codex Ephraemi,and Codex Bezae. It is also the reading
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of the Vulgate and several other inferior versions; and even of

Irenæus (in the Latin ). It is the reading adopted by Lachmann,

whilst Neander and Alford approve it. It has likewise been sup

ported by Meyer, DeWette, and Lechler upon internal evidence.

It is marked by Griesbach as probably the correct reading. It is

the reading of Westcott's and Hort's Greek Testament, which “ is

destined to become the classic form of the text in the original

Greek .” Such an array of evidence of the very highest charac

ter would have secured the admission by the Revisers of almost

any other reading into the received text. It did not fail to secure

their recognition, and the " and" before " brethren" was omitted,

but the meaning was obscured by a false translation . IIpeopútepot

is converted into an adjective, and made to qualify “ brethren ,"

giving us the unwarranted translation , “ the apostles and the elder

brethren ,'' making the absurd statement that not all the.“ breth

ren " are associated with the apostles, but only those of a certain

age, “ the elder brethren." It is true the Revisers placed the

correct reading, “ Apostles and elders, brethren ,” in the appen

dix as the one preferred by the American Committee, but the

false reading occupies the text, and the correct one is scarcely

seen . With what authority appoßúrepoc is converted into an ad

jective, may be judged from the following : peopúrepot is em

ployed with reference to that Council six times , five in the same

chapter and once in the next. Of the six, it is translated “ el

ders ” five times, this case being the only exception. In the

Acts of the Apostles, apeoßúrepor is a word of frequent recur

rence, being found seventeen times, and is uniformly translated

“ elders," except in this one instance . Extending the research,

so as to include Luke's Gospel as well as his Acts of the Apostles,

it occurs twenty -three times ; and besides this arbitrary exception

made by the Revisers, it is an adjective but once, and that in the

singular number, describing the elder son of the parable of the

prodigal. If the field of inquiry be extended over the entire New

Testament, besides # peoßvréplov (Presbytery) three times (Luke

xxii. 66 ; Acts xxii. 5 ; 1 Tim . iv. 14 ), and ouutpeoßurepos (co

presbyter ) once (1 Peter v . 1), #peopútepol is found sixty-eight

times; and of that number it is only four times used as an adjec
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tive. Ofthese four seeming exceptions, one, as has been said , is

in the singular number (Luke xv. 25) ; another is both in the

singular and in a passage of Scripture regarded as spurious

(John viii. 9 ) ; a third is feminine gender (1 Tim . v . 2 ) ; and the

fourth is a doubtful case, with the preponderance of the doubt

against its being an adjective and in favor of the translation

" elders” (1 Peter v. 5 ). So, really, there is but one case where

Tfpeoßúrepol is used as an adjective, and that case is exceedingly

doubtful. The doubt is still further increased by the use of usíšuv

(Rom . ix. 12), to express seniority . If, then , the support of the

most ancient and most valuable manuscripts, and greatest critics

and scholars is of any weight in determining the correct reading ,

it is demonstrated beyond question that the correct reading of this

passage is “ apostles and elders, brethren .” Congregationalists

utterly fail to discover any others in the composition of that assem

bly than “ apostles and elders.” “ The multitude kept silence ,"

" thewhole Church " simply acquiesced in the action of the assem

bly, and the “ brethren " are only the “ apostles and elders ”

combined.

2 . It is equally easy to demolish the voluntary association

theory by an examination of the authority of the decrees. The

language is too emphatic and unmistakable to be regarded as the

language of advice . Advice may be offered, but has never yet

been offered, in such termsas, “ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost

and to us to lay upon you no greater burden than these necessary

things.” Unless human language can be shown to have meant

then exactly the opposite of its present meaning, advice offered

and decrees ordained must be regarded as antipodes. Advice

may be submitted for consideration , but never “ delivered for to

keep.” “ Lay upon you no greater burden ,” etc., and " delivered

them the decrees for to keep, that were ordained of apostles and

elders which were at Jerusalem ,” is the language of authority .

3 . Still another feature of this Council does not comport with

the Congregational independent theory. Does the decision affect

Antioch simply ? By no means. Instead of being published at

Antioch simply , they are published with authority throughout

Christendom (Acts xvi. 4 ). Recognising no frigid isolated inde
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pendency, but, on the contrary , acting on the principle of the

unity of the Church,that what is binding on one is equally bind

ing on all, the decrees are delivered to all the churches to keep.

The decision of the Council affected every church as truly as

Antioch. Considering the composition of the body, the authority

of its decrees, and the far-reaching sweep of its jurisdiction, it

could not have been a voluntary association . Congregationalism

must look elsewhere for authority to enact the grand farce of

giving advice.

III. If neither the first nor second theory can be accepted , let

us go to the third, and view this Council as a Representative As

sembly, according to the system of Presbyterianism . This follows

from the nature of the destructive conditional syllogism . If truth

lie between the three , to disprove two is equivalent to the estab

lishment of the third . Itmay be further demonstrated from the

composition, “ apostles and elders," the former being teaching

elders, and the latter, at least including,ruling elders, exactly the

composition of every scriptural court in its normal condition .

Arguments might be adduced from the object of the Assembly ,

“ came together for to consider of this inatter," which was a case

of appeal or reference ; from the method of procedure, the deci

sion being reached by consulting the word of God as the sole

authority ; from the authority of its decisions, “ decrees,” “ or

dained ,” “ delivered them the decrees for to keep," and laid upon

them as a “ necessary ” “ burden " ; from its jurisdiction, acting

not simply for Antioch, but for all the churches ; from the har

mony of this theory with the whole system of Presbyterianism ;

and from the concurrent support of the principles embodied in

this Council by Scripture, ranging through the whole Canon .

Passing by matters of minor consideration,whether James was

the “ brother of the Lord ,” or “ James the Less ” ; whether this

visit of Paul was the second or third of his five visits to Jerusalem ;

whether the prohibitions of this Council were the same as the

Noachian and those exacted of proselytes ; merelymentioning the

curious remark of the acute Bengel, that the “ greeting,” zalpelv,

occurs nowhere else, with one exception (Acts xxiii. 26 ), except in

the Epistle of James (i. 1), which indicates that his hand shaped
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the address, and serves to mark it as authentic ; attention is di

rected next to the principles of Church polity exhibited by this

Council, confirmed and substantiated by appeal to other Scrip

tures, and serving to completely establish the Presbyterian theory

of the Council.

1. Contrary to Congregationalism , this Council exhibits the

government of the Church in the hands of rulers, and not in the

hands of a mixed multitude of men, women , and children, where

passion and prejudice sway alternate sceptres, orwhere the young

est child may hold the balance of power, and cast the deciding

vote through parental tyranny or through ignorance, affecting

most fundamental principles of Christianity . But instead of such

anarchy, this Council exhibits the “ apostles and elders” in the

very act of ruling , considering and deciding a precedent, involving

principles affecting all the churches. It exhibits all the churches

in the attitude of recognising the authority of their rulers in the

meekness of submission and the alacrity of obedience . This prin

ciple of rule exhibited , if tested by Scripture, is abundantly sus

tained. (1 .) The names by which the officers of the Church are

called , are the very insignia of rule, the badges of authority . The

TTpeo3ttepol were the “ rulers of the synagogue,” and, according to

Neander and others, were “ transferred to the Christian church

from the Jewish synagogue.” In the New Testament, wherever

T peoßúrepor occurs, only the connexion can determine whether it

relates to elders of the synagogue or the church . The office and

the name change place from synagogue to church , but retain the

same relative significance. Interchangeable with a peoßútepor is

used éniokotol (Acts xx. 17, 28 ), by which the same officers were

called among the Gentiles. Concerning the latter title, Neander

remarks: “ The appellation, éníOKOTO.— overseers - over the whole

Church and over all its affairs ; just as in the Attic civil adminis

tration , those who were sent out to organise the states dependent

on Athens were called énLOKOTOL ; and just as this name seems to

have become generally current in the language of civil life to de

note any kind of governing superintendence in the public admin

istration " (Neander's Ch. Hist., Vol. I., page 184). Synonymous

with both is still another term , folyéves, “ shepherds,” signifying
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two functions of teaching and ruling. “ Take heed, therefore ,

unto yourselves and to all the flock, over the which the Holy

Ghost hath made you bishops to shepherd the Church of God,"

etc. (Acts xx. 17, 28 ). A shepherd ordinarily both pastures and

controls his flock. (2 .) Scriptural distinctions imply two classes,

the rulers and the ruled . “ He that ruleth with diligence," etc.

The import of " pastors" — TOLJéveç - in Eph. iv . 11, in that enumera

tion of Christ's ascension gifts is in somerespects difficult of interpreta

tion . If it stood alone, there would be no difficulty in understanding it

as designating teaching elders, the same as modern pastors. But when

coupled with teachers” in that expression , " pastors and teachers," the

difficulty arises. If pastors be equivalent to teaching elders, then who

and what are the “ teachers” ? If ' teachers' are teaching elders, what is

the difference between " pastors and teachers” ? Three interpretations

are mutually exclusive of each other. Establish either one, and the other

two are destroyed . Destroy two and the third is established :

1 . “ Pastors and teachers ' were either the same ;

2. Or, else “ teachers” meant something different from teaching elders;

3 . Or , " pastors'' meant some other than teaching elders.

1. They could not have been the same, because the grammatical con

struction shows that they are not used synonymously , but coupled to

gether by the conjunction . Why would the apostle use two words in the

same connexion without the shadow of a difference in meaning ? There

is no more reason for regarding them identical than for regarding " apos

tles" and " evangelists' identical in the same catalogue.

2 . Teachers could not be other than teaching elders. It is so used in

the parallel catalogue of 1 Cor. xii. 28. “ Apt to teach" is one qualifica

tion of bishop synonymous with elder ( 1 Tim . iii. 3, et al.). If it be urged

that “ teachers" were preachers without pastorates, the difficulty then

would be, that such a hypothesis cannot bring to its aid even the sem

blance of scriptural support. The only class of “ teachers' without set

tled pastorates recognised in Scripture is that already enumerated as

" evangelists ."

3 . “ Pastors" must, therefore , be employed in this connexion to desig

nate some other class than teaching elders. In this enumeration of

church officers, it must be used siinply in the sense of rulers, correspond

ing to " governments ," in the catalogue of 1 Cor. xii. 28 . If the objection

be raised , that ruling would then be enumerated first as seemingly a more

important office than teaching, it may be said thatthe sameorder is fol

lowed in another place, " Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy

of double honor, especially they who labor in the word and doctrine."

( 1.) In favor of this interpretation , it may be urged that foruñv is used

by Greek writers in the sense of ruler. Homer frequently alludes to
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(Rom . xii. 8). “Governments ” ( 1 Cor. xii. 28). “ Ruleth ” and

“ governments ” are terms which demand the corresponding cor

relatives, “ ruled ” and “ governors,” or else they are unmeaning

and misleading. (3 .) The directions to rulers, how to rule, imply

two classes. “ The elders which are among you I exhort. . . .

Feed the flock of God which is among you , taking the oversight

thereof not by constraint, but willingly ; not for filthy lucre, but

of a readymind : neither as being lords over God's heritage,” etc .

( 1 Peter v. 1 - 3 ). “ Elders that rule well,” etc. (1 Tim . v. 17 ).

“ Take heed, therefore, to yourselves and to all the flock , over the

which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers,” etc . (Acts xx.

Agamemnon as toluéva hañv. Aeschylus calls the commanders or captains

of ships vaõvtolPÉVEÇ. Liddell and Scott, in their lexicon , recognise " gov

ern " among their definitions as one meaning of Toluaiva . (2 .) This is

confirmed by the usage of the Old Testament. In 1 Chron . xi. 2. “ Thou

shalt feed (Septuagint Totuaveis)mypeople Israel; and thou shalt be ruler

over my people Israel," and in Ezek. xxxvii. 24, “ And David,'myservant,

shall be king over them ; and they all shall have one shepherd " (toluhv ) .

" ruling" and " feeding," " king" and " shepherd," are used as synonymous

terms. So, also , Ezek. xxxiv. 23 . “ Pastors" in the prophecies of the

Old Testament are simply rulers , civil rulers, not even religious. On

" pastors" of Jer . ii . 8 ; xxiii. 1 ; Ezek. xxxiv . 1, 2, Jamieson , Fausset,

and Brown , in their Crit. and Es. Com ., affirm : “ Civil, not religious ;

princes whose duty it was to tend their people" ; " Shallum , Jehoiakim ,

Jeconiah , and Zedekiah " ; " not prophets or priests, but rulers,'' etc .

Concerning “ pastors" of Jer. iii. 15 ; xxiii. 4 , the same authorities say :

" Not religious, but civil rulers, as Zerubbabel, Nehemiah." On Eph. iv .

11, thesameCom . remarks : " That the 'pastors' hereare the superintend

ing rulers and bishops or presbyters of the church , is evident from Acts

xx. 28 ; 1 Peter v . 1 , 2, where the bishop's and presbyter's office is said

to be to ' feed ' (Toxuaívw ) the flock . The term 'shepherd ' or 'pastor' is

used of guiding and governing , not merely instructing, whence it is ap

plied to kings rather than prophets or priests (Jer. xxiii. 4).” (3.) The

New Testament employs toluhu in the same sense as a ruler. Whilst it

is the only word in the New Testainent signifying " pastor” or “ shep

herd," there are four words translated “ feed." Three of them , Bóoku ,

Tpéow, and wwpíšw , signify simply “ feed" ; the other , torpaivu, denoting

the double function of feeding and governing, or either function. In his

charge to Peter, Christ contrasts two of these ; twice saying, “ Feed ''

(360KE ), and once " Feed (Toluaive) my sheep.” Trench, in his " Synonyms

ofthe New Testament," calls special attention to this change from Booke ,

VOL . XXXIV ., No . 3 — 2 .
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28). These directions are not addressed to the whole Church ,

forbidding the majority from lording it over the minority, which

would have been the case and the danger if all shared in ruling ,

but they are addressed to the elders. They are unmeaning, if

there are no rulers, and unnecessary , if there are none ruled .

(4 .) The instructions to the ruled , concerning their attitude to

wards their rulers, imply such distinction . “ Know them which

labor among you and are over you in the Lord ," etc. (1 Thess. v .

12). “ Remember them which have the rule over you ,” etc.

(Heb . xiii. 7). " Obey them that have the rule over you, and

submit yourselves," etc. (Heb . xiii. 17). The very word employed

to express the ruling authority of the elders (apoiornjee) is the same

denoting parental government of children . One of the very quali

fications of rulers in the Church is experience in ruling in their

meaning simply " feed ,"' to folyaive meaning " tend as a shepherd ," in the

sense of governing. In Matt. ii. 6 , Toljavei is used synonymously with

ryouuevos, " governor." " For out of thee shall come a Governor that shall

rule (Tolpavei)my people Israel.” Three times in Revelation toiuavei is

employed to express the act of ruling. In Rev. ii. 27 , " IIe shall rule

(Toepavei) them with a rod of iron ," etc. In xii. 5 , “ And she brought

forth a man child , who was to rule (Troițavei) all nations with a rod of

iron," etc. In xix . 15 , “ And he shall rule (Trotuavei) them with a rod of

iron,” etc . In 1 Peter v. 2 , foluavate, though translated " feed the flock of

God," etc., is really used with the significance of rule , as is evident from

its being employed in that connexion synonymously with ĚTLOKOTOŪVTEC,

" taking the oversight" (overseeing, bishoping), and in contrast with

katakvplevovres, " being lords." Recognising this fact, the Revised Testa

ment very correctly and appropriately renders totuávate in this place ,

“ Tend the flock of God," etc. In the sense of ruling rather than feeding ,

in Acts xx. 28 , the plurality of elders or bishops are commanded to shep

herd (Fotpalvelv ) the church. Since then ,toch is used for either function ,

and even more frequently for the ruling ; and since " teachers in this

passage (Eph . iv . 11) are used for teaching elders, the conclusion is not

only warranted , but necessitated , that “ pastors" here are rulers, and the

expression , " pastors and teachers' designates ruling elders and teaching

elders. But the fact that it is said , “ He gave some apostles, and some

prophets, and some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers," not re

peating the word " some" before " teachers,” showsthat they are two spe

cies,ruling and teaching elders ; but still they belong to one genus,ruling

elders. Only one teaches, butboth rule. Teaching is the specific differ

ence .
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family . “ One that ruleth well his own house, having his children

in subjection with all gravity . For if a man know not how to

rule his own house, how shall he take care of the church ofGod ?"

( 1 Tim . iii. 4 , 5 .) Such exhortations are inexplicable, if no such

distinctions exist. (5 .) The plurality of officers in every church

cannot be explained on any other supposition than as rulers .

“ Ordained them elders in every church ,” etc . (Acts xiv . 23).

“ Ordain elders in every city, ” etc. ( Titus i. 5 ). “ To all the saints

in Christ Jesus, which are at Philippi with the bishops and dea

cons” (Phil. i. 1 ). “ Know them (plural) which labor among you

and are over you in the Lord ,” etc. ( 1 Thess. v. 12 ). " Obey

them ” (plural) (Heb. xiii. 17). “ Elders of the church," etc .

(James v . 14 ). According to the Congregational theory and prac

tice, but one elder is needed in each church . The government of

the Church by rulers, exhibited by this Council,and supported by

these five independent scriptural arguments, becomes an estab

lished principle of Church polity and impregnable.

2 . Contrary to Prelacy, this Council exhibits the government of

the Church in the hands,not of oneman as pope,prelate, or arch

bishop, nor of apostles simply or apostolic successors (so-called ) as

diocesan bishops ; nor of preachers simply ,apostles and preaching

elders as in conference of bishops, presiding elders, preaching el

ders, and preaching deacons; but in the hands of two classes of

elders, teaching elders and ruling elders. In order to demonstrate

this fact, it becomes necessary to examine the two classes who are

six times mentioned in connexion with this Council,and five of the

times at least as composing it. ( 1.) The “ apostles” were present

simply as " elders,” combining in themselves the elements both of

the teaching and ruling eldership . The proof is threefold : (a )

The fact of their eldership is indisputable , for they call themselves

" elders.” “ The elders, which are among you, I exhort, who am

also an elder” (1 Peter v. 1). " The elder unto the elect lady and

her children ” (2 John 1). “ The elder unto the well-beloved

Gaius” (3 John i). (6 ) They are not engaged in this Council

in exercising their preaching function of “ apostles," " one sent,"

but are in the very act of ruling . Therefore it was the ruling

function of their office which was then being exercised. The
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conclusion seems inevitable, that because they are both teaching

and ruling elders, and are engaged in the very act of ruling ;

therefore, they were present in that capacity . (c ) The conclu

sion becomes irresistible, when it is further remembered that they

did not exercise their inspired apostolic authority , or perform any

act which had the appearance of exercising the extraordinary

authority which belonged to the apostolate exclusively . Why

allow “ much disputing ” in their presence if they were exercising

extraordinary apostolic authority , and could have settled the ques

tion at once and authoritatively ? From their not using their

extraordinary ruling function of the apostolate, but the ordinary

ruling function of the presbyterate, they could not have been

present in any other capacity . In like manner, ministers in a

church court are present, not as preachers of the word, but as

ruling elders, because they are engaged in exercising, not the

teaching function,but the ruling function of their eldership . ( 2.)

The “ elders " present in the Council were either ruling elders

simply , or included some of both classes , some who were simply

ruling elders,and somewho were both teaching and ruling elders.

It is utterly impossible to determine between the two alternatives,

and it is quite as immaterial, it being necessary only to show that

the ruling elder simply was present in that capacity. (a ) The

name πρεσβύτεροι has special reference to ruling. The πρεσβύτεροι

of the synagogue were the " rulers of the synagogue,” whilst the

scribes, rabbis, and priests were the spiritual teachers. (Geikie's

Life of Christ, Vol. II., p . 623.) Canon Farrar's effort to identify

the elders of the synagogue with the “ Batlanim ,” the body of ten

men paid to be always present at every service in the synagogue,

so as to always secure the legal number, is a complete failure,

and is in the face of the testimony of the ages, the researches of

scholars of all sects and shades of opinion. Wherever # peoBitepor

occurs, therefore, the burden of proof is not upon those who main

tain that they were rulers to show they were not teachers, but the

very opposite, upon those denying, to demonstrate that it is not

used in its ordinary sense of rulers simply. (6) The plurality in

every church cannot be explained, unless they are ruling elders.

The previous chapter announced they " ordained them elders in



1883. ] 475Presbyters at Jerusclem .

every church” (Acts xiv. 23), which must have had special refer

ence to ruling elders; the same term being employed in the fol

lowing chapter, without any indication of its being used to desig

nate a different class, leads to the conclusion that the appoßvtepol

of the previous chapter and of this Council were identical. (c )

The distinctions between them are proof of two classes of elders .

“ He that teacheth ,” etc., and " he that ruleth,” etc. (Rom . xii. 8 ),

clearly distinguish between them . “ Let the elders that rule well

be counted worthy of double honor, especially they who labor in

theword and doctrine” ( 1 Tim . v . 17), recognises two classes of

elders. (d ) The burden of rule is laid upon the elders of

Ephesus (Acts xx. 17, 28 ), in the exhortation of Paul, at the

very time when Timothy was preacher at Ephesus ( 1 Tim . i. 3 ).

(e) The use of the word # peoßuréplov (presbytery) is further evi

dence of the ruling eldership . Occurring but three times in the

New Testament.(Luke xxii. 66 ; Acts xxii. 5 ; and 1 Tim . iv. 14 ),

though translated presbytery but once (1 Tim . iv . 14 ), twice it

refers to a Jewish court undoubtedly composed of ruling elders sim

ply (Luke xxii. 66, and Acts xxii. 5 ), and when used with refer

ence to an ecclesiastical court of the Christian Church,without any

indication of a change of designation , the conclusion is irresistible,

that it must have contained at least some who were ruling elders

simply . Having then established the fact that the distinction

between the two classes of elders existed , the fact that there was

a plurality at Jerusalem in the local churches, which necessarily

included some of this element, is proof positive that the appoßitepoi

of the Council were either ruling elders simply, or included some

of that class; and therefore the government of the Church is in

the hands of “ elders.”

3 . Contrary to both Prelacy and Congregationalism , this Coun

cil at Jerusalem exhibited the parity of the eldership . Presby

terianism is not careful to demonstrate the parity of the ministry .

If the parity of the eldership be established , the other follows as

an “ a fortiori”' necessity . The latter is not peculiar to the Pres

byterian system , whilst the former is one of its most distinctive

principles, and is plainly demonstrated by this Council in several

ways. (1 ) In sending up the case to Jerusalem for a decision ,
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no superior apostolic, prelatic, or ministerial authority is recog

nised by Antioch higher than the presbyterate. It nowhere ap

pears that a decision is asked simply of the apostles, whilst they

by courtesy or for some other cause associated the elders with

themselves. But the very opposite appears , that Antioch ac

knowledged no superiority of apostolic authority whatever. The

record simply states that certain “ should go up to Jerusalem un

to the apostles and elders about this question ." Why not go

simply to the apostles ? Why are the elders associated with the

apostles in the appeal? Did not Antioch appeal to elders as

well as apostles ? Did they not appeal to both upon precisely the

same equality ? Is there the shadow of authority for supposing

that they made any distinction between the two classes in asking

a decision of apostles and elders ? (2 ) In their coming together ,

is any distinction made between them ? Can any discover from

the record, that the apostles came armed with more authority

than the elders ? The narrative simply states that the “ apostles

and elders came together for to consider of this matter.” Did

the apostles come to consider an 1 act, whilst the elders came to

be spectators ? If our judgmentmust be formed solely from the

inspired record , there is no alternative but to acknowledge the

manifest fact, that they came together upon equal authority . (3 )

During the session of the Council did any apostle or the whole

number at any timeby any word or act claim any more authority

than the elders ? Did any apostle assume any more authority ?

Did any apostle exercise any more authority than the elders ?

What evidence is there that the body recognised the superiority

of either class ? So far as the record goes, each class considered

the other as peers. If it be said , that the name " apostles " al

ways precedes that of " elders," as evidence of superior authority ,

it will reveal to what straits the advocates of the hierarchical sys

tem are reduced . Principal Cunningham justly characterises

such argument as mere trifling : “ Papists, finding it recorded

here that Peter took a prominent part in the discussion, which

arose on this occasion , adduce the narrative as a proof that he

acted then, was entitled to act, and was recognised as entitled to

act, as the vicar of Christ and the head of the Church . Prelat
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ists, finding that several centuries afterward the notion was

broached that Jamez was appointed by the apostles Bishop of

Jerusalem , profess to get scriptural evidence of this fancy in the

prominent part which he took in the discussion. There is not in

the narrative a trace of any superiority in office or jurisdiction

on the part either of Peter or of James ; so that the substance of

the Popish argument is virtually this : Peter spoke first, and

therefore he was superior in authority and jurisdiction to the

other apostles ; whilst the prelatic argument is : James spoke

last and gave shape to the decision of the Council, and therefore

he was diocesan bishop and as such superior in some respects

even to the apostles. This, of course , is sheer trifling.” (Hist.

Theo., Vol. I., Chapter 2 , Sec. 1.) (4 ) In publishing their de

crees, did the apostles send them forth in their own naine as their

act and by their authority ? On the contrary , associating the

elders with themselves, and causing it to read, “ apostles and el

ders, brethren ,” they acknowledged the parity of the eldership

by issuing the decrees in their united names as by equal author

ity , wiping out even the distinction ofnames, and gathering both

into one class of “ brethren ,” exhibit the opposite spirit of those

claiming superiority over their “ brethren in the Lord .” (5 ) In

delivering the decrees to the various churches scattered through

out Christendom , did they lay them upon the churches as ordained

by apostolic authority ? Did they recognise any difference be

tween the two classes constituting the Council ? On the con

trary, it is the positive statement of the Scripture, that tħe de

crees were " ordained of the apostles and elders,” equal authority

being accorded to the elders as to the apostles. Considering

these five facts , which could not have been merely fortuitous, that

Antioch appealed to " apostles and elders” as upon equality, that

“ apostles and elders came together,” as upon equal authority ,

that they acted together as upon equal authority , that they issued

their decrees in their united names as by equal authority, that

the decrees were delivered and received by the churches as “ or

dained of the apostles and elders ” in equal authority, the conclu

sion necessitating the parity of the eldership is irresistible.

4 . Contrary to Congregationalism this Council exhibits the
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unity of the Church . If not upon the principle of unity of

the Church , then upon what principle does a Church Council

convened at Jerusalem decide a matter affecting Antioch simply ?

If it were a local matter, why should any other place than

Antioch be the scene of the conflict ? To answer that because

the trouble originated at Jerusalem , and the teachers came from

thence, therefore it must be carried back, will not satisfy in

quiry , unless we could believe that the apostles and elders could

not settle the matter by assembling at Antioch . Jerusalem was

not troubled by the matter, but Antioch was. If an effectual set

tlement of the matter, as is alleged, bad determined the place,

then Antioch would certainly have been the place. That, how

ever, is a matter of little importance, compared with another fea

ture of this Council demonstrating the Church's essential unity .

It is the jurisdiction of the Council,which the Congregationalist

cannot explain upon any other theory than the underlying prin

ciple of unity . Did they publish the decrees simply at Antioch ?

“ As they went through the cities they delivered them the de

crees for to keep,” etc. (Acts xvi. 4 .) They are no more bind

ing on Antioch than on Christendom ! If the jurisdiction of the

Council extended to all the churches, upon what principle other

than the unity of the Church ? Tested by Scripture, which is

the interpreter of Scripture, the Church's unity is still more

manifest. ( 1) The use of “ Church ” in the singular, compre

hending the whole , manifests its corporate unity. Such unmis

takable evidence is borne by one passage in the Revised Testa

ment, that it alone would be sufficient to establish the fact. “ So

the Church throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria had

peace being edified,” etc . (Acts ix . 31, Revised Testament.) The

twelfth chapter of 1st Corinthians is an elaborate argument to

demonstrate the unity of the Church , which has the advantage

over every other argument, that it is inspired ; but if the Church's

unity be denied , that argument becomes a mystery. Arguing

the fact from all baving the same spirit, illustrating it by the

unity of the human body, it closes with the assertion , “ Now ye

are the body of Christ and members in particular. And God

hath set some in the Church first apostles, secondarily prophets,
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thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps,

governments, diversity of tongues," etc. (1 Cor. xii. 27, 28.) If

it be objected that this language applies to the invisible Church ,

the reply is, that the invisible Church, as such , needsno " apos

tles," " prophets,” “ teachers," " miracles ," " healings," " helps,"

" governments," and “ diversity of tongues ;" these things are for

the visible Church . If to this it be objected that the two cannot

be separated except in thought, at least the part of the invisible

which is still in the visible, that would necessitate predicating

unity of the visible as well as invisible. If it be claimed that

1 Cor. xii. 28, applies to the local church, it may be answered , that

God had not set " apostles," " prophets," etc., in the local church

of Corinth . (2 ) Such figures are employed , representing theunity

of the Church , that they becomeunmeaning when that principle is

eliminated. Eph . ii. 19 - 22 presents the Church as a state, a

family , and a temple ; but a temple is not a building of inde

pendent disconnected parts. The Church is the body of Christ

(1 Cor. xii. 27). But though every organ , muscle, bone, and

sinew of the body were collected disconnected in a mass, they

would not constitute a body. The Church is the kingdom of

Christ. But a kingdom of absolutely independent clans or pro

vinces would be an anomaly . If it be claimed that such expres

sions, “ temple," " body,” and “ kingdom ,” refer to the invisible

Church , then the reply is, if the invisible Church has essential to

its very being a unity, the visible Church which approaches near

est the ideal must exhibit a visible unity. To the support of the

latter truth may be adduced the testimony of Dr. Thornwell :

“ The relation between the two is so close, that it is unwarrant

able to predicate unity of the one and the want of unity of the

other. The visible or professing Church approaches perfection ,

as it seeks to realise the invisible or spiritual. The two ought to

coincide, and the purity of the outward is determined by its ap

proximation to the inward. A Church , therefore, which cannot

realise a visible unity, and thus aim to coincide with the invisible

Church , is self-condemned ; and any constitution which does not

recognise this fact, is convicted ofbeing unscriptural. This prin

ciple of the unity of the Church lies at the foundation of the
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Presbyterian polity, and all its peculiarities are designed to bring

this out, and give it formal expression . It is singular that the

only two bodies which claim to realise this unity are in the dead

liest antagonism — each charging the other with being Antichrist.

They are the Church of Rome and the Presbyterian Church.

Rome does, in a certain sense , give unity to the Church. · She

compacts all its parts. There is no stronger outward representa

tion of unity than is furnished in her system of government.

There is, however, this marked difference between the two cases :

the Church of Rome undertakes to exhibit the body in its unity

with an earthly head — to exhibit Christ as well as his members ;

the Presbyterian Church exhibits in visible unity on earth the

body only , and connects it with a heavenly Head. The Bishop

of Rome claims to be the head of the Church . He alone who is

in communion with him is a member of the Church , and conse

quently a member of Christ. Now, he must be either a real

and true head, or a symbolical and typical head. If the former ,

then as a body cannot have two real heads without being a mon

ster, the headship of Christ is displaced. If the latter, then , as

the body must partake of the nature of its head, the Church is a

symbolical and typical body, and the reality of the Church is de

stroyed ” (Thornwell's Col. W ., Vol. IV ., pages 135 and 136 ).

In regard to the method of realising and exhibiting this unity of

the Church , Dr. Thornwell affirms: " That unity is realised by

reprezentative assemblies. The government of the Church is

not intrusted to individuals nor to the mass of believers, but to

Councils. . . . These constitute a bond, which brings all the

parts together into unity , and gives the Church the property of

indefinite expansibility. . . . It is worthy of note how all

Churches have practically acknowledged the representative feature

of Presbyterianism . Episcopacy, for example, has its General

Conventions, in which , in the attempt to realise unity, the par

liamentary principle is grafted upon the system . Congregation

alism has its Councils, the existence of which is a tribute to the

importance of the representative principle . Even the Pope, on

occasions of great emergency, calls Councils to decide disputed

questions. Weare but carrying out, then, a principle, the prac
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tical necessity of which is recognised by all Churches, but which

is inherent in the very nature of the Presbyterian system alone"

( Thornwell's Col. W ., Vol. IV ., pages 136 , 137, and 138 ). The

Encyclopædia Britannica bears similar testimony to the com

pleteness of the Presbyterian system of Councils . “ It is of

course in the Presbyterian Churches that Councils have received

their most systematic development,and without claiming infallible

authority retain the most extended powers as legislative , admin

istrative, and judicial. In the Church of Scotland, the regular

gradation of kirk Sessions, Presbyteries, Provincial Synods, and

General Assembly of representative ministers and elders, super

vises and regulates all the functions of the Church, and forms a

compact balanced system of constitutional government. In non

Presbyterian Churches, Synods have various degrees of deliber

ative or decisive authority . Even now the reorganisation of the

synodical system of the United Protestant Church of Prussia is

regarded both by churchmen and by statesmen in Germany as

one of the ecclesiastical questions of the day " (Encyclopædia

Brit., ninth ed ., Vol. VI., page 512). If it be argued that the

Council at Jerusalem could not have exhibited the unity of the

Church, because all the apostles were not present, and very few

of the churches are supposed to have been represented (perhaps

only Antioch and those in and near Jerusalem ), it may be an

swered that a quorum of a court as truly realises unity as if every

church in existence were represented by delegates.

5 . Contrary to Congregationalism , this Council exhibits the

right of appeal. This principle is inseparable from the unity of

the Church, and either one established is proof of the other. If,

then , the unity of the Church has been established by Scripture, ·

the right of appeal follows as a correlative principle, and vice

versa . It matters not whatmay be the difference of opinion as

to the nature of the appeal to apostles and elders, whether a spe

cific case was carried up, some supposing it to have been that of

Titus from Gal. ii . 3 , 4 ; or whether the Council was asked merely

to give an “ in thesi deliverance” ; it matters not whether the

church of Antioch, parochial or classical Presbytery, or Paul,

Barnabas, and Titus, appealed to apostles and elders for a de
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cision , the evidence still remains in favor of an appeal, complaint,

reference, or overture of some nature . The record is too plain

to be " explained away.” The heresy existed at Antioch , the

delegation was appointed to lay the matter before the apostles

and elders, they came together to consider the matter, the dele

gation was heard , a debate occurred, a decision was rendered , and

a delegation appointed to publish the matter at Antioch . These

are the facts furnished by the inspired narrative, which may be

variously interpreted, but can never be so obscured that the mul

titude of Bible readers will fail to recognise the fact of some kind

of appeal, furnishing a precedent, according the right to the hum

blest member of the Church to be heard at thebar of the highest

tribunal of the Church. Nor is this the limit of Christian priv

ilege . There exists even a higher right, in the case of injustice,

of carrying the case from the earthly court to the heavenly , and

appealing to the Head of the Church himself, as the martyred

Huss is alleged to have done, when , condemned to the stake by

an ecclesiastical court that, contrary to the law of Christ, had

usurped the jurisdiction of Cæsar, and wielded the sword, he

summoned his judges to meet him at the judgment bar of Christ,

to answer the charge of murder, within less than an hundred

years .

6 . Contrary to the Charybdis of Prelacy on the one hand,and

the Scylla of Congregationalism on the other, this Council ex

hibits the word of God as the sole basis of any ecclesiastical de

liverance. The apostles and elders were governed by no tradi

tions on the one hand, nor human wisdom and expediency on the

other. They dared not attempt to legislate, in the sense of mak

· ing law , for the Church of Christ. That would have been to

usurp the authority of Christ, who alone is the Church's Law

giver. On the other hand, they dared not fail to exercise their

“ jure divino ” church power to prohibit the recognised badges of

idolatry, for that would have been unfaithfulness to Christ, who

called them to be rulers in his Church ; and the liberty of con

science guaranteed to Gentilesmighthave been by them converted

into idolatrous licentiousness in conformity with the prevalent

heathen practices . Nothing lay within the province of that Coun
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cil but to consult the written law , the revealed will of Christ, and

apply the principles therein contained to the question under con

sideration . But they certainly acted as if it was their province to

interpret, apply, and enforce Christ's law . Synods and Councils

may not think to change the law of Christ, or legislate for the

Church , but there must be some authoritative court to apply the

principles of that law to each particular case. Whilst not inter

fering with the right of private judgment, yet ecclesiastical Coun :

cils may not permit licentiousness in word or deed . The only

safety for church courts between ecclesiastical tyranny and eccle

siastical licensing of wickedness is speaking where the word of

God speaks, and being silent where it is silent. If , then, one

wishes greater liberty of private judgment than the word of God

allows, or wishes to rob the word of its force by an unnatural

and unwarranted construction, hemustseek such licentious liberty

in other communions. Noman has the right to plead conscience

or the right of private judgment to the subverting of law and

order. Christ, who has given law to the Church , has also given

authority to the rulers, assembled in the courts of his house , to

enforce that law . Liberty of conscience and dissent of judgment

are possible only where Synods and Councils have erred by vio

lating the law of Christ. As that Council at Jerusalem inquired

the mind of the Spirit by appeal to the Scriptures, so no church

court can ordain , forbid , or enjoin anything whatever, unless it

can exhibit as its warrant a " Thus saith the Lord," or an infer

ence therefrom both good and necessary. This Council at Jeru

salem answers the question how the Church can obtain themind

of the Spirit after revelation has ceased to guide unerringly . It

furnishes a model and warrant for the Church in like circum

stances. It is a precedent which should guide every church

court in all its deliverances. The Ariadne clue, which alone is

sufficient to guide the Church safely through all its labyrinths of

difficulties andmazes of doubt, is prayerful dependence on the

Spirit to discover in the written word what “ seemed good to the

Holy Ghost.” Only when that which “ seemed good to the Holy

Ghost,” also seems good to the Church, is there safe ecclesiastical

action. Any church court, acting by virtue of a divine constitu
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tion , guided entirely by the precepts of Christ,and depending on

the influence of the Spirit, can use the language of the Council,

“ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us." These prin

ciples exhibited by the Council at Jerusalem are also the prin

ciples of the Presbyterian system , the principles of jure divino

Church government, the principles sustained by the word ofGod,

the principles which shall yet triumph in the name of eternal

truth . S . L . MORRIS .

ARTICLE II.

THE NATURE OF PHYSICAL CAUSES AND THEIR

INDUCTION .

In our previoussketch of the History of Inductive Reasonings,

we found thatthe chief (and the difficult) question , the great pro

blem of this species of logic, which continually emerged, was

this : How does the inference seemingly made from the some, or

the many, to the all, become valid for the all ?

The settlement of this, as of the other fundamental doctrines

of logic,must proceed upon right postulates as to psychology ,

and especially as to its highest branch , theoriginal powers of the

reason . In our criticism of the Sensualistic Philosophy of the

Nineteenth Century, a parallel question as to the DeductiveLogic

is considered (see pp. 265– 272). That question was the old one

between the assailants and defenders of the utility and fruitful

ness of the syllogism , with which the students of philosophy are

acquainted. The followers of Locke, from his day to ours, have

argued that, since a syllogism which concludes more in its third

proposition than is predicated in its major premise, is confessedly

faulty, all such reasonings must inevitably be either sophisms, or

worthless, only teaching us what we must have known before in

order to state our premise . Yet we saw Mill, after echoing this

objection , confessing, what all men 's common sense must concede,

that the syllogism is the full expression to which all deductive
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reasoning is reduced . How was this paradox to be solved ? It

was shown that the solution is in recognising the a priori neces

sary and universal judgments of the reason . Admit that the

mind is entitled to other judgments than the empirical, the intu

itive namely, and that they are universal, then the synthesis of

truths becomes a valid and fruitful source of new knowledge.

A similar resort to the doctrines of a true psychology must be

made, again , to explain the Inductive Logic . This necessity has

been disclaimed , on the ground that logic is a critical art, whose

whole and only business is to testthe validity , not of the contents,

but of the formsof our elenchtic thought. This mightbe admitted ;

and yet it would remain true that these processes, which it is the

business of logic to criticise, are psychological processes, and that

the critical acts are also psychological processes. Moreover, as in

the world ofmatter , the substance determines the form , so in the

realm of thought, it is the quality of the contents of thought

which determines the logical framework. The science of logic ,

therefore, must be grounded in a correct psychology.

That psychology must not be the sensationalist. We must

hold that the mind has original powers of judging a priori neces

sary truths ; powers which , although they may be awakened to

exercise on occasion of some empirical perception, yet owe the

validity of the judgments formed , not to sense-perception, but to

themind's own constitutive laws. This , then , is themetaphysical

doctrine assumed as the basis of this discussion : that while the

senses alone give us our individual idea of objective things, it is

the original power of the reason which gives us our universal

necessary judgments about objective things and their relations ;

and these same powers furnish the forms according to which we

connect them into general knowledge. Those necessary and uni

versal truths are primitive judgments, intuitively seen to be true,

and not dependent for their authority upon the confirmation of

observed instances, be they many or few . For these first truths

and laws of the reason must be, in their order of production

(though not in their date), prior to theobservations of the senses

and to all deductions therefrom , because they are necessary to

construe the individual perceptions intelligibly, and to connect



486 [JULY,The Nature of Physical Causes

them for any purposes of reasoning. But it is our purpose here

to postulate, and not to argue, this view of the mind 's powers.

For the latter , the reader must be referred to the workmentioned

above (“ Sens. Phil. of the 19th Cent. Considered ," Chap. X .

and XI.).

We have seen J. S . Mill's correct position, that the law of

causation is the foundation of every inductive demonstration .

Wehave also seen his inconsistent assertion , that our belief in

this law, is the result of an induction from experience. We have

proved , on the contrary, that it is a necessary intuition of the

reason. Whenever we observe a phenomenon or a new existence,

the law of the reason ensures our assigning for it an adequate

cause. It is impossible for us to think a thing or event as aris

ing out of nothing. To think it as producing itself, would be the

contradiction of thinking it acted before it existed . Nor can we

avoid ascribing to the cause power efficient of the effect. The

old objection, that we have no right to assumeanything else than

whatthe senses observe, a regular or uniform sequence between a

certain antecedent and a certain consequent, is worthless to any

one who has learned the true doctrine : that the reason is itself a

source, and not a mere passive recipient, of cognitions. As, when

sense perception gives us only a cluster of properties belonging to

body, the reason must supply the supersensuous notion of sub

stance underlying and sustaining them , so when the senses per

ceive a cause preceding its effect, the reason compels us to supply

the rational notion of efficient power in the cause. It is this,and

this alone, which enables and qualifies the antecedent to be

cause. And this power must be thought as efficient of the effect.

This judgment involves the further belief that, wherever the cause

is present, under the same conditions, the efficiency of its power

ensures the same effect. Such is obviously the nature of the

necessary judgment: “ Same causes, same effects.” · A simple

examination of our consciousness convinces us that our rational

notion of substance involves the assurance of its continuity of be

ing and permanency. As the rise of that substance ex nihilo,

without any cause, is a proposition which cannot be rationally

thought, so the cessation of that substance 's continuity of being,
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or its return into nihil without a cause efficient of its destruction ,

is equally incredible. This intuitive confidence in the perma

nency of true substance, as thus defined , is not an inference from

any observations, but a phase of the intuition, a source and pre

mise of all our reasonings about substances ; and a regulative law

for construing every observation experiences give us about them .

So we have a similar intuitive confidence in the persistency and

uniformity of power, wherever it inheres. So long as power

qualifies any being, it is, in its own nature, efficient of the same

effect which it is once seen to produce. If we see the agent and

the recipient of the effect again present, and do not witness

the rise of the same effect, we intuitively and necessarily believe

that some other power, whether visible or invisible, is intervening

to modify or countéract the known power. This is the explana

tion of our belief in the “ uniformity of nature” when the belief

is legitimate . Nature is uniform just so far as the same powers

are present, and her uniformities are nothing but the necessary

results of the permanency of substances and powers. What we

call laws of nature are only the regularmethods of the actions of

natural powers. We believe in those laws, only because we intu

itively judge that each power or energy is, under the same cir

cumstances , efficient of the same effects.

But this conception of regular laws in nature implies an as

surance not only of the permanency of substances, but of their

essential properties. Phat substances have two classes of pro

perties, distinguished as attributa and accidentia , is obvious ; and

it is according to their permanency or mutability that we ascribe

a quality to the one class or the other. How is it that we are

authorised to entertain this assurance of the permanency of essen

tial properties ? The answer is, because these properties make

themselves known to our reason as powers. If we reflect, we see

that what we call a property of a body is only revealed to us by

its emission of a power, producing an effect either on some other

body, or on our own percipient senses,and through them on ourown

spirits. This truth has been seen by Dr. McCosh, for instance

(in his “ Divine Government, Physical and Moral,” p . 78). The

evidence assigned for the proposition seems inadequate : that we

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 3 – 3 .
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observe no body acts on itself, but only on another body in a cer

tain relation to itself. The samewriter, very singularly , excepts

from his assertion those properties which affect our senses. Of

all the properties of external things, he should have said that

those which affect our senses directly , are most certainly powers.

For it is only by some effect on our senses , propagating a percep

tion, that we learn an effect has been produced on another body.

What is perception ? How do we convince ourselves of the

reality of the external world ? Consciousness, a subjective faculty ,

can of course only testify to the subjective part of the perceptive

function. What,then , is the rational ground of that judgment of

relation which , as we know , we all make between the perceptive

cognition and the external source ? Reflection convinces us that

this ground is in the necessary and intuitive judgment of cause .

We are conscious of a perception ; we are also conscious we did

not affect ourselves with it. But there can be no effect without a

cause ; therefore the object perceived must be a reality. It is

frequently said thatwe derive, or at least we first see, the rational

notion of power and efficiency in our own conscious volition ; that

we are conscious of the will to emit efficiency ; that we see the

effect, and that we thus form the notion of efficient power in

cause. Wehave no disposition to dispute the fact that this may

be one of the occasions upon which the reason presents her intu

itive notion of power. But, whatever the change which she may

observe, constituting a new phenomenon or state, whether in the

subjective or objective sphere, she must supply the notion of cause

and of efficient power. For the necessary law of her thinking

is , ex nihilo nihil. The new effect could not have been , ex

cept there had preceded a sufficient cause. But when is cause

sufficient ? Only when it possesses power efficient of the new

change.

Now , then, the first cognition which themind can have of any

objective thing, is through experiencing an effect therefrom . Is

it not obvious, thence,that what we call properties of things are

only known to us as powers ? They are, simply , what are able

to affect us with the perceptions. And since every perception is

an effect, we only learn thatanybody has the property (or power )
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of affecting another body, by experiencing its power of affecting

us. Hence,we should say that we know the properties of bodies

which affect our senses as powers primarily ; and those which we

see affecting other bodies we know as also powers secondarily .

Instead of saying that properties are powers, it would bemore

correct to say that powers are the only true properties. The no

tion of power is in order to the idea ofproperty. Here, then, is

the ground on which we expect a permanency in any essential

property , as immutable as that which we intuitively ascribe to

substance ; it is because the same causes produce the same

effects."

But there are properties which are not permanent ; and yet

they can produce effects on us, and on other bodies. The dis

tinction of " attributes" and " accidents” made by the scholastics

is just. The solidity of congealed water, for instance, is certainly

not an essential property of that substance ; yet it has power to

affect our tactual sense, and it also has a power of impact on

other bodies which the liquid has not. Here is an apparent in

consistency — that we should infer the permanency of essential

properties from the fact that they are causes ; that the samecauses

produce the same effects — and yet concede power to properties

which are not permanent. But the inconsistency is only seem

ing. The explanation is, that the change or state which was just

now an effect, may in turn become a cause , and may not only de

pend on its cause , but have another effect depending on it. While

its own prior cause propagates it, itmay also propagate its effect;

with the suspension of the action of its cause, it and its effect

cease. The original cause has thus its progeny, not only of the

first, but of the second and subsequent generations. Now , what

is an " accidens," a property not permanent, except a mutable

effect of some other property , which is a permanent cause ?

mutable, because, while the power of essential property has no

change , the conditions for its action may change. While the

more original power or powers of the essential property is acting,

its effect, the accidental property , is propagated ; and this in turn

may become cause, so long as it subsists. Thus, solidity is not

an essential property of water ; for this substance often exists
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uncongealed ; the solidity is the result of a molecular energy,

which is an essential property in the substance, and which is al

lowed to come into action by the departure of the caloric out of it.

To understand this truth , we must avail ourselves of the old dis

tinction between active and passive powers. Essential properties

are active powers. Accidental properties are the results of pas

sive powers in the bodies which exhibit them ; of susceptibilities

or powers of recipiency, by means of which the more original

powers of the essential properties, either simple or combined,

show through and give themselves these new and mutable ex .

pressions.

We remark, again , that it is obvious the permanency of the

properties which we predicate of a class , or of a general term by

which we name it, is essential to the validity of all general and

scientific propositions. This, to the logician , needs no arguing.

Hence it follows that it is all-importantweshall be able to distin

guish , in classifying, between permanent or essential properties

and “ accidentia ." How do we effect this ? Here the rule quoted

from Sir Isaac Newton comes to our aid . If we find that a

given property is always present whenever the body is present,

and that it is not affected with increment or diminution whatever

other effects are wrought on the body, wemay safely conclude

that it is an essential property. This rule should be qualified by

the following admission : It may be that the energy which we in

variably see expressing itself through this property , is not the

original energy , but is itself the next effect of a latent and unde

tected energy. If this were surely discovered, we should feel

constrained to carry back the name and title of essential property

to that original energy. For instance, we have been accustomed

to regard caloric as an original energy in matter. Should it be

that caloric is itself a result of a peculiar molecular motion in

matter , or in some latent medium , we must give the name of

original energy to that hitherto undetected cause. This, we sup

pose, Newton would have freely conceded . But this concession

does not practically derange our inductive conclusions. For if

there is the latent energy, and yet it always expresses itself

through the known property , and if it is its necessary law to do
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so , any practical conclusion from it is as solid aşthough the latent

cause had been seen . We are, in fact, reasoning from it , while

we only leave it anonymous. But, it may be asked , does the fact

that a body always exhibits a certain property as often as we have

observed it, prove that property to be essential, and therefore per

manent ? Is not this the defective induction per enumerationem

simplicem ? We concede that it is nothing more. Hence it is

all-important that we employ the other part of Newton's rule

also , that upon frequent observations we see the property takes

no increment or decrease , whatever changes are made upon the

body. If the property stands that test, it is essential. But the

application of this test is, as we shall see in the subsequent dis

cussion , butan employment of the canon of “ corresponding va

riations," one of the methods of induction by which a valid is

distinguished from an invalid inference. It may be asked , Does

the process of inductive reasoning begin so far back in our think

ing, in the very formation of our concepts, as well as in de

ducing from them ? Weanswer, Yes ; the rational function must

come into play, not only at an early stage of our processes of

logical thought, but along with their very beginning. This is the

very principle of true metaphysics.

We shall see that this is not the only case of inductive infer

ence, which takes place in the very processes of generalisation .

It has been too long and too heedlessly repeated , that the general

isations which give us our general concepts are preliminary to

our processes of inference, and therefore cannot be inferential.

Dugald Stewart, in repeating this statement, seems to have a

view of its inaccuracy ; for he immediately qualifies it by remark

ing that, while a given inferential process has no concern with

the question whence or how the premises employed came,but only

with the question whether they are correctly related ; yet one or

more of these premises may be itself an inference from a previous

illation . This is the vital concession . A general proposition

cannot be correctly affirmed, save of general terms. Hence it is

also essential that the concepts named in those general termsbe

correctly framed. The question of their correctness may require

to be settled by a logical process. Let it be considered now , that
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when we frame a general term , it must be understood to connote

all the properties essential to the species. For instance, the gen

eral term horse must be held to signify each and every property

essential to that species of quadrupeds. Let us suppose that, in a

place new and strange to us, as the Shetland Isles, we meet with

an individual quadruped, which we wish to classify . We see that,

along with some quite striking differences, as of size and such

like, it has several of the more obvious qualities of the horse

species. May we refer it to that species ? On the one hand ,

unless this individual quadruped has all and each of the proper

ties essential to the species horse, we are not authorised to class

it there. On the other hand, we have not seen all the possible

properties of the Shetland individual: for instance, we have not

dissected it ; we have not yet satisfied ourselves, ocularly , that

it may not be a ruminant, or that it may not present specific dif

ferences in its osteology. Yetwe refer it to the species horse. It

is obvious that in doing this, we make an induction, and it is an

induction from a part to the whole . Weknow by observation

that the individual has some of the equine properties ; we infer

that it has the rest of the essential properties. But all logicians

agree that the induction from some to all is not necessarily valid .

Are our general concepts themselves, then , only partially cor

rect ? How much uncertainty must not this throw over all our

general reasonings ? If we are not certain that a given thing

really belongs to its class , we cannot predicate certainly about it

what we have proved concerning the class .

Now , on this question, it may be remarked, first, that our refer

ences of individual things to their classes are often supported by

only probable evidence , or incomplete inductions. And, there

fore, our propositions,when applied to those individuals, have

only probable truth . But in practical life, probabilities are far

from valueless ; if they are not universally accurate as guides of

our action , they are generally so . But for the construction of a

science,they do not suffice; for science claims truth ,and not mere

probability. Second, we all practise, in our customary generali

sations, certain mental expedients to guard ourselves against er

roneous classifications; expedients which we learn by experience,
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and which are, in fact, approximate uses of logical canons of in

duction ; although we have not distinctly analysed and explained

to ourselves the rules which we virtually employ and trust. This

is that practical sagacity which the mind acquires in the process

of its own self-education. By its help we greatly diminish the

probabilities of error in our generalisations. This may be ex

plained by the instance already mentioned : An inexperienced

child and a shrewd observing adult, neither of whom is a trained

logician or natural historian, see for the first time the Shetland

pony. The child , impressed by the puny size, shaggy coat, and

bushy fetlocks of the quadruped, may exclaim that it cannot be a

horse . The experience of the man tells him that these peculiar

appearances may be but accidentia of the Shetland variety , strik

ing as they are ; and he at once directs his observation to other

characters in the little animal, which convince him that it is ,

nevertheless, a true horse. The more discriminative marks, the

uncloven hoof,the character and number of the teeth , the relations

of the limbs to each other, furnish him with the inference that

the rest of the equine properties would all be found in it if it

were thoroughly dissected . Third, this observer , although not a

naturalist, makes a practical application of a general principle to

guide his induction . His reason has told him that the ends of

nature cannot but dictate morphologic laws, which insure the

associating of certain characters together ; so that where some

of them are seen , the rest may be safely inferred . He does not

call himself a philosopher ; he does not name those ends “ final

causes.” But, none the less, his reason has the partial guidance

of the universal principle . He does , semi-consciously, a similar

thing to that which Cuvier did , when he argued that no quadruped

having graminivorous teeth would ever be found with claws on its

feet, because the final cause of the Creator would never lead him

to provide an animal with the instruments for seizing prey, which

was ordained, in other parts of its structure, to live without prey .

And when the philosophic naturalist's classifications are made

with scientific certainty , by inferring the whole number of essen

tial properties from the knowledge of a part of them , it is because

he has converted the invalid induction into a valid one by the

help of a necessary principle which he makes his major premise.
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POWERS AND PROPERTIES PERMANENT.

But it is time we had returned to another point in our

explanation . If essential properties are powers ; and if , as

such , they must be permanent ; why are not their effects contin

uous ? Whereas, it is notorious that properties are not always

active in the production of effects. A property , like the attrac

tive energy of a loadstone, may remain for ages without effecting

the actual motion towards itself of the bit of iron which lies in an

adjacent drawer of the cabinet. This demands explanation at

our hands. The explanation is, that properties of created things

are causes only potentially : in themselves only powers in posse .

In order for the effluence of the actual power , a certain relation or

relations must be established between the thing possessing the

property, and another thing . Thus, the loadstone is always

potentially an attractor of iron ; but a certain proximity must be

established , in order for the effect, motion , to take place. Such

instances may bemultiplied until we convince ourselves that the

essential condition for all physical effects is the instituting of

some particular relation between two bodies . Not until the ap

propriate relation is instituted, is the potentiality of the causal

property released , so as to becomean actual power. Until then ,

the property remains quiescent. If this doctrine is correct, the

action of an elastic spring, held in a state of compression, is

the parallel to the powers of natural things. The elasticity is

doubtless in the compressed spring all the time, and expresses

itself in a steady pressure upon the bolt or key which holds it.

Let that bolt be withdrawn, and the elasticity is released , and

produces the visible motion of the body propelled by the spring,

hitherto quiescent. The condition of the action of every natural

property is, then, its release from some restraining energy ; the

condition of the cessation of action is the restoration of that re

straint. Is not this strictly conformed with the recognised rela

tion in science between Statics and Dynamics, action and re

action ?

The instances ofthe beginning and cessation of effects which

we are best able to read, seem to be conformed to this view . The

rise of the mercury in the tube of the barometer is ascribed to the
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counterpoising pressure of the atmosphere. This is a force which

really exists perpetually ; but it cannot produce this particular

effect until a counteracting force is taken away from the top of

the column of the mercury. As soon as this is removed, the mer

cury rises in its tube; when it is replaced , the atmosphere is no

longer able to support the column ; but the atmosphere has not

lost a particle of its weight. Again : chemical affinities are de

prived ofmany of their customary effects,when organised bodies

are presented to them . This is because there is another energy

in the organism , the vital energy. Just so soon as this departs,

the carbon, water, and nitrogen of the organism yield to the

chemical energies, like other carbon , water, and nitrogen . Those

energies are there, but cannot work “ until that which letteth is

taken out of the way.”

This theory may be no more , as yet, than a probable hypothe

sis. But it substitutes another theory which has recently grown

into much favor, and which is also only a plausible hypothesis.

Thatis the theory of " the equivalency and transformation of ener

gy .” The conclusion from this doctrine, which is aimed at, is, that

there is really but one kind of energy in the material universe ;

that as the caloric, for instance, which disappears from the sensi

ble to the latent state in the volatilisation of water into steam , is

transformed into an equivalentamount of elasticity in that steam ,

so caloric and elasticity are but two forms of the same energy.

Now , much is yet lacking before this supposition is proved. The

instances in which a body may be infused with a high degree of

one form of energy, and then again deprived of it, while another

energy in the same body remains constant, seem fatal to the in

ference that those energies are equivalent and transformable.

Thus, a mass of metal may be greatly heated , and then refriger

ated , while its gravity remains unchanged . Gravity, at least,

then , cannot be thus correlated to caloric. The same argument

seems to hold of all parallel cases.

Another seemingly fatal objection to the theory of the “ equiva

lency and transformation of energy ” has been urged by Clausius.

What transformation and reflection of a force can take place,

which is emitted on the exterior limit of the universe, and on a



496 [JULY,The Nature of Physical Causes

line of action away from existing bodies ? Let the energy be, for

instance, that of heat or light. Its reflection back into the uni

verse in the form of the same, or of a transformed energy would

appear equally impossible, since nothing exists, outside the uni

verse , to be themedium of its reception or reflection. Hence, it

would seem that, as a wedge of heated iron placed in a winter at

mosphere must continuously lose its caloric until as cold as the

surrounding medium , so a universe, a system of bodies ener

gised under natural laws, must continually diffuse its energies

until its motions declined into universal quiescence . The favor

ite corollary of the theory under debate is : the permanency and

equality of the aggregates of cosmic forces through all time. But

this corollary , we here see , cannot be true on that hypothesis.

Yet, if it be not true, how shall the physicist maintain his funda

mental position , the uniformity of nature ? The alternative hy

pothesis we suggest solves the difficulty . The powers of nature

are not all equivalent and transformable the one into the other.

But the powers of nature are permanent; because true powers are

essential properties, and essential properties are permanent. The

forms of matter change; but the matter, whose are the essential

properties, is indestructible.

But the only a priori argument advanced for the new theory ,

so far as we are informed , is this : That reason forbids us to sup

pose that a power which wesee now existing and active, can anon ,

upon the completion of its effect, be annihilated and pass into

nonentity. It has disappeared in that form ; but they argue, it

cannot be extinct. Hence, they conclude that it has reappeared

in the form of its effect. There has been , not an annihilation ,

but a transformation of the energy. Now , this argument seems

wholly neutralised by the view which we have suggested .

Grant that reason requires our believing in the permanency of

powers, as much as of substances; this energy which we see

acting temporarily , has not gone into its effect, but has retired

into potentiality in the matter which it inhabits. The con

ditions of its release have terminated ; it is again remanded

from its active to its potential state. The same energy is

in matter still, in the form of essential, permanent property ;
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and is again able to emit the same power and propagate a

similar effect, whenever the conditions of release take place

again . This theory of power, then, instead of reducing all the

energies of nature to a single one, recognises as many distinct

kinds of energy in material things, as there are certainly distinct

and essential properties in matter . Wemay not have concluded

accurately as to which properties are really distinct and essential.

Wemay be mistaking two properties for essential ones, which

will turn out to be two effects of some more latent essential pro

perty of matter . Wemay find that what we call heat, light, and

electricity are but three phases of some one molecular energy,

transformable into these equivalent effects. Butwereturn to the

more natural and obvious theory of Newton and his great contem

poraries, that matter has more than one real, essential property ,

and more than one power. This theory of power is encumbered

with none of the difficulties besetting the newer one. It coheres

with the rational view which , as we have seen , compels us to re

gard essential properties of substances as nothing else than powers

in posse , because wehave cognition of them only as we see them

producing effects.

THE AIM OF REAL INDUCTION .

But themain use of the inductive logic is to enable us to antici

pate nature. Our beneficial power over her can only be gained

by learning her ways. To be able to produce the given effect we

desire,wemust know the natural law under which that effect

arises. Bacon has tersely expressed this truth at the beginning

of his Nov. Org. “ Human knowledge and power coincide, be

cause ignorance of the cause maketh the effect to fail. For Na

ture is only conquered by obeying her ; and that which in our

contemplation hath the aspect of Cause, in our working hath the

aspect of Rule.” The thing we need to do is to predict what se

quent will certainly follow such or such an antecedent. For only

thus can we know these two things, the knowing of which con

stitutes all practicalwisdom : how to produce the effectwe desire,

and how to foresee what shall befal us. Our first impulse is to

attempt to learn nature's secret, by the mere observation and
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summing up ofwhat we see occurring, with the circumstances of

the occurrences. But when we have done this, and recorded our

enumerations, experience speedily teaches us that we cannot yet

certainly interpret and predict nature ; since the same antece

dents may not be relied on always to bring in thesame sequents.

Sometimes they may, and oftentimes they may not. The prob

lem , then , is to distinguish between those observed sequences

which certainly will hold in the future, and those which will not.

And between the antecedent and consequent of the former sort,

there must be known to be a necessary tie ; for it is self-evident

that only a necessary tie can ensure the certain recurrence of the

second after the first. But it is equally evident, both to the hu

man reason and experience , that nature has no necessary tie be

tween her events, except that of efficient cause . Hence it appears

that the sole remaining problem of Induction is to distinguish

the causal sequences we observe, from the accidental. Whenever

we see what we term an effect , a change, a newly beginning ac

tion or state, this necessary law of the reason assures us that it

had its cause. ' Had not that cause been efficient of that effect,

it would not have been true cause. It must, then , have commu

nicated power . That power will always be efficient of the same

effect, when it acts under the same conditions. Hence, when we

have truly discriminated the cause from the mere antecedent, the

propter hoc from the post hoc, we have found therein a certain

and invariable law of nature. Wehave read nature's secret. We

are now enabled to predict her future actions ; and so far as we

can procure the presence of the discovered cause and conditions,

we can command nature, and produce the effects we desire. This,

and this alone, is inductive demonstration . This position is sub

stantiated also by the authority of the three most intelligent ex

pounders of the inductive logic, whom we have quoted : by that

of Lord Bacon , cited on p . 6 ; by that of Sir Isaac Newton , cited

in his second Rule, on p . 8 ; and by that of Mr. Mill, p . 19 .

(See SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW for January .)

He who ponders the last argument thoroughly, will see that

there is no consistent explanation of the inductive demonstration

possible, upon the plan of Mr. Hume's metaphysics. Let the a
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priori rational notion of efficient cause and power be discarded ;

let our judgment of cause be reduced to the mere observation of

invariable sequence, without any supersensuous tie between ante

cedent and consequent supplied by the law of reason ; let the vain

distinction between efficient cause and physical cause be estab

lished , and the aim of science restricted to the inquiry for the

physical cause, while the search after the efficient cause is dis

carded ; and let the rational distinction between true cause and

conditio sine qua non be obliterated ; then , obviously , no neces

sary truth remains, from which any argumentative process can

be constructed , to lift any series of observations above the uncer

tain level of an inductio enumerationis simplicis. Mr. Mill him

self, while making the fatal denials enumerated above, is driven

by the force of truth to say that such necessary, universal truth

must be introduced from some whither, in order to give to induc

tion the solid character of science . Whence can it be obtained ,

if not from the intuitive judgment of efficient cause? Experience,

without this, only tells us that this has come after that a great

many times. But the number of instances in which experience

has not been, and will not be, able to observe whether the same

consequent comes after that antecedent, is infinitely greater than

the number of instances which have been experimentally observed.

Hence we can never conclude by that method, whether the se

quence we observe is the certain one in the future. The intro

ductory citations showed the reader how the writers on this branch

of logic waver and confuse and contradict each other. Is not the

reason now disclosed ? That so many of them have disdained the

guidance of correct metaphysics.

The reader is now brought to the proper point of view to un

derstand why the induction from a mere enumeration of agreeing

instances can never rise above probability ; and why it does, as

we admit, raise a probable expectation of recurrence in the future .

So far as the observed presence of a given antecedent seemingly

next before the consequent raises the probability thatwe see in that

antecedent the true efficient cause, just so far have we probable

evidence that the consequent will follow it in future. Now , inas

much as our rational intuition tells us that cause always imme
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diately precedes effect, the phenomenon which is seemingly next

before another may be in many cases taken for the nearest ante

cedent, and, therefore, the cause. But even this rule of proba

bility is liable to many exceptions, which we are taught to make

by our practical sagacity . We have invariably seen darkness

preceding dawn ; and that immediately . But we have never felt

the least inclined to see the faintest probability therein , that the

darkness was the cause of the dawn. Why not ? Because our

observation showed us a species of heterogeneity between the two

events , which made us disinclined to look for the probable, or

even the possible, cause of light in darkness. But in many other

cases, as ,when the tides were seen always to follow the rise of

the moon to the meridian , the probability that the moon's coming

was the true cause appeared ; and as soon as Newton's theory of

mutual attraction was stated , that probability appeared very strong.

But ordinarily the observed sequences can only raise a proba

bility that we have found in the antecedent the true cause; for

this reason : that we know there are often such things as unob

served or latent or invisible causes. For instance, the old em

pirical chemists knew that something turned the metal, when

sufficiently heated, into the calx . They talked of an imponder

able agent which they named phlogiston . They had not sus

pected that oxygen gas was the cause; for this gas is transparent,

invisible, and its presence in the atmosphere had not been clearly

ascertained . Had the frequently observed sequence, then , led

them to the conclusion that heat was the efficient and sufficient

cause of calcination , they would have concluded wrong. Farther

experiment has taught us this error : somemetals, as potassium ,

calcine rapidly in the midst of intense cold , if atmosphere and

water be present. None of the metals calcine under heat, if

atmosphere and water are both excluded, as well as all other

oxygen-yielding compounds. Here, then, is the weakness of the

induction by the mere enumeration of agreeing instances : We

have not yet found out but that an unobserved cause comes be

tween the seeming antecedent and the effect, the law of whose

rise we wish to ascertain .

And here is the practical object of all the canons of inductive
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logic, and of all the observations and experiments by which we

make application of them , to settle that question , whether

between this seeming antecedent and that effect, another hitherto

undetected antecedent does not intervene ? Just so soon as we

are sure there is no other, whether it be by many observations or

few , we know that the observed antecedent is the true efficient

cause; and that we have a law of nature which will hold true

always, unless new conditions arise overpowering the causa

tion . Not only is it possible that we may be assured of the ab

sence of any undetected cause between the parts of the observed

sequence by a few observations; we may sometimes reach the

certainty , and thus the permanent natural law , by a single

one. To do so , what we need is, to be in circumstances which

authorise us to know certainly, that no other antecedent than the

observed one can have intruded unobserved . Such authority may

sometimes be given by the testimony of consciousness. For in

stance, a party of explorers are travelling through a Brazilian for

est, where every tree and fruit is new and strange to them . One

of the travellers sees a fruit of brilliant color, fragrant odor, and

pleasing flavor, which he plucks and eats. Soon after, his lips and

mouth are inflamed and swollen in a most painful manner. The

effect and the anguish are peculiar. His companions, who have

eaten thesame food, except this fruit, and breathed the sameair, do

not suffer. This traveller is certain , after one trial, that the fruit

is poisonous, and unhesitatingly warns his companions with the

prophecy : “ If you eat this fruit, you will be poisoned .” What

constitutes his demonstration ? His consciousness tells him that

he has taken into his lips absolutely nothing, since the previous

evening, that could cause the poisoning, except this unknown

fruit. He remembers perfectly. He has tasted nothing except

the coffee, the biscuits , and the dried beef which had been their

daily and wholesome fare. But, no effect-- no cause. This fruit,

the sole antecedent of the painful effect,must therefore be the true

cause ; and must affect other human lips, other things being the

same, in the same way. His utter ignorance of the fruit does not

in the least shake his conclusion . The traveller has really made

a valid application of the method of residues.” He has argued

validly from a post hoc up to a propter hoc.
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This is so important that it will not be amiss to illustrate it in

another instance of inductive argument — that of the metals and

calxes . The first observations seemed to show that heat was the

cause of calcination . But when heat was applied to a metal ex

cluded from atmosphere, it did not calcine. And when the

metallic bases of the stronger alkalies, as potassium , were identi

fied as metals, it was observed that this one of them calcined

violently on a lump of ice. Hence the belief that heat was the

efficient of calcination had to be given up - chemists had to con

fess that the apparent antecedent, heat, in their first experiments

could not be the nearest antecedent, but that this,the true cause,

was still latent. They had really corrected their erroneous in

duction by the joint method of “ agreement and difference.” It

was reserved for Sir Humphrey Davy to show them the true effi

cient of calcination , in the invisible, undiscovered, but all impor

tant agent, oxygen -gas.

Once more ; when the observed antecedent is of a character

which our previous conclusions have not condemned as heteroge

neous from the supposed effect, and therefore not very unlikely

to be its cause; as we increase the number of the agreeing in

stances observed , we feel that our probable evidence that we have

found the true cause, grows also. Why is this ? It is because

reason has assured us that this effect has its efficient cause next

before it ; and as this antecedent seemsto appear again and again

before it, and no other has yet been detected between them , it

becomes more probable that there is no other intervening antece

dent. If such is the case, then this antecedent is the cause.

THE METHODS OF INDUCTION.

Weare now prepared to advance to the correct definition of

the inductive demonstration . Itmay be, in form , an enthymeme,

but always, in reality , is a syllogism , whose major premise is the

universal necessary judgment of cause, or some proposition im

plied therein . This view of the inductive proceeding corresponds

with that conclusion to which the reflection of twenty centuries

has constantly brought back the philosophic mind : that all illative

processes of thought are really syllogistic, and may be most com
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pletely stated in that form ; and that, in fact, there is no other

process of thought that is demonstrative. The history of philo

sophy has shown frequent instances of recalcitration against this

result, as those of Locke, of Dr. Thomas Brown, and of their

followers ; but their attempts to discard syllogism , and to give

someother description of the argumentative process of the under

standing, haye always proyed futile. The old analysis of Aris

totle still asserts its substantial sway ; and successive logicians

are constrained, perhaps reluctantly , themore maturely they ex

amine, to return to his conclusion — that the syllogism gives the .

norm of all reasonifigs. If our definition of the inductive demon

stration , then , can be substantiated , it will give to logic this ines

timable advantage: of reconciling and simplifying its departments.

The review of opinions given by us at the outset revealed this

state of facts : that logicians felt, on the one hand , that no rea

soning process could be conclusive, unless it could be shown to

conform , somehow , to syllogism ; and on the other, that the cus

tom and fashion of distinguishing induction from deduction as

different, or even opposite , kinds of argument, had become preva

lent, if not irresistible . Consequently, the most of them , follow

ing the obscure hints of their leader, Aristotle, endeavored to

account for induction as a different species of syllogism , in which

weconclude from the some to the all, instead of concluding from the

universal to the particular or the individual. And then imme

diately they were compelled , by the earliest and simplestmaxims

of their logic, to admit that such syllogisms are inconclusive !

And they have to confess this in the face of this fact : that this

induction is the organon of nearly all the sciences of physics and

natural history ; sciences whose results are so splendid , and so im

portant to human progress ! Such a result is not a little mortifying

and discreditable to philosophy. Butwe hope to show thatit is a

needless result. It will appear that induction is not only syllogis

tic, and therefore within the pale of demonstrative argumentation ,

but regularly and lawfully syllogistic. Mill has had a sufficiently

clear conviction of the necessity of accomplishing this, to teach

(Vol. I., pp. 362–365) that the conclusions of this species of rea

soning can only becomesolid when grounded in a universaltruth .

VOL. XXXIV., No. 3 — 4 .
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This, he thinks, is our belief in the invariability of the law of

causation . Buthethen (p. 345) very inconsistently adds, that

this universal truth itself is but a wider induction, which ap

proaches universal certainty sufficiently near, by reason of its

breadth . This universal and necessary truth , we hope to show ,

is the intuition of cause for every effect, along with the truths in

volved therein .

To effect this, the methods of induction must be explained .

When we speak of observed sequences, wemean a set of observed

resembling cases where one state or change seems immediately to

precede another change, or " effect,” which we are studying.

These cases may be observed by ourselves, or witnessed to us by

others . The fact of the sequence is the only material thing. But,

first, one's own observation must be honest and clear, and his

record of the case exact. Hemust not see his hypothesis in the

facts, but only what occurs there. And, second, a case taken on

testimony should be fully ascertained by a judicial examination of

the evidence . Having now this set of agreeing instances, more or

less numerous, which gives us, as it stands, only an induction

per enumerationem simplicem , our task is, so to reason from it

as to discriminate the propter hoc from the post hoc. The result

of this task , when successfully performed , is to give us a " law of

nature,” which is such because it is a law of true efficient causa

tion. It is to effect this, we need the methods of logical induc

tion. In stating them , the chief guide will be Mr. Mill, whose

discussion in this point seems the most complete and just.

1. The “ Method of Argument is the following. Observation

usually gives us sequences of this kind , viz ., Not one antecedent,

but a cluster of them appear to stand next before an effect or

(more commonly ) a cluster of effects . Such observation , no mat

ter how often the like case recurs , fails to tell us which antece

dent, or which combination of them , contains the efficient cause

of either effect. We must observe farther, and compare cases.

Like the algebraist, we will use letters as symbols, for the sake

of clearness, calling the antecedents by the first letters of the al

phabet, and the consequents by the latter. Let us suppose that

the cases agree in this : one antecedent remains the same in each ,
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and the same effect appears after each cluster of antecedents, how

ever the other antecedents may change. Thus, in case 1st, A +

B + C are followed by X . In case 2d, A + D + E are followed

by X . In case 3d, A + F + G are followed by X . Let it be

postulated that these are all the antecedents : then the true cause

of X must be among them . But in case 1st, neither D , nor E ,

nor F , nor G , could have caused X , for they were absent. In

cases 2d and 3d, neither B nor C could have caused X , for they

were absent. Therefore A was the true cause of X each time.

The canon , or rule of elimination , or exclusion of seeming but

false causes , then , is this : Whichever antecedent remains alone

unchanged next before the same effect in all the known cases of

sequence, is the true cause. The law of nature gotten in this

case is , that A will always, cæteris paribus, produce X . - The ne

cessary universal truths on which we have proceeded are, that

every effect must have some cause, and that, to be efficient cause ,

it must be present.

The converse process is also practicable. Let the cases ob

served be in the a posteriori order: several clusters of effects

X + Y + Z , X + W + V , etc., are found to agree only in that among

the antecedents A is constant. The counterpart canon will teach

that X is the effect of A .

As an example of this method may be taken the earlier and

simpler reasoning by which the tides were connected with the

presence of the moon on the meridian. In one case the flood tide

was observed , we will suppose, at the bottom of a bay penetrat

ing the land towards the west. · The observed antecedents were

the passage of the moon over the meridian, and also a strong east

wind. It did not appear whether themoon 's attraction or the

wind 's force was the main cause. At the second observation , the

flood-tide was preceded by themoon's coming to themeridian, and

by a calm ; at the third, by themoon and a south wind. The ar

gument concludes that the moon is, all the time, themain cause.

But, simple as this process of exclusion seems, it is not yet a

perfect demonstration in every case. This arises from three

truths, which mustbe candidly admitted . First. Usually, we can

not know that the observed antecedents, A + B + C , are all the
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antecedents really present; because often true causes remain long

latent. Second. The same effect, X , may be caused at different

times by different true causes. For instance, fulminate of mer

cury explodes under heat ; it also explodes under percussion.

Sensible caloric is emitted by the solar rays; by compression of

a gas; by friction ; by chemical actions. If, then , we were safe

from the presence of a latent cause among the antecedents, all

that we should prove by the method of agreement would be : A

is one cause of X (while there may be others). · But this would

be no mean result ; for it would give us thusmuch of power over

nature, that we should know (whether or not X could be produced

by other means)we could always produce it when we could , cæteris

paribus, produce A . Third . One effect may be the result of the

combination of two or more causes. And this single effect may

be the total of what would have been the two separate effects of

the two causes, acting severally ; as when two mechanical forces

moving in different lines, propela mass along the diagonal of the

" parallelogram of forces.” Or, themixed effectmay present itself

in a new form , concealing,by its apparent heterogeneity , both the

causations ; as when the affinities of an acid and an alkali form a

neutral salt, which exhibits neitheracid nor alkaline reaction . In

view of this third truth, it is evident the method ofagreement"

may not tell us absolutely whether A is the cause of X , or A with

which other antecedent combined. Again , since A may itself be,

along with X , one of a pair of effects of a latent cause, all we

can conclude is, either A is cause of X , or is an invariable func

tion of an unknown cause of X . The method of agreement,

then, does not give us an absolute demonstration , unless we have

means of knowing that the observed antecedents, A + B + C ,

A + D + E , etc., are the only antecedents present in each se

quence — that no casual antecedent is left undetected .

2. The “ Method of Difference” is applicable to the following

case . A set of sequences is ascertained , in which , when a given

antecedent is present, a given consequent is also present ; but

when that antecedent is absent, that consequent is also absent.

Thus, A + B + C are followed by X + Y + Z . But B + C are only

followed by Y + Z . Here the reasoning proceeds on this pre
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mise : because this antecedent A cannot be excluded without ex

cluding the effect X , it must be the efficient cause of X . The

canon derived may be thus stated : Whenever the absence of a

given antecedent is followed by the absence of the effect, all the

other circumstances remaining the same, that is the true cause.

The law may consequently be inferred , that A will always pro

duce X , cæteris paribus. For instance, let the problem be to as

certain the true cause of the corrosion or calcination of a metal,

as iron . It is found that sometimes heat and atmosphere are

present ; at other times heat without atmosphere. In the former

cases corrosion always followed ; but when the atmosphere was

excluded, there was no corrosion . The cause of corrosion must,

then , be in the air ; farther experiment confirms this, by showing

it is in the oxygen of the air.

So far, then , aswe can know that the second set of sequences ,

in which the effect failed , differed from the former set in which it

had place, only in one circumstance, we know that the true cause

is in that circumstance . This is the canon on which most of our

experimental inductions in practical life proceed . It is the one of

which experimentusually seeks tomakeuse. For it is this feature

which experiment is most often able to realise ; the reproduction ,

namely, of the identical sequence, abating one single known cir

cumstance, which has been observed before . Hence the method

of difference is both more feasible and more definite in its con

clusions than the method of agreement. Indeed , the chief value

of the latter is to suggest a probability which points to the hy

pothesis indicating the experiment which will test it. By the

experiment thus suggested , an appeal is made to the method of

difference, and the probability of the law of cause is either estab

lished or exploded.

But the method of difference, when most rigidly applied , only

proves that A is one cause of X . It does not prove that X may

not be also produced , in other times and places, by other causes.

Itmay, however , be again remarked , that this gives us so much,

at least : that A , given similar conditions, will always produce

X . Reflection will show , also , that this method may be used in

the counterpart, or a posteriori way. Whatever antecedent is al
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ways absent when the effect X fails, all other circumstances re

maining the same, is a cause of X . But, because this canon

proves that A always produces X., it does not follow by the con

verse that every X was produced by A . To the heedless mind,

the two propositions may seem almost identical; but they are

really different, and the second may be false. Its falsehood ap

pears from the admission that similar effects are often produced

at other times by wholly distinct and independent causes. Ob

servation may have proved that all solar rays directly produce

calefaction ; but it is entirely erroneous to say all calefaction is

from solar rays directly . Few cautions are more important than

this, which reminds the inductive reasoner, that while like causes

give like effects, like effects do not prove like causes.

In this reasoning, we, of course, use theword cause in the sense

of concrete causal antecedent. If it is taken in the more abstract

sense of the efficient energy present in the concrete causal antece

dent, it may be a probable hypothesis, that the energy is the

same in these several concrete causes. Thus, let the effect be

calefaction . Itmay be caused by the sun 's rays, or by combus

tion , or by some other form of chemical action , or by friction , or

by percussion ,or by a modified current of galvanism . This proves

beyond a doubt that the same effect does not always come from

the same (concrete ) cause. But the physicist may claim that the

molecular energy , causing the sensible effect of calefaction, may

be the same energy in all these different antecedents. If so, there

is an abstract sense in which the effect, calefaction , proceeds from

the same cause all the time. To affirm or deny this is equally

unnecessary to our purpose.

3. The third method may be regarded , from one point of view ,

as a double application of the first, or as a combination of the first

and second . The method of difference , as we saw , is the one to

which our intentional experiments usually appeal. Having ob

served a number of cases in which a cluster of antecedents,

A + B + C , is followed by severalconsequents, X , Y , Z ,and having

surmised that A causes X , we construct a designed sequence, in

which the cluster of antecedents is in all respects the same, ex

cept the exclusion of A . If X disappears out of the consequents,
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we reason that A is a true cause of X . But in the study of

nature, instances may well arise in which we cannot control the

antecedents A + B + C , so as to procure the rise of B + C without A .

What can we do ? The third method answers : observe and record

all the instances in naturewhere B + C occur without A ,and prob

ably with some other phenomenon , as B + C + D , or B + D + E , etc.

If we find that all these clusters of antecedents, however else they

may differ, agree in the omission of A and also in the failure of

X , the probability is increased that A is an efficient cause of X .

We have made two different applications of themethod of agree

ment, one affirmative and the other privative, and they concur in

pointing to A as a real cause of X . As an example : the ques

tion was, Which is the real efficient of the anodyne effect in crude

opium ? This is known to be a complex gum . It is also known to

contain , as one of its " proximate principles ,” the alkaloid known

as morphia . Every time the crude gum is given , including the

morphia , an anodyne effect follows. This is no demonstration.

Let us now suppose that organic chemistry has not yet given us

the ability to extract the morphia alone from the crude gum ;

with an exact certainty that we took out nothing else and left the

opium , in all other respects, what it was before. This inability

prevents our resorting at once to the definite method of difference.

But wemay collect all known gums any ways akin to opium , con

taining other proximate principles which it contains, and admin

ister them . If we find that among the various effects of the vari

ous drugs, the anodyne effect fails in all which lack morphia, we

adopt the probable opinion that this is the real anodyne agent.

But the wise physician will remember that this is short of demon

stration. The uncertainty always attaching to the method of dif

ference may be diminished , but cannot be annihilated by doubling

the testimony. Thus, in the instance taken , the first set of cases

would still leave some doubt whether some undiscovered element

in the crude opium , or some combination thereof with known ele

ments, might not be the efficient ; and in the second set of cases,

where morphia was absent, and the anodyne effect also failed, it

would not be demonstrated but that the new drugs given con

tained some element counteracting an anodyne effect, which, but
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for this, might still have been emitted in the absence of morphia .

4 . The fourth method has been termed that of residues. Cases

which present a plurality of antecedents, followed by a plurality of

consequents, are analysed by it until one pair is left unaccounted

for. This may then be concluded to be cause and effect. The

result observed is, that A + B + C are frequently followed by

X + Y + Z . Now , if, in any valid way, it has been proved that

A is the cause of X , and , if single, produces only X , and that B

produces only Y , then , although we may not experimentally in

sulate Z in any separate case , it may be concluded that C is the

true cause of Z . For, the causal efficiency of A having been

traced into X and of B into Y , there is no source to which to

ascribe Z , except to C . Every effectmust have a present cause.

Obviously , to render this method a complete demonstration, we

should be able to know that A , B , and C are the only possible

causes present. For if a fourth antecedent, D , remains in addi

tion to C , it may be proved that A has expended its efficiency in

producing X , and B in producing Y ; and it will still be an un

settled problem , whether C or D , or a combination of the two,

produces Z . The elimination is incomplete.

5 . Another method remains, which may be applicable where,

in consequence of the inability to experiment, the exact applica

tion of previous methods may be impracticable. This may be

called the inference from corresponding variations. A given state

or change, which we call A , is often seen to be followed by a

change called X . This suggests, as has been so often said , only

a probability that A is the efficient cause of X . But if a varia

tion in the action of A is seen to be followed by a corresponding

variation in the occurrence of X , the probability strengthens. If

a second and a third variation in A is followed by still other cor

responding changes in X , the evidence grows rapidly towards cer

tainty. This variation in the antecedent may be not only in

quantity, but also in direction of its action , or in some other cir

cumstance ; and still it gives us this inference. The nature of

the proof is this : if a given antecedent had no power over a con

sequent, a modification of that antecedentwould have no influence

on that consequent. Hence, when the modification of the one is
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invariably accompanied with a corresponding modification of the

other, it seems plain that there must be some causal tie . But it

is not, therefore, certain that the tie is direct ; the two circum

stances which change together may be connected as two functions

of some more recondite cause. Until we are able by some experi

ment or reasoning to exclude this hypothesis, our induction by

observing corresponding variations is not complete.

Examples of this method may be found in the conclusion that

increments of heat are the causes of the successive expansions of

the mercury in the thermometer. We observe that, the more

heat, the more expansion ; the less heat, the less expansion. An

other application of this induction led to the discovery of the

causes of the variations in the height of the tides. It was observed

that when the conjunction or opposition of the sun andmoon was

most complete , the spring-tides occurred ; when they were less

complete , the tides were lower ; and when the two luminaries

were farthest from a conjunction or opposition , a whole quadrant

apart in the ecliptic, the least, or neap-tides, occurred. Hence,

we concluded that the concurrence of the traction of the moon 's

force with the sun' s, in the same line, is the cause of the higher

tide.

If the corresponding variations in the antecedent and conse

quent are variations in quantity, and especially if they maintain

an exact proportion in their increase or decrease, such as can be

measured by numerical ratios, the induction is very clear. The

doubling of A results in the doubling of X , the effect; the quad

rupling of A in the quadrupling of X , for instance . Then A is

clearly the cause of X , or, at least, a regular function of a cause

of which X is an analogous function. And the latter conclusion

enables us to predict the future result as certainly as the former.

But the variations may be in other circumstances than quantity .

For instance, if a given body is surmised to be the cause of motion

in another body, and if the direction of the produced motion

changes regularly in correspondence with the changed direction

of the first body, we conclude that our surmise is correct. Or

else, again , both motions are functions of some force not yet de

VOL . XXXIV ., No. 3 – 5 .
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tected, to which they are both related by a causal tie ; so that the

regularity of the observed law of motion is safely assumed .

These five methods of interpreting nature, with their canons,

appear to present all the valid means in the possession of science.

No other are suggested. But the following reasoning seems to

show that there can be no other. If the antecedent, which seems

to be next the effect, could be surely known in every case to be

really the nearest antecedent, no canons of induction would need

to be applied. The simple observation would directly show us

the causal tie, and, therefore, the natural law . (It is only neces

sary to say ,that by nearest antecedent is not meant the one near

est in time or space ; for in this sense an inefficient may be as

close to the effect as an efficient antecedent; but wemean the

nearest in the sense of efficiency.) The whole problem , then , is

to make sure that, between the effect and the nearest visible ante

cedent, some invisible or unnoted antecedent has not come. Now ,

the only ways to test this, in man's power, are by some elimina

tion of parts of the sequences, or some variation of parts . The

methods of agreement, difference, and residues, if applied in their

direct and converse modes, exhaust all the eliminations practi

cable, whether of causal or non -causal antecedents, or of essential

or non-essential sequents. The method of corresponding varia

tions completes the use of the remaining resource. These methods

are but the effectuating of that task which the sagacity of Lord

Bacon pointed out: the separation of the irrelevantinstances from

our observed sequences, so that the truly causal ones may be dis

closed. That which he foreshadowed, the slow and painstaking

care of other philosophers has carried out to its details, and pre

sented with more exactitude. It may be rash to assert that no

other method for separating the post hoc from the propter hoc

will be added by the future advancements of logic. Thus far this

critical science has advanced in the ablest hands of our day.

Dr. Whewell impugns, indeed , these methods as artificial and

fruitless. He questions whether it is by them truth is really dis

covered, and challenges Mr. Mill to name the important physical

laws which the discoverers have professed to reach by either of

these methods. The answer to this view is, first, to denyWhew
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ell's allegation . All the valid inductions of common experience

and of inductive science have been virtually made by these

“ methods.” And, as we remarked , experiment, the great lever

of induction in the physicist's hands, is both a virtual and a for

mal appeal to the “method of difference.” The second answer

is, that a logical science, in one sense, has not for its end the dis

covery of truth in the sense of the invention of it, but the proper

function of logic is to test the processes of invention after they are

suggested . Logic is the critical science . The syllogism , in its

other or deductive aspect, is not the inventive organon . Its office

is to sit as judge on the processes of deductive thought which

claim to lead to truth. The function of the syllogism is to hold

up its form as a standard of those relations of propositions which

make illations valid , that the professed reasonings presented by

the inventive faculty , suggestion, may be tried by that sure rule.

So,the rules of the inductive syllogism are not claimed to be valu

able because they are suggestive of unseen truths, but because

they try and discriminate , in the suggestions supposed or claimed

to be inductive,between the valid and the invalid . The processes

which are active in leading to the unknown truth are observation,

hypothesis, and the “ scientific imagination," with experiment.

Again , it is but seldom that the vigorous minds which have rea

soned deductively to valuable truths, have expressed their argu

ments in formal syllogisms. Even geometers do not do this, with

all the exactness of their noble science. The reasoner does not

usually proceed farther than using enthymemes or sorites in the

formal statement of his arguments ; often he is not even so formal

as this. But none the less is the syllogism the full form of each

valid step ; and the test of its validity is, in the last resort, whether

the step can be stated in a syllogism of lawfulmode and figure. So

it may be true that a Galileo , a Newton, a Franklin , a Maury,

may not have expressed his inductive argument in the technical

form of either of the five methods. But if his induction is demon

strative, he has virtually , if informally , employed them . The test

of its validity is, in the last resort, whether his inductive process

can be expanded into one of them , and find in it its full and ex

act expression .
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But it has been admitted that even these methods of induction

do not always lead to absolutely demonstrated results. The in

sufficiency of themethod of agreement was clearly evinced : either

one of three contingencies ( see p . 505 ) would vitiate the conclu

sion . Even the method of difference, the most exact of all, we

found (see p . 507) only gave an absolutely certain result, on con

dition we could know positively that, between the two sequences,

A + B + C , followed by X + Y + Z , and B + C followed by Y + Z ,

wehad made no difference among the antecedents except the ex

clusion of A . But, obviously , that is a thing very hard for us,

in most cases, to know positively, and in many cases impossible

to know . Yet, if it is not known, our inference that A is the

efficient of X , is not absolutely sure, because the possibility re

mains that the failure of X to appear among the second set of

effects may be due, not solely to the absence of A from among

the antecedents, but to that other unnoticed change which was

made among them when removing A . Hence, another work re

mains before an inductive demonstration is complete. This is

l'erification .

· Now , obviously, one approximate method of verification is to

apply a second method and canon of induction , or a third, in ad

dition to a first. If they give the same result, the probable evi

dence mounts up towards certainty with a multiplying ratio. But

in many cases only one method is applicable. The most com

plete verification is obtained by experimenting backwards. Hav

ing reasoned to the conclusion that X is the effect of A , the stu

dent of nature constructs an experiment, in which A is made to

arise alone. If X follows, and the conditions of the case are

such he can know that no other antecedent capable of producing

X has been present, his induction is verified. Of this the method

of Franklin is an instance, when he completed the inductive argu

ment that the lightning of the clouds is electricity . His experi

ments on electrical bodies, and his observation of the lightnings,

had suggested the belief that the causal energy was the same.

This was, so far, only an induction by comparison and simple

enumeration of instances. The lightnings were apparently fol

lowed by some of the consequences of the electric energy . Now ,
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if the two are in reality the same energy, the lightning should

experimentally produce all the known effects of the electric ex

citement. To verify this, as is known, Franklin availed himself

of the ingenious expedient of the kite. He thus found that a

conductor, excited no otherwise than from the energy of the light

ning cloud , emitted the spark , communicated the muscular shock ,

charged the Leyden jar, and did all that the electricalmachine

had done. Thus, an only probable induction was verified and

raised to the rank of a certainty .

Verification is not confined to experiment; but sometimes a

sagacious observation of nature will detect her giving the con

firmation. Of this themost splendid instance is the confirmation

of Sir Isaac Newton's hypothesis of the orbitual movements of

the planets by the force of gravity . He had these data of proba

bility . The law of inertia seemed to give a cause for a tangential

motion absolutely constant. But Copernicus and Galileo had

taught that the planetary motions were orbitual around the sun

as a centre. There was the great mechanical law of the paral

lelogram of forces, which teaches as that the mass acted on by

two momenta in two lines, will move in the diagonal. Add to

the inherent tangential momentum , then , a centripetal force, and

the orbitual motion seemsaccounted for. Of this orbitual com

pound motion , the centripetal element appeared as real a falling

to the centre as that of the stone (or the famous apple) falling to

the earth . But now our terrestrial experiences had taught him

most familiarly how this falling to the earth is the effect of

gravity . The lines pursued by all falling bodies tend to the

earth 's centre . Obviously the earth draws them to her centre.

Now , this attraction of gravity acts not only at the earth ' s

surface, but above its surface to the highest distances attained

by mountains and balloons. It obviously acts on the clouds

and their contents. Why suppose it limited at all ? Make the

supposition that it is universal, though diminishing in intensity

with distance, and why may not this be the very reason of all

these centripetal motions ? Can one guess by what ratio the

force of gravity will diminish with distance ? If it expands

itself in every direction around its centre, it would appear
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that its intensity in each point should diminish by the same ratio

by which the surface of a sphere increases ; that is, with the

square of the radius. May it not be, then , that while the tan

gential motion of each planet is but the original impulse in a

straight line, preserved absolutely constant by inertia , the cen

tripetal or falling motion compounded therewith, is just the effect

of this gravitation , acting with an energy inversely as the squares

of the distances ?

Such was the dazzling hypothesis. (Weprofess to state it , of

course, not in the very words of Newton , but in the tenor of his

expositors.) But he was too good a logician to assume it as

proved ; he had a probable induction thus far, nothing more.

Verification was needful. He first established the law of planet

ary attraction, using Kepler's facts (or so-called laws) as his minor

premises . Knowing thus the attraction between the moon and

the earth, he supposed a piece of the moon brought to the sur

face of the earth , and from the established law of its attraction ,

computed the quantity and direction of the descent this piece

would make in one second when it came to the tops of the high

est mountains. Hefound that this was identical with the descent,

both in direction aud amount, of a piece of the mountain , as

acted on by gravity . From the identity ofbehavior he inferred

(by Rule II. of his Regulae Philosophandi) that the force which

makes the planetary attraction is identical with the force of

gravity . Thus the grandest hypothesis ever constructed by a

scientific man, was converted by this verification (afterwards ex

tended to the other planets ) into an established truth .

Thus it is successful verification which completes the inductive

demonstration . Where no verification is possible , many, or even

most, of our inductions may remain but probabilities . But they

are not therefore wholly useless ; for, first, they may guide the

investigator in the invention of tentative hypotheses ; and,second,

as we have seen , they may lend to practical life a guidance which,

though not certain , has its value. But such an induction has no

right to be set up as a proposition in science.
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INDUCTION IS SYLLOGISM .

It is now time that we returned and redeemed our promise to

show that induction is butthe old syllogistic logic, inasmuch as

each demonstrative process is but an enthymeme,whose realmajor

premise is the intuitive judgment of cause, or some corollary

thereof. We are glad to have the powerful and very emphatic

testimony of Mr. Mill to this doctrine. In Book III., Chap. 21,

he says : “ Aswe recognised in the commencement, and have been

enabled to see more clearly in the progress of the investigation,

the basis of all these logical operations is the law of causation .

The validity of all the inductive methodsdepends on the assump

tion that every event, or the beginning of every phenomenon ,

must have some cause— some antecedent on the existence of

which it is invariably and unconditionally consequent. In the

method of agreement, this is obvious, that method avowedly

proceeding on the supposition that we have found the true cause

as soon as we have negatived every other. The assertion is

equally true of the method of difference. That method au

thorises us to infer a general law from two instances : one in

which A exists together with a multitude of other circumstances,

and B follows: another, in which A being removed and all other

circumstances remaining the same, B is prevented. What, how

ever, does this prove ? It proves that B , in the particular in

stance, cannot have had any other cause than A ; but to conclude

from this that A was the cause , or that A will, on other oc

casions, be followed by B , is only allowable on the assumption

that B must have some cause ; that among its antecedents in any

single instance in which it occurs, there must be one which has

the capacity of producing it at other times. This being admitted ,

it is seen that, in the case in question , that antecedent can be no

other than A ; but that, if it be no other than A , it must be A ,

is not proved , by these instances at least, but taken for granted.

There is no need to spend timein proving that the same thing is

true in the other inductive methods. The universality of the

law of causation is assumed in them all.”

Let us submit this assertion to a more critical examination ;

and first as to themethod of agreement. Refer to p. 504. In the
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first case, or cluster of cases, we saw A + B + C followed (possi

bly among other effects ) by X . In the second , A + D + E ; and

in the third, A + F + G , are also followed by X . The reasoning,

rigidly stated , now proceeds thus (and that it may proceed strict

ly, it is necessary to make the supposition that no other causal

antecedents are present except A , B , C , in the first case, etc.,

which, in practice, it will usually be very difficult to know ) : In

the first case, the cause of X must have been either A or B or

C, or some combination of them . Why ? Because it is a uni

versal a priori truth , that there is no effect without a cause. This

step thrown into a formal syllogism will be :

1 . No effect can arise without a cause.

2 . But X arose preceded only by A + B + C ,

Therefore A or B or C , or some combination of them , must be

cause of X .

So, we prove that, in the second case, A + D + E , and in the

third , A + F + G , must have caused X . But next we construct

another syllogism :

1. A cause must be present at the rise of the effect (immediate

corollary from the intuition of power and efficiency in cause).

2 . B and C were absent in the 2d and 3d cases ; D and E

were absent in the 1st and 3d cases ; F and G were absent in the

2d and 3d cases, while yet X was always present;

Therefore, none of these, but only A was cause of X each

time.

But why the last part of our conclusion ? Why may we not

conclude that A was cause of X at one of its occurrences, and D

at another , and G at another ? A third syllogism precludes this :

1. “ Like causes produce like effects."

2. None but A could be possible cause of all the Xs;

Therefore A was only cause of each X .

The method of difference (see p. 506 ) proceeds thus: In one

case, or set of cases, A + B + C are followed by X + Y + Z . In

another case, or set of cases, B + C are followed only by Y + Z .

As we saw, to entitle us to proceed rigidly , we must know that

in the second case, the absence of A is the only differing cir

cumstance in the cluster of antecedents ; thatno other change in
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was

them has been made. We then conclude certainly that A caused

X . The proceeding is a syllogism :

1. Like causes produce like effects.

2. But in the 2d case B + C did not produce X , which was

present in the first case ;

Therefore neither B nor C is cause of X . And, since there

is no effect without its cause , A must be cause of X .

The third method of induction (see pp. 508, 509) was a com

bination of the two first, in which the affirmative result of the

method of agreement was strengthened by the privative result of

themethod of difference . The syllogistic of the first part has

been already given . In the second part, the process is like that

of the method of difference.

1. Like causes always produce like effects .

2 . But neither B + C + D , nor B , D , E , in the second class

of instances, produced X ;

Therefore neither of them is cause of X . But, as there can

be no effect without a cause , A was the true cause of X .

The fourth method is that of residues (see p . 510). What

observation gives us is a cluster of antecedents , A + B + C ,

usually followed by a cluster of effects, X + Y + Z . We prove

that A produces only X , and B only Y . The inference which

remains is , that C is the cause of Z . The syllogism is the fol

lowing :

1. Like causes always produce like effects .

2 . But A produces only X , and B only Y ;

Therefore neither is cause of Z . But as there can be no effect

without a cause, the remaining antecedent, C , must be cause

of Z .

This formulation of the inference enables us to see with great

clearness what are the conditions necessary to make it demon

strative. Wemust know , first, that A , B , and C are all the an

tecedents present which could be causal of Z ; or, in other words,

that there is no possible cause latent. We must know , first, that

A or B produce only X and Y , and that Z is not also another ef

fect of one of them or of their combination . For it is not impos

sible in itself that a cause may, under changed conditions, pro
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duce a second effect, different from the first, or at least differently

conditioned. The intuition , Like cause, like effect, is only a uni

versal truth while the cause is conditioned in the same way.

The lastmethod of induction is that by noting the correspond

ing variations of antecedent and consequent. If a change in the

circumstance of A is invariably followed by a corresponding

change in X , we infer that A causes X . What is the analysis

of this inference ? Our intuition of cause is of that which has

efficient power over its effect. This intuition involves the conse

quence that only an efficient cause could thus invariably propa

gate corresponding change in a sequent. But to make this con

sequence rigid, we must know that nothing varies in the clus

ter of antecedents, except that one of them which we suppose to

be connected with the varying sequent. For, if other things

among the antecedents vary , those other things may have to do

with the variations in the sequent. But, with this caution , we

may frame this syllogism :

1. Whatever sequent varies always with a given antecedent

must receive its causal power.

2 . But X varies always as A varies, no other change causal of

X concurring ;

Therefore X is the effect of A .

Thus, by the successive examination of all the methods of in

duction , it is shown that they are all virtually syllogistical. The

simple and satisfactory conclusion is thus reached , which unifies

our theory of logic , and which also secures for careful and suffi

cient inductions that apodeictic character which is so essential to

make them scientific propositions, and which we yet saw denied

to them by so many great logicians. Induction and deduction

are not two forms of reasoning, but one and the same. The de

monstrative induction is but that species of syllogism which, get

ting its minor premise from observed sequences of fact, gets its

major premise from the intuition of cause .

R . L . DABNEY.

Erratum . - On page 504, line 27 , for " method of argument," read

" method of agreement."
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ARTICLE III.

GOD 'S COVENANT WITH MAN .

I. God's covenant with man is a fundamental fact in man 's

religion .

What God has done for man, as determining man's religion , is

included in two facts : the creation and the covenant. Given

the fact that God created all things, and man in his own image,

and there emerges for man natural religion — the gift of right

eousness . This is the religion of man 's first estate. It proceeds

upon the principle of do and live- pure moral government.

The doing is perfect and personal, the life is contingent, and the

status a servant. The external light is the works of God , and

the internal organ of vision, reason . In addition to the fact of

the creation , given the fact of God's covenant with man, and

there emerges a modification of natural religion - revealed re

ligion — the gift of goodness . This is the religion of man 's

covenant estate. It proceeds upon the principle of believe and

live. The believing carries a twofold righteousness, a personal

and a federal or imputed . The life is justification , and thestatus

a son - an organised body of sons in a representative head. The

externallight is the word ofGod ; the internalorgan of reception,

faith . The point especially insisted upon under this head is, that

this overture of goodness from God is to man, not as fallen, but

as God's creature , capable of such “ fruition" of God. The suf

ficient proof of this position is, that this " voluntary condescen

sion on God 's part, which he hath been pleased to express by way

of covenant," was first “ expressed ” to man , innocent and up

right, in the garden of Eden . It offered to man, innocent and

upright, the blessing of justification through a representative

head. It still offers to man, guilty and depraved , the same bless

ing by the samemeans. It is therefore a fundamental and per

manent fact in man's religion . If man 's religion , as determined

by this fact, is of grace , how can a dispensation of religion, based

upon this fact, be called a dispensation or covenant of works ?

II. God 's covenant with man is of grace.
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What God has done for man by covenant is an improvement

upon what he did for him by creation. If, in man 's first estate,

resulting from the fact of the creation , God gave to man all that

righteousness required, then what he has done by covenant is of

goodness, grace . But the Confession , Sec. 2 , says that the first

dispensation of this “ voluntary condescension on God's part"

was a covenant of works. So, Thornwell : “ The Scriptures assure

us that two such dispensations (Confession : covenants ) have been

instituted ; . . . one called the covenant of works, . . . the other

called the covenant of grace.” So, Dabney : “ There are but

two imaginable ways, and but two known to Scripture - grace

and works by which a soul can win adoption of life.” Likewise

Hodge, et cæteri. But St. Paul : “ And if by grace, then is it

no more of works.” If it be replied that Paul is speaking of

sinners under the covenant of grace and not of unfallen creatures

under the covenant of works, then let us call attention to the fact

so much overlooked, that this excludes the works made under the

present dispensation. But further, if grace for fallen creatures

is exclusive of works under the covenant of grace, would not

works according to Paul (if of works, then no more of grace) be

equally exclusive of grace under the covenant of works, if there

were a covenant of works ? Was, then, the condescension on

God's part expressed to Adam in the garden of Eden a conde

scension that was in justice due to unifallen man, or was this con

descension of grace even to man unfallen ? Or does the ques

tion of man's moral condition , as fallen or unfallen, have any

thing to do with the question whether the covenant is of grace or

of debt? If it be replied that the condescension is of grace, but

the benefit of it - fruition of God, adoption of life — is of debt ( con

ventionalmerit)toman unfallen, then we ask again ,whether what is

said to be of debt in the covenant, when the covenant deals with

man unfallen may not be said to be equally of debt when the cove

nant deals with man fallen ? In either case, whether the cove

nant deals with man fallen or unfallen , the reward is of debt to the

representative head,but of grace to the members. If the reward

in the dispensation called “ the covenant of works" is of debt be

cause of the conventionalmerit of the worker — the first Adam
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much more is the same reward under the dispensation called

" the covenant of grace," of debt, because of the conventional

absolute merit of the worker - - the second Adam . And if there

is a grace element in the first, much more is there a grace ele

ment in the second. There is, therefore, in kind, the same essen

tial elements of grace and of debt in both dispensations. As

there is much more of grace in the second, so is there much more

of debt in it also . The two dispensations, therefore, are one, so

far at least as the elements of grace and of debt are concerned .

Therefore, to distinguish them as two covenants , calling the one

" the covenant of works,” and the other “ the covenant of grace,"

can tend only to confusion . It is distinguishing one from the

debt element in it, and the other from the grace element in it,

while the dispensations themselves do notdetermine which should

be designated from the grace and which from the debt element.

It would answer just as well to reverse the names and call the

first " the covenant of grace," and the second " the covenant of

works.” If the first of the covenants is of works, then must the

second be of works, for the same reason . And if the second is

of grace, then must the first be of grace also , for the same reason .

The second is of grace, therefore the first is not of works. The

phrase " covenant of works," as the nameof one ofGod's covenant

dispensations, is excluded , and God's covenant with man (as a

whole) is of grace ; of grace when that covenant deals with man un

fallen as well as when it deals with man fallen . That God should

dealwith man by covenant at all, is of grace. That God should , in

his covenant with man, offer him the blessing of justification, is

of grace. That this covenant offer should be by means of a re

presentative head, is of grace. And if for all these reasons God 's

covenant with man , considered as a whole, is of grace when that

covenant deals with man fallen , why is it not also of grace when

it dealt with man unfallen , since, to man unfallen , it offered the

same blessing - justification by the same means- - through a re

presentative head, on the same condition, “ the obedience of

faith ” to the members, and “ perfect personal obedience " to the

head .

III. God's covenant with man is through a representative

head .
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When God's covenant with man, as " expressed ” to Adam in

the garden of Eden , is called “ a covenant of works,” this pro

ceeds upon and leads to a misapprehension of the footing upon

which God's covenant plan offers its blessing to man. This first

expression of the covenant is constantly spoken of as a legal

covenant, as if it offered to individual human beings the blessing

of justification on the ground of personal obedience. It is even

gravely announced that all that keeps a sinner now from claiming

justification on the ground of good works, is the inability of the

sinner to produce the good works. This proceeds upon an utter

misconception of the footing upon which the covenant plan offers

its blessing. It loses sight also of the blessing offered . But we

are speaking now of the footing upon which it is offered . It is a

leading characteristic of God 's covenant plan, that its blessing is

not offered upon the ground of personal obedience, perfect or im

perfect, but upon the ground of the obedience of the federal

head. So that even if it were possible for a sinner to render

what is meant by perfect personal obedience, it would not claim

the blessing of the covenant, since it is not offered upon this

ground. Had the first Adam succeeded as the head of the cove

nant, his descendants could not have claimed the blessing of the

covenant on the ground of their own individual obedience. For

the fact is, that a personal obedience that disregarded the right

eousness of the representative head asthe ground of justification ,

could not be perfect obedience for man under any dispensation of

the covenant. For God's covenant with man, as soon as it is re

vealed, becomes thenceforth a fundamental element in man 's

religion, creating an obligation of its own, on the same footing

with the obligation grounded by the fact of the creation . So

that a personal, individual obedience, that disregarded the right

eousness of the federal head , or did not include " the obedience of

faith ,” could not be perfect, because of the very grounds of ob

ligation created by God's covenant plan, modifying God 's moral

government. So that there is, indeed , no sense in which it is true

that the only thing thatkeeps a sinner from claiming the blessing

of the covenant, is his inability to produce the good works of per

sonal obedience. The inability commonly meant is the inability
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that results from depravity . But even if the individual to be

justified were without sin , if his obedience stopped short of the

federal, imputed element in the righteousness demanded by the

covenant, it would not claim the blessing. There is, indeed, a

works element, a legal element, in God 's covenant plan, but

the legal element has to do with the head, and not the members.

This distinction seems to be constantly lost sight of, especially

. in speaking of the first expression of God's covenant with man .

When this first expression of God 's covenant is called “ the cove

nant of works,” themistake seems to be that of designating the

whole plan from what is special to the head. And so, when the

whole covenant plan is called “ the covenant of grace," this is

designating it from what is special to the members. It is true,

indeed , that God's covenant plan, as a whole, is of grace. But

the phrase, " covenant of grace," is commonly used of what is

special to the members. The party of the second part in the

covenant includes a representative head and individualmembers .

Some of the provisions of the covenant are special to the head,

while other provisions are special to the members. Losing sight

of this, and asserting of the whole plan what is true only in refer

ence to what is special to the members, the result is inconsistency

of statement and confusion of ideas. When it is said , “ the first

covenant was a covenant of works," and the condition perfect

personal obedience, this is asserting what is not true of the cove

nant as a whole . It is true only as to what is special to the head .

And it is as true of the second head as of the first. When God

said to Adam in the garden , “ this do and live, " " that do and

die,” this was special to Adam as the head . The first head hav

ing failed, the termsof the blessing to the posterity are not men

tioned . When the covenant thus called “ the covenant of works”

is further.described in the Confession as promising life to Adam ,

" and in him to his posterity,” these words, " and in him to his

posterity," bring in what is special to themembers ; but what is

special to the members is not of works nor on condition of per

fect personal obedienee. Was the life promised to the posterity

on the ground of the perfect personal obedience of the individu

als of the posterity ? Then what place is left for the head ? This
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severs the body from the head. We venture to suggest the ques

tion whether it would not contribute to perspicuity to call God's

covenant with man " the covenant of justification .” This would

be designating the covenant from the end contemplated by it. It

is the blessing bestowed rather than the means of bestowing it,

that seems to be the leading characteristic of God's covenantmode

of dealing. This also seems to be the ultimate ground of the

grace element in the covenant. The blessing - - justification — is

to the angels as individuals. It is to man through a covenant

head. The condition to angels is perfect personal obedience.

The condition to man is perfect imputed obedience. In either

case it is of grace, since it is over and above justice to bestow

justification on the ground of perfect obedience, either personal

or imputed . The reward of perfect obedience, according to pure

justice, is contingent happiness. Who can plead perfect obe

dience , cannot be condemned. It is of grace that the reward of

perfect obedience should be justification . The phrase , " covenant

of grace ," does not determine the extent of the covenant. It

might stop at pardon and contingent holiness and happiness , so

far as sinners of mankind are concerned , and still be a covenant

of grace. The phrase, " covenant of justification,” determinesat

once the nature of the covenantas of grace and the extent of it as

unto justification , without confusing what is special to the head

with what is special to themembers.

IV . God 's covenant with man is unto justification .

That fruition of himself which God condescends to give to man

by way of covenant, bestows upon man a grade of well-being ad

ditional to that originally involved in the gift of the creation.

It is admitted by all that this higher grade of well-being is included

in the blessing of justification . Man 's nature is so constituted

as to awaken within him a consciousness of the need of such a

gift of goodness, additional to that wbich pure justice affords, in

order to complete his well-being . This gift of goodness which

God condescends to bestow by way of covenant, this is thatmys

terious unknown which humanity has always felt the need of,

without being able to define to itself what was needed. Nor is it

possible, in the nature of the case, that natural reason should dis
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cover the supply for this great want of humanity . For the thing

sought is not included in the principles of pure moral govern

ment, but lies altogether in the will and purpose of God, and

therefore can be known only as he reveals it. And what he has

been pleased to reveal is contained in the Scriptures of the Old

and New Testaments . And the revelation as to what man needs

and has always needed to complete his well-being, is included in

justification - an ended probation , an indefectible holiness, a con

firmed title to eternal life and adoption to sonship in the family

ofGod . This is whatman wants and has always wanted in or

der to experience the perfection of his well-being. And this God

from all eternity decreed to bestow upon man. This is the bless

ing that was offered to man innocent in the garden of Eden , in

what the Confession calls “ the covenant of works;" and this is

the blessing God now offers to man fallen , in what the Confes

sion calls “ the covenant of grace.” The blessing of justification ,

therefore, was not included in the perfection in which man was

originally created . When man first proceeded from the creative

hand ofGod, innocent and upright, he still wanted , from the first,

this one specialthing to complete his well-being. Hewas innocent

and upright and happy, but not confirmed in this state. This

treasure of innocency and uprightness and happiness with which he

'was originally endowed was intrusted to himself, and was held by

himself, in contingency with an interminable line of probation

stretching out before him , at every point of which he was liable to

fall into sin and ruin . The treasure of well-being, therefore, with

which he was originally endowed, in order to be complete, lacked

this one special thing : justification, pronouncing his probation

ended, and his title to eternal life confirmed , and his relation to

God that of a son . This finishing touch of his well-being consti

tutes that fruition ofGod which the Confession saysGod ofhis good

ness gives toman " by way of covenant.” The Scriptures present

the idea of life in a two-fold form — the one contingent happiness

in an unjustified state, the other confirmed happiness in a justi

fied state. The one is the reward of pure justice on the ground

of personal obedience, according to the principle of pure moral

government resulting from the fact of the creation , the other is

VOL. XXXIV., NO. 3 — 6 .
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the reward of goodness on the ground of the righteousness of a

federal head according to the modification of pure moral govern

ment resulting from the fact of the covenant. No little confu

sion results from overlooking this distinction between life “ under

the law ” and life “ under grace,” e. g ., the question of the law

yer and the answer of the Saviour. The usual interpretation is

that the Saviour in his answer to the lawyer — " This do and thou

shalt live” - reannounces the covenant of works. In our view the

idea of a covenant of works, in the sense of a covenant offering

the blessing of justification to individual human beings on the

ground of their own individual obedience is unknown to the Scrip

tures . When the lawyer repeated to Christ the law of moral

government, Christ replied to him , “ This do and thou shalt live.”

Was this offering the man the blessing of justification on the

ground of personal obedience to the law ? Was this, as Hodge

says, a " reannouncement of the covenant of works” ? And was

this the covenant made with Adam in the garden of Eden ?

Christ does not say, “ This do and thou shalt have justification,"

but “ This do and thou shalt live,” viz.,the life of contingent hap

piness in an unjustified state : thou shalt not be condemned . A

guiltless creature under God's moral government cannot be con

demned, neither under pure moral government can perfect per

sonal obedience claim the blessing of justification . Therefore,

when our Saviour said to the lawyer, “ This do and thou shalt

live," he did not announce a covenant of works as Hodge says :

that is, he did not announce that justification is accessible on the

ground of individual personal obedience . Instead of this he

merely announced the law of pure justice, the law of pure moral

government. This interpretation proceeds upon the assumption

that the word life has a double meaning. Practically , to say to

a sinner, “ This do and thou shalt live," serves as a schoolmaster

to lead us to Christ. For a sinner cannot produce the perfect

obedience which God's moral government demands for contingent

life ; therefore all need Christ. The answer of the Saviour is

from the lawyer 's standpoint. The lawyer had no higher idea of

life than that of contingent happiness. Christ answers him ac

cording to the idea he has, using the word live in the sense that
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the lawyer used it. This is the practical interpretation. There

is, however, a deeper theory in the Saviour's answer than the

lawyer had in mind : it is that which results from taking the

word life in its highest sense and comprehending in the condition

which he states — " this do” -- the condition of the gospel cove

nant. The love which is the fulfilling of the law cannot be per

fect without taking in and approving all the facts from which

moral obligations arise. But these facts include God's overture

of goodness expressed by way of covenant. But the love which

approves of God as he reveals himself in the covenant of justifi

cation includes " the obedience of faith .” The first or practical

interpretation serves to convict the mere legalist of sin (this is

Paul's standpoint in Romans), the second or theoretical interpre

tation convicts of sin and sets forth the way of salvation at the

same time. The self-righteous man , therefore, who expects to be

justified on the ground of his own personal obedience bases his

expectation upon what neither God nor justice ever promised.

The very best that pure justice could do for personal righteous

ness, even if it were perfect, is to bestow contingent happiness.

God has never offered theblessing of justification upon any other

ground than that of federal imputed righteousness. Neither does

God offer the blessing of justification to individual sinners as in

dividuals, but as members of themystical body of Christ the head .

The best that God or justice could do for the self-righteous man,

even if his own righteousness were perfect, would be to bestow

upon him that contingent happiness, in the status of a servant,

which belonged to man of right and justice before any covenant

was entered into with him , offering the blessing of justification .

The same principle applies to the professing Christian who ex

pects his own good deeds or gracious exercises of soul to form

part with the justifying righteousness of Christ the head. Let it

be borne in mind, therefore, that God's covenant with man is

unto justification , notmerely unto contingent happiness.

V . God's covenant with man after the fall is continued in a

modified form through Jesus Christ the second Adam as the rep

resentative head.

The relation between God and man is determined by whatGod



530 [JULY,God's Covenant with Man .

is to man or has done for man, in connexion with what man is to

God or has become as to God. Man having become, as to God,

a sinner, God's covenant with him must be modified to suit this

new moral condition ofman , and the specific form ofman's duty

to God is determined henceforth by these two new facts, that man

is a sinner and God is a Saviour. As God 's purpose of good

ness to man in his first estate of innocency and uprightness must

needs be revealed to man , so if this purpose of goodness stillcon

tinues to man in his second estate of guilt and depravity, this

also must needs be revealed to man . . God's covenant with man ,

therefore, has been revealed in two successive forms. It was first

revealed to man innocent and upright with the first Adam as the

federal head . It was, after the fall, revealed in a modified form

to man guilty and depraved with the second Adam as the federal

head. The form of the covenant, in the first “ expression " of it,

differs in someof its details from its form under the second “ ex

pression .” This difference is due to the entrance of sin . Sin

having entered, a mere human being is no longer competent for

the place of federal headship. Hence under the second form of

the covenant, the federal head is God -man. Also , in conse

quence of sin justification includes pardon , and faith includes

repentance. With the first Adam as federal head under the first

form of the covenant, whatwas actually incurred was condemna

tion in guilt and depravity . This fatal result of the covenant in its

first form being from the beginning known to God , a second

federal head was, from the beginning, appointed to represent us

and to obtain for us the blessing of justification from a state of

guilt and depravity . The failure of the first Adam remanded

the race back to the relation sustained to God before this over

ture of goodness by way of covenant, with the addition of guilt

and depravity . Now , if the principles of pure moral government

admit of the first Adam 's standing for the justification of his pos

terity from a state of contingent innocency and uprightness , then

those principles of pure moral government admit of like provi

sions for man's justification from a state of condemnation in guilt

and depravity, provided there can be found a second federal head

competent to fulfil the conditions which the principles of God 's
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moral government must demand for our justification from the

state in which we now find ourselves as the result of Adam 's

representation in the garden .

· Here these two questions arise : 1st. What is the moral state

in which man now finds himself ? 2d. What must God's moral

government demand for the justification of moral creatures in this

state ? As to the first question , the testimony is, first, that all

mankind are dead in trespasses and sins; and second, that the

penalty is suspended under respite . One object of the covenant

with man was to fix a point in the line of probation at which

justification might take place, and so man 's destiny be no longer

a matter of contingency and doubt, but of confirmed certainty.

at this point in the line of probation, two alternatives were

placed , life and death . Continuance in perfect obedience up to

this point in this line of probation , would secure the blessing of

life confirmed for ever in holiness and happiness, which is justifi

cation . Disobedience would secure death , confirmed for ever in

sin and misery . The covenant thus provided for man's bringing

his probation to an end, either in life or in death , either in justifica

tion or in condemnation . The testimony is that the probation of

the first head ended in his eating the forbidden fruit. This act

was a disobedience, and a disobedience amounting to a repudia

tion of God as his God , as revealed both in the fact of the cre

ation and of the covenant. Having thus ended his probation in

condemnation instead of justification, he had this remaining pros

pect before him — to bear the penalty in sin and misery for ever.

But here the provisions of the covenant under the second head

begin to take effect. The second Adam assumes the probation

of the race with all the consequences upon it of the fall of the

first Adam . Dr. Dabney : “ The second Adam perfected for his

people the line of probation dropped by Adam .” Again : " The

second Adam steps into the place vacated by the fall of the first,

takes up the work where he dropped it.” Again : " The cove

nant which fell through in Adam 's inept hands was successfully

accomplished in Christ's.” In virtue of this continuance of the

covenant under a second federal head, a respite is granted , the

penalty is lightened and partially suspended . To what extent
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the penalty is lightened to the whole race , is not easily deter

mined ; but in general, whatever evil the human race suffers in

this world , is of the penalty ; and whatever good it enjoys, is of

the lightening of the penalty. The two fundamental and essen

tial elements of sin , viz., guilt and depravity , are of the penalty.

The depravity is total and the guilt responsive. That the de

pravity is only total and not absolute, is of the lightening of the

penalty ; so also of the responsive guilt. The moral state in

which we find ourselves, therefore, in this world , is that of con

demnation unto death in guilt and depravity , with a respite look

ing to justification through a second Adam as the federal head of

the same covenant that “ fell through in Adam 's inept hands."

Now , the second question is , Whatmust the principles of God's

moral government demand of this second federal head, as the

condition of man's justification from a state of guilt and depravity ?

And here the testimony, from the nature of the case, is evident,

that in addition to what was required of the first Adam ,' the

second must take away sin , both as to its guilt and as to its de

pravity. “ For this the Son ofman wasmanifested, thathemight

take away sin .” This is what devolved upon the second Adam

in addition to what was required of the first. The first Adam

represented innocent and upright creatures ; the second Adam

represents guilty and depraved creatures. Therefore, the obe

dience of the second Adam must needs include the suffering of

the penalty . And since the penalty upon the soul that sinneth

is death, therefore the obedience of the second Adam must be an

obedience unto death , an obedience that shall satisfy the precepts

of the law for the acceptance of man as righteous ; an obedience

involving a death that shall satisfy the penalty of the law for

man's sin . This is the “ perfect personal obedience” which is

the condition to the second Adam of man's justification froin a

state of guilt and depravity . This is the righteousness which , at

the bar of God 's moral government, is demanded of one who

would represent us a second time in the covenant in which the

first failed . As to the other question , whether there can be

found one competent to fulfil this condition for us, the glad tidings

which we call the gospel, is that Jesus Christ is thus competent,
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and has actually fulfilled this condition as the second Adam of

our justification from a state of guilt and depravity . Thus

God's covenant with man after the fall is continued, in a modified

form , through Jesus Christ, the second Adam , as representative

head.

VI. God' s covenant with man is ministered through the revela

tion of it .

Sinners of mankind become a party to the covenant by union

with the federal head, and this union is by faith . And since

faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God, there

fore the covenant is ministered through the revelation of it .

Faith sums up the duty which man owes to God as revealed in

the covenant. The obedience of faith completes the union be

tween the head and the members. And since the party of the

second part is thus constituted of a body of members in a federal

head , the promises of the covenant to the head are, in measure,

to the members ; and so also of the principle of obedience. This

peculiarity of the party of the second part in the covenant seems

to be a source of trouble to theologians. Some, for the sake of

perspicuity , distinguish between what they call “ the covenant of

redemption” and “ the covenant of grace.” In our view , it would

contribute to perspicuity , in the first place, as we have already

intimated, to call God's covenant with man " the covenant of

justification .” Then , if a distinction of the kind referred to

were made at all, it would , in our judgment, contribute to per

spicuity to represent the covenant of justification as consisting of

two parts, called, respectively, “ the covenant of works” and “ the

gospel covenant." The phrase, " covenant of works,” would in

dicate the legal or works element in the covenant of justifica

tion , and the phrase, “ gospel covenant," would indicate the special

grace element. The works element for the head, and the grace

element for the members. This distinction would apply to the

covenant of justification in both its forms, i. e., with man unfallen

and with man fallen . There is, in substance, the same legal ele

ment in what the Confession calls “ the covenant of grace," that

there is in what the Confession calls “ the covenant of works ;"!

and there is, in substance, the same gracious element in both .
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But the point upon which perspicuity is sought is, “ Who is the

party of the second part to the covenant ?" We answer, the

party of the second part evidently consists of a head with a body

of members. Now , this party of the second partmay be con

sidered separately — either as to the head, apart from themem

bers, or as to the members, apart from the head - or it may be

considered as one whole, and this from two points of view :

either as to the head with the members, or as to the members in

their head .

Considered separately, if it is desired to contemplate the head

under the covenant as the principal party , apart from themem

bers, then the portion of the covenant thus contemplated might,

for the sake of convenience and perspicuity , be called “ the cove

nant of works.” The phrase, “ covenant of works,” is a " con

cise and convenient expression for the part which the head per

formsin the economy of God's covenant dealing with man. On

the other hand, if it is desired to contemplate the members as the

secondary party of the second part, separate from the head , then

the portion of the covenant thus contemplated might, for the sake

of convenience and perspicuity, be called “ the gospel covenant.”

The gospel is the revelation of the plan of justification involved

in the covenant, setting forth the covenant offer, and the seals

thereof. The form of this gospel covenant before the coming of

Christ in the flesh , is different from the form of it after; but the

substance of this portion of the covenant is the same before and

after the advent. The difference in the form before and after

Christ, we would distinguish not as “ in the time of the law," and

" in the time of the gospel.” It is the gospel all the time. What

is called “ the law ,” or “ the legal covenant,” is only the legal ele

ment in the covenant, and pertains to the head. The members

must not try to fill the place of the head . This is the force of the

New Testamentargumentagainstthe legalist. The legalist seeks

to dispense with a federal head. On this principle, “ Christ is

dead in vain ." If (the) righteousness (which the members seek )

were by the law (which specifies what is required of the lead ),

then Christ is dead in vain . The person thus establishing his

own righteousness would sever himself alike from the body and
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the head. Both the Old and the New Testaments set forth the

terms of the covenant both to the head and to the members. The

Old Testament typical sacrifices, for instance, set forth what the

head was to do, and the New Testamenthistory what he has done.

And both Testaments also set forth the terms on which themem

bers become with the head a party to the covenant of justification.

If, therefore, it is deemed desirable to consider the covenant in

its essential parts, and to give these parts a distinguishing name,

then , in our view , the parts of the covenant are determined by

the parts which constitute the whole of the covenanting party of

the second part. These parts of this whole are, first, the head,

and second, the members . If it be deemed desirable to give to

these essential parts of the covenant a distinguishing name, then ,

in our view , that portion of the covenant in which the head is

concerned separately from the members should be distinguished

as “ the covenant of works,” and that portion in which the mem

bers are concerned separately from the head should be distin

guished as “ the gospel covenant," and both together constitute

the one “ covenant of justification .”

But if the party of the second part be considered as one whole ,

then the covenant will be considered as one , and the gospel or

the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments will be the charter

of the covenant, containing its stipulations, conditions, and pro

mises. And the covenanting party of the second part is the head

with the members, or the members in their head . This gives

two points of view from which the covenant may be contemplated .

It is perhaps the number of standpoints from which the whole

subject may be viewed that gives rise to - confusion . Themem

bers covenanting in their head is the point of view from which

the plan of salvation is principally presented in the Scriptures .

This is the point of view that determines the language of the

Confession in the words : “ Wherein (in the covenant of grace) he

freely offers to sinners life and salvation by Jesus Christ.” From

this point of view the condition of the covenant to the covenanting

party of the second part (the party being themembersin their head )

is " the obedience of faith.” Sinners become a party to " the cove

nantof justification” when they give the consent of faith to ful
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fil this condition. This is the covenant engagement on our part, of

which the Lord's Supper is the seal, or one of the seals, baptism

being the other. The whole of this obedience is characterised by

faith , that is, by the fact that the knowledge involved in it is

knowledge received by faith , hence called “ the obedience of

faith .” The knowledge of which faith is the source (for faith is

a source of knowledge just as reason or the five senses are sources

of knowledge and the knowledge once received into the mind

through this source determines the mind or the will just as any

other knowledge received through any other source) — the know

ledge of which faith is the source is the knowledge of what God

proposes to do for us by covenant; or , as over and above what

simple pure justice would require. The obedience to which this

knowledge determines the will is evangelical as distinguished from

that which is merely legal or natural. This evangelical obedi

ence rendered constitutes evangelical righteousness, or what Paul

calls the righteousness of faith .” The great fundamental fact

to be borne in mind concerning this righteousness is , that it is

twofold in its nature and in its object. It includes the righteous

ness of justification and the righteousness of personal holiness.

The first is wrought exclusively by Jesus Christ as our head and

representative and becomes ours by the consent of faith to become

a party to the covenant through or by means of him as our head

and representative in the covenant. Hethusbecomes themedia

tor of the covenant. Hemediates the covenant between us and

God ; that is, he works the righteousness on the ground of which

we become a party to the covenant. And he works in us the

righteousness of personal holiness by which we are willing in the

day of his power to be a party with him in the covenant. Hence

we say “ in the Lord have I righteousness and strength.” This

part of the righteousness of faith , viz., the righteousness of justi

fication , we, in becoming a party to the covenant, bind ourselves

to render by means of Jesus Christ as our surety . Hence the

propriety of his blood being the seal of the covenant. His blood

shed on Calvary sealed his own part in the covenant as our fed

eral head, and when we receive the symbol of his blood in the

sacrament of the Lord 's Supper, we seal our part in the covenant
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bymeans of him as our head and representative. This, then , is

the way we render that part of the righteousness of faith which

is demanded as the ground of our justification , and this is the

way we seal our covenant engagement with God to render this

part of the righteousness of faith . We covenant to render toGod

the suffering that shall satisfy the penalty of the law for our sins,

and to render the perfect obedience to the precepts of the law

which shall bemeritorious ground of the acceptance of our per

sons as righteous. But all this righteousness , active and passive,

of our justification we render not by ourselves personally - hence

boasting is excluded — but by our .federal head by whom webe

come a party to the covenant. Hence we thus do not make void

the law , but establish the law — the law , if you please, of the cov

enant of works. This explains the vexed question of the legal

element in the old dispensation and also in thenew . It is the fed

eral head that has to do with the works element of the Mosaic

ritual as a condition of life. It shows to the members the rule

of duty and the condition of life for the head. This part of the

righteousness of faith is the meritorious part of the righteousness

of justification , on the ground of which God , on his part, in the

covenant binds himself not only to bestow the blessing of justifi

cation itself, including pardon and adoption , but also to bestow

all that special regenerating and sanctifying grace whereby we

are enabled unto the other part of the righteousness of faith which

consists in personal holiness, and is our good worksand reward .

In the sacrament of the Lord 's Supper we covenant and seal our

covenant engagement with God to exercise this personal holiness

and to perform these good works. The righteousness of faith , there

fore, as we said , is distinctly twofold : it includes the righteousness

of justification satisfying the penalty of the law for our sins and

satisfying the precepts of the law for the acceptance of our persons

as righteous. This part of the righteousness of faith is rendered

by Jesus Christ our head and representative. Itbecomes ours,

as a party to the covenant, when we give the consent of faith to

become a party to the covenant and partakers of the blessing of

justification through Christ as thus representing us. We thus

by faith hold up to God Jesus Christ as our representative, ful
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filling for us and we fulfilling by him the righteousness of our

justification. This is one of the advantages of considering the

covenanting party of the second part as one. . What is done by

either the head or themembers is seen and felt to be done by the

one whole consisting of head and members. The prevailing

Scripture representation is that the covenant of justification is

with the members in their head, the members covenanting to ren

der both the righteousnesses, the one by Christ the head , the

other themselves in their own persons as the expression of their

gratitude to God and as acting out the life received from God

under the covenant. As to the meaning we give the phrase

“ righteousness of faith ,” we would say first : Let it be held

fast for ever that the phrase " righteousness of faith ,” sometimes

called “ the righteousness of God," carries prominently the idea

of the righteousness wrought out by Jesus Christ, which is im

puted to us and received by faith as the sole meritorious ground

of our justification. We would say secondly : That the phrase,

cobedience of faith,” in Rom . i. 5 , and xvi. 26, by common con

sentmeans that obedience which is personal as distinguished from

that which is imputed . Hodge says : “ The subjective sense of

the word faith is so predominent in theNew Testament, that it is

safest to retain it in this passage.” “ It is that obedience of

which faith is the controlling principle.” This obedience ren

dered constitutes a righteousness — the righteousness of faith .

Heb . xi. 33, with Acts x . 35 . “ By faith wrought righteousness” —

the righteousness is personal. Faith works a twofold righteous

ness, one personal, one by means of a representative surety .

VII. General remarks.

Now , with the view we have given ofGod's covenant with man ,

what becomes of what the Confession calls “ the covenant of

works” and what theologians generally call “ the covenant of

works” ? Weanswer , when our Confession of Faith and our

orthodox theologians following the Confession speak of the “ first

covenant which God made with man ” as a “ covenant of works"

“ on condition of perfect personal obedience," this is a mere side

remark which is inconsistent with the general tenor of the teach

ing of the Confession of Faith , and inconsistent with the general
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tenor of the teaching of our orthodox theologians. As a speci

men of the teaching of our orthodox theology on this subject, let

us hear Dr. Dabney. We shall hear him at one timespeaking

of the covenant made with man as a " covenant of works,” and

actually discussing the question whether the covenant of works is

abrogated , or whether Christ reannounced it to the lawyer as a

covenantstill in force, whereby, if its condition could be fulfilled,

justification might be secured under it. Atanother time and in

another connexion we shall hear the same Dr. Dabney saying

that " the covenant that fell through in Adam 's inept hands was

successfully accomplished in Christ's.” And much more to the

same effect. Now , what covenant was it that fell through in

Adam 's inept hands ? Dr. Dabney : The same that was success

fully accomplished in Christ's. But the covenant successfully

accomplished in the hands of Christ is the covenant of grace.

How , then , was it the covenant of works when it was in the hands

of the first Adam ? If the covenant in the hands of the first

Adam was a covenant of works, then what Christ accomplished

was the covenant of works. This is only one specimen of the

inconsistency of statement that pervades the whole of our ortho

dox theology. Hodge says the phrase “ covenant of works” is

a " concise and convenient expression for the eternal principle of

justice.” 2 Cor. iii . 6 . And the eternal principle of justice (he

says ) is do and live, and that, when Christ said to the lawyer,

“ This do and thou shalt live," he reannounced the covenant of

works. This would make Dr. Dabney say that Christ “ success

fully accomplished” the eternal principle of justice . Now , as

we understand it, the eternal principle of justice , or the prin

ciple of do and live , knows nothing of a point in the line of pro

bation at which justification might take place. Here is the great

oversight. If the covenant with Adam did not promise the bless

ing of justification , how did it better his condition ? He could

do and live before. If it left him where justice left him , it was

not of goodness or grace , and therefore " the fruition of God ” of

which the Confession speaks, which God offered to man by cove

nant, amounts to nothing. Moreover, the eternal principle of

justice, or of do and live, deals with individuals according to their
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personal righteousness, but the covenant with Adam offered the

blessing of justification to individuals as members of a body or

ganised in a federal head, and on the ground, not of personal,

but of imputed righteousness. The truth is, the phrase " cove

nant of works" is a concise and convenient expression for the

self-righteous idea of justification upon the ground of individual

obedience. But this blessing, upon this ground, neither God nor

justice ever offered ; and there is no such thing as the covenant

of works other than as the eternal principle of justice is involved

in the covenant of justification , specifying what God 's moral

governmentmust require of the federal head of that covenant.

K . M . MCINTYRE .

ARTICLE IV.

THE VITAL CONNEXION BETWEEN REVELATION

AND SOUND LEARNING .

Of the objections broughtagainst Christianity by its enemies,

none is more popular in our age than its supposed hostility to sci

entific discovery and sound learning. For a long time this op

position was confined to the learned , but now it is extending

among the simple. By the universal diffusion of newspapers, the

words of the wise and their dark sayings have become the com

mon property of mankind. The latest discoveries of science and

their supposed correction of the inistakes of Moses and the

prophets afford occasion for many an infidel sneer in the draw

ing-rooms of the polite and the cabins of the poor.

The alleged grounds of this opposition are various. Because

the methods of investigating historical truth differ widely from

those adopted by the students of physical science, the patrons of

the latter are fond of challenging the conclusions of the former .

In response to this challenge the treatises on theology which ap

pear from time to time are prefaced with a formal and elaborate

reasserting of the arguments in rebuttal of the testimony of
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critical scientists. Thus the conflict is carried on from age to

age. But the popular belief in the opposition between Chris

tianity and physical science is due'more than anything else , per

haps, to such declarations of Scripture as these, viz . : “ I thank

thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid

these things from the wise and prudent and hast revealed them

unto babes.” “ Not many wise men after the flesh , not many

mighty, notmany noble,are called ; butGod hath chosen the fool

ish things of the world to confound the wise ; and God hath chosen

the weak things of the world to confound the things which are

mighty.” It is true now , as it was in the days of the apostles,

and always has been , thatGod calls into the Church, for the most

part, men of humble origin and little personal influence . But

this proves only the sovereignty of God and not the unworthi

ness of Christianity , which many fail to see. The principles of

Christianity being diyine, are not subject to the test of human

reason. Man cannot rise above and try them de loco superiori.

They are planted in the heart of man by the hand of God, and

taking root there, grow up into the head and manifest themselves

in the life. Until received by faith and in love, they transcend

all our powers. But the facts of Christianity are to be tried as

the facts which lie at the bottom of any other science. Did

Christ rise from the dead ? If so , then he is divine, and all he

revealed is divinely true. This is so simple that a wayfaring

man , though a fool, need not err therein . But this fact, on

which the great doctrine of revelation rests, is to be proved just

as any other fact in history is to be. Philosophers are no more

competent to try the claims of the Christian religion than men of

plain minds. A well-balanced judgment and patient persever

ance in searching for evidence, are the best qualifications. Vague

notions on this subject lead many to scepticism , and give to

worldly -wise men a weight of authority which is by no means

their due.

But the object of this paper is not so much to disparage the

value of the testimony of the wise men of this world on divine

subjects, as to show that the popular belief in the extent of this

testimony is erroneous. While it is true that " not many wise
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men after the flesh are called ” through Christ, by the Holy Ghost,

into covenant with God, yet enough of them have been called to

offset the adverse testimony of those who have not; to show that

revelation and human learning have ever been allies instead of

enemies ; that the connexion between them is vital; that each has

rendered most effective service to the other in all ages ; that they

have acted and reacted upon each other as coördinate factors in

the history of the race , and consequently that the fear in many

minds lest the steady progress in scientific discovery may eventu

ally overthrow Christianity , is wholly groundless. The Church

thrives on the discoveries of science, and science has ever re

ceived most valuable aid from the Church .

THE CHURCH AN EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTE.

In spite of theories, the facts go to show that the Church has,

from the earliest times, kept the education of the young in her

own hands. Before the end of the first century, even in apos

tolic days, if we may believe Mosheim , schools were set up in

which learning, both secular and religious, was taught. At the

end of the apostolic age, when the gifts of tongues and miracles

were withdrawn , the Church, feeling her need more than ever of

an educated ministry, increased the number of these schools and

kept in her hands the control of education for many centuries.

When Monkery arose, which was about the sixth century , the

schools became the lawful property of the Church by being at

tached to the monasteries. In this way it became possible for

them to receive and to hold endowments in money and estate

without liability to alienation. Such was actually the case on a

large scale. Enlightened princes , like Alfred and Charlemagne,

made large grants to them in money, in order to raise their stan

dard of learning. Thus the schools grew up into colleges, and

the colleges into universities. This state of things remained un

altered throughout Europe for ages. Oxford and Cambridge

were considered and treated as Church property, without char

tered rights, until the canonical laws were superseded by the com

mon law of England. Nor were there any schools in Europe of
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any grade that did not owe their origin and support to the

Church .

The history of the institutions of learning in America has

been much the same. The first grammar schools in this country

were taught by ministers of the gospel. They were almost the

only educated class . Our colleges, with scarcely an exception,

were founded by the Church for the purpose of training young

inen for the ministry . Harvard, the oldest of American colleges,

was founded , if not by a court of the Church , yet by individual

ministers and godly laymen , to prepare youngmen for the minis

try. “ Pro Christo et Ecclesia ” is her motto to this day. The

same is true of Yale, Princeton, Brown University, Dartmouth,

and nearly all that were founded prior to A . D . 1850. The

change in the educational system of the country made about

that time, divorced the schools from the Church. The State now

has thematter in hand. But the Church , while she had them in

her possession, made great use of them , and fully proved the

wisdom of their erection . Of the thirty -five thousand graduates

from American colleges previous to 1846, as many as eight or

nine thousand became preachers of the gospel.

The history of education among the pagan races is substan

tially the same as that in Europe and America. Wherever the

foreign missionary builds a chapel, a school-house goes up beside

it. Some of these schools have grown into colleges, teaching a

full academic course. When , now , we consider that these mis

sionaries are teaching four millions of pupils in twelve thousand

schools, and two hundred and fifty languages and dialects, it is

not extravagant to say that the Church is educating the world .

Thus she fulfils in part herhigh mission as “ the salt of the earth ."

From these schools come those who willmake the literature of all

races . For , while now and then a man of rare genius, in spite of

illiteracy,becomes a leader ofmen , yet,as a class, thosewho inake

letters have been taught by others. Mr. Macaulay has said that

a careful examination of the calendars of Oxford and Cambridge

discloses the fact that those who have distinguished themselves in

Great Britain since the foundation of those institutions, have,

with few exceptions, been trained in their walls, and that many

. vol. XXXIV ., NO. 3 — 7 .
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of them have been first honor graduates. What is true of Eng

lishmen , wemy expect to be true of civilised man everywhere.

THE CHURCH THE CONSERVATORY OF LITERATURE.

The decline of letters in Europe was consummated by the ir

ruption of the Northern barbarians into the Southern and civil

ised kingdoms. Thus the Roman Empire was overthrown and

almost every feature of her ancient civilisation obliterated . Lit

erature then fled for refuge into the monasteries and cathedrals,

from the barbaric hand of Goth and Vandal. Here, within the

precincts of the Church, she wasnourished and defended through

out the Dark Ages . During that long night of centuries the

monks trimmed her lamps and fed them with oil until “ the eye

lids of the morning lifted themselves up," and the Reformation

ushered in a day of light.

This fact is supported by the testimony of the highest authori

ties on mediæval history. Mosheim says : “ Until the eleventh

century the only schools in Europe were those attached to the

monasteries and cathedral churches, and the only teachers of

learning, both secular and religious, were the Benedictine monks"

(Vol. II., p . 150, Carters , 1858 ). Hallam says: “ During this

time every sort of knowledge was almost wholly confined to the

ecclesiastical order. . . . But for the clergy, the records of phi

lological literature would have perished . . . . If they had been

less tenacious of their Latin liturgy, the Vulgate copy of the

Sacred Scriptures, their canonical laws, and the authority of the

Fathers, all grammatical learning would have been laid aside '

(Vol. I., pp. 26 , 27, School Ed., Harper & Bros., 1851). Guizot

is equally as express. And even Hume concedes the truth of this

statement in the times of Alfred . The Troubadour literature is

an apparent exception. Butits advent into Spain was subsequent

to the time of which we write . Even if it had come in earlier ,

it would not damage our claim seriously, for it was shallow , sen

timental, and short-lived. It wasnot worth preserving, and soon

perished . If, as is maintained , it was derived by the Arabians

from the Nestorian Church , it becomes another fact in support of

the claim of the friends of Christianity .
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The testimony of these writers on history is vindicated by incon

testible facts, some of which are familiar to the mere tyro in his

tory ; e. g., the legal phrase, “ The benefit of the clergy ," denoted

the exemption of the clergy as a privileged class from the opera

tion of the civil law . The civil courts had no jurisdiction over

them . No pain nor penalty of any kind could be visited upon

them for any offence. Action could be brought against them

only in ecclesiastical courts . An ecclesiastic brought before a

civil magistrate defended himself by simply showing his con

nexion with the Church. This done, his indictment was instantly

quashed and his liberty restored . And to prove his ministerial

character, nothing was necessary except to read a book placed in

his hand ; for in that age, few but ecclesiastics could read. So

universal was illiteracy outside the Church , that some even of the

kings of England could not write their names.

Other facts might be adduced to corroborate the testimony of

the above cited historians in support of the assertion that the lit

erature of past ages was preserved by the Church in her monas

teries and cathedral schools. No fact in the history of the Dark

Ages is better established . We say nothing of the motive for this

act. Her praise is not unqualified . It was more a matter of

necessity than of enlightened benevolence or wise forecast. Her

liturgy, her copy of the Scriptures , and her laws, were all written

in Latin . A classical education of the priesthood was therefore

indispensable. Without it, no part of religious worship could be

conducted , and their privileges at law were forfeited.

THE SCRIPTURES A MIGHTY STIMULUS TO THE HUMAN MIND.

Throughout the Christian era the human mind has been great

ly stimulated and strengthened by writings on sacred subjects.

First and principal among these is the Holy Bible. Out of this

have been drawn those great doctrines and historical facts which

constitute the staple of so large a portion of the literature of the

world . Before Christ moral ideas were exceedingly rare in any

books. Even the Iliad is almost wholly barren of them . The Jews

were the sole possessors of religious truth of the highest order. But

when the canon of Scripture was completed and the Bible trans
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lated into various languages, its influence became prodigious. Its

truths radiate in every direction and connect themselves with all

other truths. Starting with the doctrines of the Scriptures , an

inquisitive mind is led to the investigation of all other truth.

Questions arise, the answers to which are to be found in extrane

ous fields. The doctrine of creation, for instance, starts questions

that can be answered only by the geologist and astronomer. The

doctrine of divine providence leads to the study of history. The

constitution of man as a creature fearfully and wonderfully made,

connects itself with many points in psychology. The Bible is

the true and only basis of moral science. Theology has been

called not only a science, but the scientia scientiarum . It is the

centre around which they all revolve, the corner stoneof the tem

ple of knowledge, “ the granary into which the fruitage of all the

sciences is gathered .”

The great movements of the human mind during the Christian

era are the result of the study of both the Old and New Testa

ments. The dispersion of the disciples of Jesus by the persecu

tions which began with the martyrdom of Stephen , and their

preaching the word everywhere in Jewish synagogues, diffused

the peculiar doctrines of Christianity in every direction . This

excited discussion, roused the human mind from its lethargy, and

produced a literature whose effect is felt throughout Christendom

to this day. The writings of the Fathers, however much they

may be disparaged as repositories of thought in our times, were

once a powerful instrument in quickening thehuman mind. The

names of Justin Martyr, the apologist; Eusebius, the historian ;

Origen , the expositor ; and Augustine, the philosophical theolo

gian , are scattered thickly over the pages of literature during the

last eighteen hundred years .

The next great movement of the human mind resulted in the

scholastic theology of the eleventh and twelfth centuries . The

founders of this theology - Abelard, Anselm , John Scotus, Eri

gena, Lanfranc, and Thomas Aquinas — were defenders of the

faith . Their principal aim was to solve the problems of theology

by applying to them the dialectics of Aristotle. Discarding the

old method of answering theological questions by an appeal to
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Scripture and the writings of the Fathers, they submitted them

to reason and philosophy. True, this method was false. It in

troduced confusion, and finally brought both the writings and

their authors into contempt. The discussion of the most enig

matical and perplexing trifles, like the dead fly in the apotheca

ries ' ointment, made their writings unpopular and brought their

good name for wisdom and honor into disrepute. Nevertheless,

it must be admitted that this literature exerted much power in

reviving letters and advancing learning. There were many causes

for the Renaissance. The fall of Constantinople, introducing

classical authors and teachers from the East into Europe, the in

vention of paper, and especially the art of printing, all contibut

ed much to this great event. But these were mere auxiliaries to

the main cause. This lies deep beneath the surface, as indeed

does the main cause of every great event. The philosophic

mind seeks “ the spirit of theage ” immediately preceding any

such event as its supreme cause . The movement of many minds

in the same direction , the deep undercurrent of thought and feel

ing, breaking out now and then in the thoughts of some great

mind, this is the cause of great epochs in the history of the race.

There were reformers before Luther and Zwingle, men who lived

in advance of their contemporaries and drew their minds together

upon a great subject. The gravitation of many minds towards a

common centre, the coöperation of many wills upon a single sub

ject, these bring on the issue. No one individual brings to pass

any great event. Nor can the counter -working of any single

mind, however great, prevent the catastrophe when it is at hand .

It must come. When the mountain has been tunnelled and the

mine laid and the match applied, the overthrow is inevitable .

The influence ofmaster-minds may hasten or retard somewhat the

spirit of the age ; but to turn it aside or dissipate it is the work

of omnipotence. “ Revolutions never go backward.” The his

tory of almost every nation affords examples illustrative of this

fact. Some explain it by reference to what is scientifically called

“ The Reign of Law ; " others by ascribing it to divine providence.

Explain it as we may, the fact stands that events of far-reaching

influence upon the history of the race, are the outcome of a wide
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spread public sentiment that has been gathering force and “ com

ing to a head ” for a long time, which no oneman originated and no

one.man can control. This is the true explanation of the revival

of letters. The diffusion of religious ideas drawn from the Sacred

Scriptures gave an impetus to the human mind which worked it

self out in this great issue. That this was the spirit of the age

preceding the Reformation and the revival of letters and of art in

the sixteenth century, is plainly set forth by M . Guizot in his

“ History of Civilisation ” (pp. 136 , 137, School edition ), and his

testimony is the more forcible because it was not given with any

reference to the question now in hand . He writes: “ The fact

is evident ; the intellectual and moral progress of Europe has

been essentially theological. Look at history from the fifth to the

sixteenth centuries and you will find throughout that theology

has possessed and directed the human mind. Every idea is im

pressed with theology . Every question that has been started —

whether political or historical or philosophical — has been consid

ered in a religious point of view . The spirit of theology has been

as it were the blood which circulated in the veins of the Euro

pean world down to the time of Bacon and Descartes. Bacon

in England and Descartes in France first carried thehuman mind

out of the pale of theology.” If this is a correct statement of

the intellectual and moral progress of Europe before the fifteenth

century, it furnishes us with the true and sufficient cause of the

threefold revival of religion , of letters, and of art.

Let us now add to these three great movements of the human

mind that of the age in which we live, which is characterised by

nothing more than the interest felt in theological questions, and

we have proof upon proof for the opinion that theological and

scientific enterprises go hand in hand , that they are natural allies ,

and that theology, instead of fettering thehuman mind, unfetters

it and gives it wings and atmosphere in which to fly ; instead of

retarding, it accelerates the progress of knowledge ; instead of de

nying the right of free inquiry, demands it, and is ever stimu

lating bold, speculative, truth -loving minds to push out into un

trodden fields in search of new principles.
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IT REFORMS LANGUAGES .

This fact is clearly revealed in the history of the translations

of the Scriptures into human tongues, and the discussions of its

doctrines by leading minds. So different are the thoughts re

vealed in the Bible from those current among the unevangelised

races, that the propagation of these ideas requires a new religious

nomenclature. The effort to express these ideas in intelligible

forms of speech , compels the recasting and renovating of the

mother tongues of the nations. The first idea in revelation, viz .,

the unity ofGod, ranges far beyond the highest conception of the

unevangelised mind. Anderson found great difficulty in coining

a word to set this idea in a true light before the Chinese mind.

For many years he was trying to invent a suitable word . The

same difficulty is found in the effort to express many other scrip

tural doctrines. The ancient Greeks and Romans had no concep

tion of sin in the scriptural sense. The Greeks conceived of it

as physical evil ; and the finest moralists among the Romans so

confounded God and nature, and so deified man, that the scrip

tural idea of sin was impossible to them . A bold, original, cre

ative, and master-mind surmounts the obstacle , but invents a new

language in so doing. Thus did Martin Luther recast the Ger

man language, which before was hard and inflexible. In his

hands, while bodying forth the sublime doctrines of revelation , it

was completely transmuted into , what another has called, “ a

malleable materialof thought.” And by this great achievement,

he endeared himself to the Germans no less as a reformer of

language than of religion . The French language was an imper

fect vehicle of thought until Pascal, by his Provincial Letters

and other writings on religious subjects, invented a new vocabu

lary. Henry Rogers, in his essay on the genius and writings of

Pascal, says : “ By the confession of the first French critics, the

Lettres Provinçales did more than any other composition to fix

tlie French language. On this point the suffrages of all themost

competent judges — of Voltaire and Bossuet, D ' Alembert and

Condorcet — are unanimous." And from that time he dated the

epoch when the French language assumed a settled form . D 'Au

bigné also bears testimony to the same fact, yiz. : “ Both the
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poetry and the prose of the French language were remodelled by

Port Royal.” In another place he testifies that John Calvin

contributed largely to the same result. “ The French of Calvin ,"

he says, “became the language of Protestant France; and when

we speak of Protestant France, we speak of the most cultivated

portion of the French nation.” Both Ilallam and Tytler testify

that Dante began the work of remodelling the Italian language.

Chaucer was for a long time the recognised representative of the

middle English literature ; but Wickliffe, in the estimation of

modern critics, has supplanted him . His Bible is regarded as

opening an epoch in the English language no less marked than

that of Luther 's Bible in theGerman. And what has contributed

so largely to the preservation of our English tongue in America

as King James' Version ? This “ well of pure English unde

filed ” is said to contain but one word in twenty -nine of foreign

origin , while in Gibbon one-third, and in Johnson one-fourth ,

have been brought from abroad. This Bible is read every Sab

bath day in all of our cities, towns, and rural neighborhoods.

Tens of thousands of families read it in concert every day at

family prayers. In this way our vernacular has been so stereo

typed that it has changed less in a hundred years than perhaps

anything else American ; and that, too, in spite of so many and

such powerful agencies to debase it . The heathen languages also

afford striking illustrations of this reformatory power in the Scrip

tures. Missionaries with one voice attest the fact that its modi

fying influence over these tongues is similar to that it wrought

upon theGerman, French , and English . Much , of course, de

pends upon the genius of the translator ; but this will not account

for the whole of it, nor, indeed, for any considerable part of it.

Other books so translated fail to modify and enrich the language.

Moreover, the Bible alone retains its freshness in translation.

The writings of the most gifted authors are emasculated by this

process. Shakespeare in French is pronounced by competent

critics barely readable. The Greek classics, when rendered in

English , are like the salt that has lost its savor. But the Bible

has been translated into more than two hundred languages, in

most instances by plodding minds, without losing its fragrance or



1883. ] 551Revelation and Sound Learning.

power over the human soul. This incidental result alone justifies

the remark that the progress of Foreign Missions is the most

wonderful fact of the nineteenth century. In a sermon by the

Rev. Jacob Chamberlain , D . D ., before the American Bible So

ciety , 1878, we find the following testimony, viz. : “ I know

whereof I affirm , when I declare that the Bible has stood this

crucial test " (of translation ) “ in the languages of all quarters of

the globe. From Greenland to Patagonia in the Western hemis

phere ; from Iceland , through Europe and Asia , to the Japanese

and the Australian in the Eastern ; from the Copts of Egypt to

the Kaffirs of South Africa ; from the South Sea Islands of the

Pacific, through the oceans to Madagascar-- the Bible has been

rendered into their languages with triumphant success. We

may add that when the way is thus opened , the literature of all

ages and lands finds its way to the door of all the heathen . Thus

the Bible becomes directly and indirectly a powerful agent in re

forming, purifying, ennobling, and enriching the languages of all,

even the most benighted , nations of earth.

THE CHURCH THE PATRON OF LITERATURE AND SCIENCE.

Literary and scientific men have always received aid and en

couragement from the Church . Here we aremetby a flat denial,

and the assertion of just the opposite. The enemies of the

Church , in the most unblushing manner, charge her with frown

ing upon all progress in knowledge, and persecuting literary and

scientific men in all ages. Mourners are hired annually to make

a show of grief at the tomb of Galileo — not to excite a generous

pity for injured innocence, but to inflame the mind of the civil

ised world against the Christian Church . Now , in answer to this,

weadmit that the Church has sometimes, in the exercise of that

conservatism which in itself is useful, erred by excess. Galileo

was imprisoned for teaching the Copernican doctrine of the solar

system . Others have at times suffered in like manner . This is

an occasion for grief and shame. But there is truth on both

sides of this subject, and much the greater part of it is in favor

of the Church . Her persecution has been exceptional and in

spite of her principles, while her favor shown to scientific men

has been uniform and in the line of her principles.
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Not to undertake a wide induction of facts, which the limits of

• a Review article forbid , we cite only two facts out of many that

might be adduced , which ought to set this matter in a new light,

and suffice to drown the wailings of professionals at the philoso

pher's grave.

· Nicholas V ., a Roman Pontiff of the fifteenth century, proved

his devotion to letters in a most signalmanner. Moved by a

noble zeal for his people, as well as by ardent love for learning,

he had classical works translated , at his own expense , into the

vernacular, and put into the hands of his subjects . He fed ,

clothed , and domiciled at Rome, every classical scholar whom he

found without a competent maintenance . He brought over from

Constantinople to Romemany classical teachers, to whom he gave

employment throughout his dominions, and supported from his

private purse. He founded the famous Vatican library, which

contained at his death five thousand volumes - -the richest, and at

that time the largest, collection in Europe. And it is even

said that his death was hastened by grief over the fall of Con

stantinople into the hands of the Turks, by which the loss of all

classical literature in the East was threatened. Let those who

join the procession to Galileo 's grave think of thisma Pope of

Rome dying of a broken heart over the loss of classical literature

in the East ! Next to Nicholas among the illustrious patrons of

classical learning, comes Leo X . He held the pontificate in the

sixteenth century, and signalised his reign by placing scholars in

the most honorable stations of his court. Many poor men de

voted to literature were thus kept from want and enabled to pur

sue their studies without annoyance or care. Workmen in the

fine arts also , as well as scholars, enjoyed his patronage. Raffaelle

received large favors at his hands. He also had classical works

translated into the vernacular for his subjects. It is unpardon

able in men who ought to know better, not to recognise such facts

as these . They stare at them from many pages of history, and

fully vindicate the generosity of the Church towards true and

solid learning

But even ifthe Papacy had systematically and mercilessly per

secuted scientific men, yet the Papacy is not the Church. The dis
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tinction between the Romish hierarchy and the Christian Church

is valid , and must be drawn in seeking the animus of Christianity

towards literary and scientific men . The one is a political insti

tution , the growth of centuries, actuated by a purely worldly

spirit, and aiming at results by the use of carnalweapons. The

other is a spiritual commonwealth , wielding spiritual weapons,

and animated by the spirit of its great Founder and Head . She

derives her life, her doctrines, and her polity from the Sacred

Scriptures. She is the creature of revelation. This the Papacy

ignores. She claims that revelation is her creature. She canon

ised the Scriptures. They stand on her endorsement, not she on

theirs. She claims to be older than the Scriptures, to have power

to make the truth , and that she does make it. The Christian

Church , which is a purely spiritual commonwealth , repudiates

the hierarchy, which is a world -power. The crimes of the latter

are not to be laid at the door of the former. That Church , which

is not of this world , which derives all her doctrine and polity from

the Sacred Scriptures, which is animated by the spirit of her

great Head,and whose aim is the conquest of the world for Christ,

has never persecuted , but befriended and nourished in her bosom ,

the true votaries of science. Many of them have acknowledged

their indebtedness. There is good reason to believe that Coperni

cus was led to announce his great discovery as a hypothesis, and

not as a fact, by his unwillingness to antagonise the common be

lief of the ecclesiastics, to whose generosity he was so great and so

grateful a debtor.

REVELATION AND LETTERS NATURAL ALLIES.

That literary and scientific men have been greatly indebted to

the Scriptures is a fact that has been sufficiently illustrated . Nor is

it necessary to say much to show that this benefit has been recipro

cal. Yet somenotice should be taken of it. Theology is indebted

to science for no little aid , not only in interpreting and illustrating

her sacred writings, but also in confuting the doctrines of false re

ligions. The latter are founded for themost part upon false scien

tific theories. Buddhism is founded upon a false theory of crea

tion ; and when the astronomer or geographer proves the truth
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on this subject, like an entering wedge , it cracks and opens the

whole system to its foundation . Mr. Macaulay says: “ Every

Hindoo boy that learns geography laughs at Hindoo Mythology."

For this reason , among others, missionaries teach the heathen

secular as well as sacred knowledge. The Church carries their

minds into these green pastures that she may themore easily win

them into her spiritual fold . As the doctrines of religion reach

out into the whole province of truth , connecting themselves with

it at every point, so the true doctrines of science lead the mind

back to theology again . Thus the Church invokes the aid of the

sound principles and real facts of science in seeking the over

throw of false religions. Hand in hand science and religion op

posed the foolish pretences of alchemy. They locked shields in

attacking astrology when its baneful influence was felt through

out Europe. At the present time the preacher and the professor

are engaged with equal zeal in unmasking Spiritualism and ex

posing it to the ridicule and scorn of all who hate a lie .

This alliance is not conventional but natural and necessary.

The cause is one and inseparable. Truth is a whole whose parts

are mutually dependent. They may be and are supported by

different kinds of evidence, but can never be opposed . The vaga

ries ofmen may oppose each other ; but true and sound principles

cannot fall out. They are united in naturalwedlock, “ and whom

God hath joined together let not man put asunder.” The publi

cation of books based upon the assumption of a conflict between

them is to be deprecated . One such appeared a few years ago

from a venerable seat of learning in this country , a friendly but

withering review of which may be found in the May number of

the Princeton Review for 1879. The line of battle drawn by the

author is imaginary . The strategic points he marks cannot be

identified. There is no conflict between scientific and religious

truth . Moreover, his method of reconciling is not new . The

proposition to adopt a “ final philosophy” as the necessary umpire

to a peaceful arbitrament is simply the germ of the scholastic

philosophy of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. The conflict

is imaginary,and the weapons are antiquated . Let scientists and

theologians seek the truths of their peculiar provinces in their
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own peculiar way and not fall out about theories. There are

other truths than those which are subject to the senses ; truths

which depend for their acceptance neither upon a positive revela

tion nor a positive science ; truths which do not admit of demon

stration ; but which, being taught to all men more or less clearly

everywhere, are universally believed, which , on their ground of

evidence, are just as trustworthy as either the principles of

science or the doctrines of the Scriptures. The being of God ,

the immortality of the soul, man 's accountability for his actions,

the idea of justice and equity, etc ., divine providence , these are

the common property of mankind, insinuated into the under

derstanding through the heart by common sense. And man is

just as rational in holding them as in any other act of his under

standing, although utterly unable to explain the way in which

they came into his possession . Philosophy, theology, and com

mon sense are the three great provinces of knowledge. Their

boundaries merge into each other , and their author is one and

the same. They constitute the realm of truth of which the Lord

Jesus Christ is King alone.

If the connexion between the Sacred Scriptures and the writings

of literary men has been proved to be vital, then it follows that

there should be no reasonable repugnance to the Christian relig

ion in men of gifted and highly cultivated minds, but that it

should attract them and command their respect. Dr. Whewell,

of Cambridge University, in his Bridgewater Treatise on Astro

nomy, maintains that the great and original discoverers in science

have been peculiarly in the habit of considering the world as the

work of God, while those scientific men whose employment it is

to learn from others these general laws and to trace their conse

quences , are not exempt more than others from a tendency to

atheism . This thesis he maintains by citing names, and then

proceeds to show why it must be so . The reason for the facthe

claims to find in the constitution of different minds. Minds of

the highest order, inspired by the love of truth , and delighting

in bold and original speculations, cannot be satisfied with a cold

and mechanical method of investigation . A mathematicaldemon

stration affords them little interest. Their sphere is the empyrean :
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they soar into untrodden fields. Plodding is irksome to such

minds. Napoleon Bonaparte said of Laplace that his mind was

not formed for great enterprises. He excelled only in arithmeti

cal calculations. Now , Laplace was an atheist. (Bridgewater

Treatise, Whewell, London, 1871.)

This thesis of Whewell we think may be enlarged so as to read

thus: The foremost men in all the departments of literature ,

science, and art have been believers not only in God but also in

Revelation . In support of this opinion the following array of

names is submitted , which may be greatly increased . In the

front rank of those who have excelled in literature are, Samuel

Johnson , Addison , Hallam , and Guizot. These all accepted the

Scriptures as a revelation from God. In the department of philo

sophy we find the names of Roger Bacon, Newton, and Locke.

The most gifted poets have been Christians, viz., Dante, Milton,

Shakespeare . The first article of the last will and testament of

Shakespeare reads as follows, viz. : “ First, I commend my soul

into the hands of God my Creator, hoping and assuredly believ

ing, through the only merits of Jesus Christ my Saviour, to be

made partaker of life everlasting ; and my body to the earth

whereof it is made.” This is a full and unequivocal testimony

from the intellect of the greatest of poets to the authenticity of

the Christian religion. Whether or not his moral nature was the

subject of renewing grace, is a question not pertinent to the sub

ject in hand. Among astronomers are Copernicus, Kepler,Gali

leo, and Herschel. Watt, Sir Humphrey Davy, Sir David Brews

ter, and Faraday, are acknowledged to be of the highest author

ity in chemistry, and their religious convictions are notorious.

Hugh Miller's name is preöminent in geology. In the depart

ment of science the same fact holds good. The most illustrious

ofmilitary geniuses believed in the Christian religion . The ar

gument of Napoleon Bonaparte in proof of the divine character of

Christ is familiar to all readers of modern history. Wellington

and Washington and Von Moltke were professing Christians,

communicants in the Church . Among statesmen no names stand

higher than those of Burke, Gladstone, Bismarck , and Webster .

The science of law is adorned with no more illustrious names
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than those of Chief Justice Hale, Blackstone, Kent, Story , and

Chief Justice Marshall. In the science of medicine, Hervey ,

who discovered the circulation of the blood , was a decided Chris

tian. In the department of arts the most renowned names are

those ofmen who devoted their genius to the service of God.

Beethoven, Mozart, Handel, and Haydn, in music ; Raffaelle and

West in painting ; Powers in sculpture, with Michael Angelo

and Sir Christopher Wren in architecture, were allmen of faith

and all laid the noblest achievements of their splendid genius at

the foot of the Cross.

Long and brilliant as is this catalogue, and fully supporting,

as it does, all that we claim , it would yetbe incomplete without

the names of “ the immortal triumvirate who took all knowledge

for their province ," i. e., Solomon, Aristotle , and Lord Francis

Bacon . Of the first,we need say nothing. As to Aristotle, we

have no evidence that any part of the Bible was ever submitted

to his examination . Dean Stanley says that “ the philosophy of

Aristotle was supposed to have sprung from Alexander 's gift of

the works of Solomon .” But these were probably his treatises

on philosophy, and contained but an occasional reference to the

religion of Moses — if any at all. Lord Francis Bacon not only

believed the Scriptures for himself, but composed' many sayings

commending them to others, e . g ., “ A little philosophy turneth

man's mind to atheism , butdepth in philosophy bringeth it about

to religion.” Again, “ It is impossible to sever a great mind

from piety .”

With those who appeal to human authority in settling ques

tions of faith these names should be conclusive. What boots it

for the despisers of Revelation if a Shelley spurned the Scrip

tures when the author of Paradise Lost is put in the opposite

scale ? Who trembles for his faith at the blasphemies of Voltaire

will be reassured when he hears Lord Bacon calmly saying, “ It

is impossible to sever a greatmind from piety ." Or who will not

despise the flippant challenges of a Tyndall when the reverent

voice of Samuel Johnson is heard in humble supplications at the

throne of grace. If it was true that during the life-timeof our

Lord these things were hid from the wise and prudent, and if
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during the days of the apostles, “ not many wise men after the

flesh" were called, and though it be still true that those things

which givemen power over their fellow -men are so unfavorable to

religion that comparatively few of those thus endowed becomedis

ciples of Christ, yet wemust remember that testimony is to be

weighed , not counted. The greatest names in all departments of

science, the foremost men, the acknowledged leaders, are almost

if not quite to a man arrayed on the side of Revelation . Their

testimony is given on conviction and not in a patronising manner.

Its sublime truths attract their genius and its defences satisfy

their minds. Many of them , like the great Newton, spent the

evening of their days in poring over its sacred pages, imbibing

its spirit, and filling their souls with its promises. Letting go

the lamp of reason , they took hold of " the light of the world ,”

and entered “ the valley of the shadow ” with a firm step and a

confident hope . This divine word, attractive to them in life, be

came precious when heart and flesh failed them .

The weight of authority, such as is derived from the suffrage

of greatminds, as to the credibility of the Christian religion , is

certainly in its favor. That it should win the assent of all lovers

of science is not to be expected . The carnal mind is enmity

against God , it is not subject to the law ofGod, neither indeed

can be. That poverty of spirit, that humility and self-denial,

that surrender of self to the poor despised Nazarene, to become

his follower unto death , required by the gospel as indispensable

to salvation , fatally arouses the prejudice of the worldly -wise man

whose heart is unchanged . The cause of infidelity among the

learned and the unlearned is the same. A bad heart is at the

bottom of each . This, as has been well said , is the only argu

ment against Christianity . The taste is offended and the judg

ment perverted by a depraved will.

The Church has nothing to fear from the progress of science.

If for eighteen hundred years she has found in sound learning

a faithful ally , she may surely rely upon it for all time to come.

Indeed, the Church must not only have patience with the votaries

of science , butmust also patronise them , as we have seen she did

in the past. To be a dumb debtor to so helpful an ally is ungen
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erous. It is an encouraging sign of the times that our Theologi

cal Seminaries are now endowing chairs in which the results of

scientific investigation are to be taught our candidates for the

ministry. Lessons learned in this class-room will serve not only

to illustrate the doctrines of theology , but also qualify ministers

to silence those who fling the theories of science instead of facts

and well-established principles at the Christian religion. While

it is the duty of the minister to preach the gospel in order to com

mend it to those seeking God, it is also his duty to defend it

against those who hate God. Nor can this defence be made so

effectually as with their own technical weapons — by turning their

guns against themselves. The astronomical discourses of Dr.

Chalmers afford striking illustration of this. By his attainments

in this, the most imposing and dazzling of all the sciences, he

was eminently fitted to “ strip infidelity of those pretensions to

enlargement and to a certain air of philosophical greatness by

which it has often become so destructively alluring to the young

and the ardent and the ambitious.” And this, he says in his

preface, was the object he had in view in writing those discourses.

The Apostle Paul, by his knowledge of Greek philosophy, was

helped in his conflict with the beasts of Ephesus. His familiar

ity with Roman law taught him when to stand upon his rights as

a Roman citizen . By his knowledge of affairs he made a favor

able impression upon governors and courtiers. Hewas all things

to allmen. “ Nothing human was foreign to him .” And when

the Church learns her indebtedness to literary and scientific men ,

and acknowledges it and uses it, then at least will one root of bit

terness between them be removed. H . M . WHITE.

VOL. XXXIV., No. 3 — 8 .
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ARTICLE V .

THE REGAL CHARACTER OF CHRIST.

AN ARGUMENT FOR FOREIGN MISSIONS.

In eternity, God the Father and God the Son entered into a

covenant of grace for the redemption of a lost world . The con

ditions of the covenant were that God the Son should becomein

carnate, satisfy the immutable demands of the law and the inflex

ible justice of God, and atone for the sins of the elect by his

vicarious sacrifice on the cross. One of the promises made to

him upon the fulfilment of these conditions was universal domin

ion. As Theanthropos, he was to be sovereign Ruler of the in

habitants of hell, the nations and tribes of earth , and the innu

merable hosts of human and angelic spirits in heaven . Now , “ when

the fulness of the time was come,” Christ actually fulfilled the

conditions of the covenant. For he condescended to leave heaven

and assume our nature, with all its sinless infirmities ; to endure

the manifold miseries which are incident to an earthly life, its

temptations, privations, and toils ; to meet the requirements of

God's law in extent and spirituality ; to suffer the inconceivable

agonies of the garden and the cross, and to lie in the grave three

days under the power of death . Hehas thus executed God's de

crees and fulfilled the prophecies concerning him , and wrought

out a complete and eternal salvation for his chosen people. God

has, therefore, exalted him to his mediatorial throne, where he

reigns in ineffable glory. “ Wherefore God also hath highly ex

alted him , and given him a namewhich is above every name; that

at the name of Jesus every knee should bow , of things in heaven,

and things in earth , and things under the earth ; and that every

tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of

God the Father.” Phil. ii. 9 – 11. His coronation is a conse

quence of his humiliation. He wears on his head many crowns,

because he has overcome sin , death , and hell. Daniel, with pro

phetic eye, looks down the long avenues of time, and witnesses

the august scene of Christ's receiving a universal kingdom from

the Father after he had risen from the dead and ascended to
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heaven. " I saw in the night visions, and, behold , one like the

Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the

Ancient of days, and they brought him near before him . And

there was given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom , that all

people, nations, and languages should serve him . His dominion

is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his

kingdom that which shall not be destroyed .” Dan. vii. 13, 14 .

Jehovah Jesus has assumed the government of theworld , and the

spiritual kingdom that he has inaugurated shall embrace the

whole earth .

I. The absolute certainty of the evangelisation of the nations,

because Christ is King

If our faith may rest in this proposition as undeniably true,

it will greatly encourage us to pray earnestly and labor persist

ently in view of the apparently insurmountable difficulties which

beset,the Foreign Missionary work. These difficulties are numer

ous and great: such as themagnitude of the work and the utter

inadequacy of existing agencies to overtake it ; the natural

wicked tendencies of human nature, wherever found ; the unbe

lief, ignorance, illiberality , and apathy of the Church at home;

the difference in doctrine, practice, and methods of work of the

missionaries themselves; the number, experience ,and subtlety of

the enemies of Christ's kingdom , both human and satanic ; the

pernicious influence of wars waged between civilised and uncivil

ised nations, and of wicked diplomatists and traders, and disre

gard of international treaties . There are also hindrances arising

from the caste system of India ; the bigotry of Mohammedanism ;

the custom of foot-binding and the habit of opium -smoking in

China ; the unhealthy climate of Africa , and the intrigue of Jesu

ists . Add to all these the obstacles resulting from the variety of

different languages and dialects, and in many places the necessity

for the reduction of spoken to written language ; disgust of all

religion, especially amongmany in Italy, France, South America,

and Mexico, caused by the prevailing irreligion of Antichrist ;

the religico -political system of Confucius ; the Parseeism of Zo

roaster ; the atheism and idolatry of Buddhism , and all other

Oriental faiths ; the literature of such men as Voltaire, Strauss,
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Hegel, Renan , and Darwin , and from the ignorance, cruelty, and

degradation ofmany heathen communities. Nothing but faith in

the infallible word of the crucified and exalted Redeemer, whose

authority is supreme and whose government is universal, can in

spire hope that the world will be Christianised and “ new heavens

and a new earth ” be created , wherein righteousness shall dwell.

But he who created and preserves the world and died for its re

demption , declares that millennial glory shall encompass it, and

he is as much above the difficulties of earth as the sun is above

the storms that sweep its surface. It is absolutely certain that

his spiritual kingdom will be world -wide

( 1) Because this is his will. It is in harmony with his eter

nal purpose to convert the heathen . His will is the law of the

universe, and the Bible is the perfect expression of that will. It

is a supernatural revelation of his will relative to the salvation of

mankind, and his will is expressed in the various forms of pro

mises, commands, prophecies, and simple declarations. In the

second Psalm , God the Father says : “ Yet have I set (i. e.,

anointed ) my King upon my holy hill of Zion. I will declare

the decree : the Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my Son : this

day have I begotten thee. Ask of me, and I shall give thee the

heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth

for thy possession .” Ps. ii . 6 - 8 . " Father, I will that they also

whom thou hast given me, be with me where I am ; that they

may behold my glory, which thou hast given me; for thou

lovedstme before the foundation of the world .” John xvii. 24 .

“ And it shall come to pass in the last days, that the mountain of

the Lord 's house shall be established in the top of the mountains,

and shall be exalted above the hills ; and all nations shall flow

unto it." Isa . ii. 2 . “ The kings of Tarshish and of the isles

shall bring presents ; the kings of Sheba and Seba shall offer

gifts . Yea, all kings shall fall down before him , all nations shall

serve him ." Ps. lxxii. 10 , 11. Just before he ascended to the

right hand of God, he said : “ All power is given unto me in

heaven and earth . Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, bap

tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of

the Holy Ghost : teaching them to observe all things whatsoever
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I have commanded you : and lo , I am with you alway, even unto

the end of the world . Amen .” Matt. xxviii. 18 – 20. It is

perfectly evident from these and other Scriptures, that the heathen

were included in the sovereign, eternal, and immutable plan of

salvation devised in infinite wisdom and love by God the Father ,

and executed by God the Son , and that Christ's kingdom of grace

will be unlimited. It is the purpose of Jesus to save all that are

" ordained to eternal life,” whether they be in Europe, Asia ,

Africa , North America , South America, or Oceanica . He did

not die for the Jewish nation, nor for kings, nor the rich, the

poor, the intellectual, the cultivated , the learned , as such ; but

for all of every nation , class, color, who accept him as their indi

vidual Redeemer from sin and death . But whomsoever God has

elected of " his mere good pleasure” to be “ vessels of mercy ,” .

will be glorified . “ For whom he did foreknow , he also did pre

destinate to be conformed to the image ofhis Son, that he might

be the first-born among many brethren . Moreover, whom hedid

predestinate, them he also called ; and whom he called , them

he also justified ; and whom he justified, them he also glo

rified .” Rom . viii. 29, 30. Here we have foreknowledge, pre

destination, vocation , justification , glorification. The links of this

divinely -forged chain are inseparable. Therefore, if the heathen

were included in God's original purpose of redemption , as has

been demonstrated, and if all that are included in his purpose

will certainly be glorified , their evangelisation is an absolutely

necessary event, on the one hand, to fulfil God's decree relative

to their salvation ; and on the other, to prepare them for eternal

glory. Effectual calling, justification, and sanctification , are

fruits of God' s electing love, and must necessarily precede en

trance into heaven . We cannot conceive how the saintly Rich

ard Baxter, in view of such an irrefragable scriptural argument,

could doubt that the Oriental world would ever receive the gospel,

or how thousands in the Church to - day can assert that God will,

in someway, save the heathen withouta knowledge of the gospel,

thus essentially denying the truth of the proposition affirmed

above, that it is Christ's will or design to save them . For, so far

aswe know , he has revealed only one way of redemption ; and



564
[ JULY,The Regal Character of Christ.

all adults are saved or lost, just as they accept or reject this one

way, which groundsitself ultimately in God's eternal purpose .

Further : history proves that it is Christ's will to extend his

kingdom to the heathen world , and history is but an unfolding of

the book ofGod's decrees. Events revealwhatGod permits or di.

rects. Now , if the book of the Acts of the Apostles be good eccle

siastical history, the apostles believed it to be Christ's will to pro

claim the gospel to the remotest regions, beginning at Jerusalem .

They were to be his witnesses unto the uttermost part of the

earth . And when they had tarried in Jerusalem until the pro

mise of the Father was fulfilled , they began to preach not to the

Jews only, but also to representatives of other nationalities and

cities assembled at the Jewish metropolis ; so that Parthians,

Medes, Elamites, Cretes , and Arabians, and the inhabitants of

Mesopotamia and Palestine, of Libya, Rome, and Egypt, and the

provinces of Asia Minor, heard, in their own languages, the won

derful works of God . Before three and a half centuries had

passed , the gospel was heralded to the then known world . Paul

preached it in Asia Minor, Greece, and Rome, and perhaps even

in Spain , Gaul, and Britain ; St. Thomas, in China and Parthia ;

Bartholomew , in India and Armenia ; Peter, in Babylon ; Jude,

in Idumea , Syria, and Mesopotamia ; Simon , Mark , and Jude, in

Egypt and other parts of Africa ; Matthias, in Ethiopia ; Philip

and Andrew , in Scythia ; and Frumentius, in Abyssinia . Thou

sands were converted under the preaching of the apostolic Greek

and Latin Fathers,and the severe and general persecutions in the

Roman Empire, scattered the truth everywhere. Now , as God

decreed to permit sin to enter the world , perhaps to display his

boundless love to the universe, and sin has actually entered it,

and as he determined beforehand the death of Christ for sin ,

and Christ has actually died , so he has decreed the evangelisation

of the nations, and this decree will like the others become his

tory .

Further , still : Christ is incontestably proving to Christendom

in modern times, that it is his will to Christianise the earth by

blessing the instrumentalities employed for the accomplishment of

this end .
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Hence, if the gospel is not preached to all the world , God 's

unchangeable purpose will be thwarted , the plan of salvation dis

concerted , Christ's spiritual kingdom circumscribed , and the pro

phecies' unfulfilled , and all the favorable indications of Christian

progress in distant lands are so many misinterpreted signs of the

times.

( 2) Because Christ is a King of unlimited resources, and can

fully execute his will. He is qualified to reign over a universal

kingdom . He is the embodiment of infinite perfection, and is

clothed with all the attributes of deity. He is sovereign , immu

table, omnipresent, omniscient, omnipotent, and infinite in holi

ness, justice, love, and truth ; and all these attributes are engaged

to accomplish his will. He made and preserves all persons and

things for his own glory, and he is over all, God blessed for ever.

He is unchangeable in his being, character , and purposes. He

is no capricious king, whose laws vary with circumstances. If

he were mutable, he would be finite ; and if he were finite, he

could not execute the entire will of his father, who is infinite.

He is always at all places in his realm , and to him there is no his

tory or prophecy, no past or future, as such . He fills immensity

with his presence, and to him there is no succession in time or

thought. He views all things in their essences, relations, causes ,

and results ; and the most unimportant event cannot happen in

his vast domain without his perfect knowledge. There are no

mysteries in nature, providence, or redemption , to the uncreated

mind of him who is the First Cause and Final End of all

things. He is always fully conscious of his eternal design to

save his chosen people, and is acquainted with their wants, sins,

infirmities, and spiritual attainments . He looks into the inmost

recesses of the human heart, and knows its character and possi

bilities. His most cunning foes cannot conspire against his gov

ernment, or in the darkest caverns of hell league against the

weakest of his subjects, without his cognisance. By his limit

less power he regenerates the soul, implants the germs of spirit

uality , and satisfies its wants of knowledge, righteousness, and

holiness, from the inexhaustible treasures of his grace. By it he

causes all the complications of his providence, afflictions, pleas
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ures, and even sin itself, to contribute to the good of his servants,

and restrains and conquers all his and their enemies. Hehates

all kinds and degrees of sin , and cannot look upon it. The

heavens are comparatively unclean in his sight, and he charges

the burning ones before his throne with folly . He has exhibited

his spotless holiness in hurling rebellious angels to Tophet; in

visiting the earth with countless formsof death for one sin of dis

obedience ; in deluging the antediluvian world with water ; in

converting the cities of the plain into a miniature hell, and scat

tering the Jews throughout the world . His retributive justice

will mete out condign punishment to all his enemies , and render

to every man , at the final judgment, according to his works.

Rom . ii. 5 – 11. But infinite love is united with inflexible justice

in the person of the King of kings, and in the exercise of it he

sends his Spirit to operate effectually upon the hearts of his peo

ple , and regenerate, convict, convert, sanctify, and save them .

His immutable truth also is pledged to extend his gracious gov

ernment to the ends of the earth . It is impossible for him to lie .

Hewho is to be the Head of the heathen is therefore rich in re

sources , and will utterly demolish the antagonistic kingdom of

Satan , and establish his own upon its ruins. But he will not

renovate the world withoutmeans,for his is a kingdom of means,

and he controls them for the realisation of his ends. If he has

predestinated the salvation of the nations, he has equally predes

tinated the use of the means by which they shall be saved . He

ordinarily works by means in the three worlds of nature, provi

dence, and redemption , and he is Head over all things for the

Church. For nature is but the theatre of God's providential

dispensations, and his providential dispensations discipline and

sanctify the Church. So that the world of nature exists princi

pally for the world of providence, the world of providence for

the world of redemption, and the world of redemption for the

glory of God. The chain of means connects and binds the

whole. Now, the great instrumentality by which he works

in the world of redemption is the truth . By it he will eman

cipate the world from the dominion , power, presence, and

being of sin . By it he will purify the Church and revolutionise
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society. But without a knowledge of the life-giving truth , the

heathen will remain spiritually dead, and will be eternally lost.

The first chapter of Romans is an accurate description of the

Gentile world without the gospel. That world is peopled with

living corpses. Its inhabitants break the laws of man, nature,

society, and God . They are idolators, cannibals, murderers,

blasphemers, thieves, liars, and drunkards. They are guilty of

the sins of polygamy, polyandry , witchcraft, malice, treachery ,

envy, strife, revelling, infanticide, indolence, cruelty , revenge,

and pride. In many places human sacrifices are offered to their

gods, women are slaves and warriors, and often commit suicide to

escape temporal miseries, and every principle of humanity and

natural affection is disregarded. In many more civilised com

munities, atheism , materialism , rationalism , and idealism prevail.

Their minds are darkened , their hearts are hardened ,and they are

filled with ignorance, delusions, and superstition . Nevertheless,

they are inexcusable, because they do not even try to utilise the

knowledge they possess. They have the light of nature , their

moral constitution , and , in many instances, fragments of revela

tion itself, as, for example , the Karens of Buriah . Still, they

have no knowledge of God as Father, Christ as Saviour, and the

Holy Ghost as Sanctifier and Guide, and must be finally lost, un

less the glorious gospel of the blessed God is proclaimed in their

ears by Christ 's ministers, and the Holy Ghostmakes it effectual.

Thus we conclude from the sorites of Paul,there can be no salva

tion without the righteousness of Christ ; the righteousness of

Christ can be obtained only by faith ; there can be no faith with

out hearing ; no hearing without preaching, and no preaching

withoutpreachers. Rom . x . 10 – 15 . There is no other name

under heaven than Christ's by which men must be saved . Acts

iv. 12. True, they will not be lost because they reject the gos

pel ; for they do nothave it to reject. But they will perish be

cause they possess no knowledge of the only way of salvation .

“ For as many as have sinned without law shall also perish with

out law ; and asmany as have sinned in the law shall be judged

by the law .” Rom . ii. 12 . Knowledge determines the degree

of guilt and punishment. Knowledge of the laws of nature,
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providence, and conscience, renders them inexcusable, because

they do not exercise a natural faith in the God these laws reveal.

Is it not probable that if they would utilise the knowledge of the

being and perfections of God derived from these three sources,

and feel after him in the exercise of this natural faith , and of a

sincere desire to obtain higher truth, God would, in infinite

mercy, send them the gospel and impart a supernatural faith ?

But they have a natural, inherent aversion to the truth , and they

do not like to retain God in their knowledge. They enter the

world with a want of holiness in their wills, intellects, affections,

and consciences, and their original sin is the prolific source of

actual transgressions.

Further, it does not harmonise with the unity of God's plan of

salvation, and with the unity of the human race to suppose that

the heathen will be saved without the gospel. Certainly God has

not one scheme of redemption for one nation and another for an

other . If he has, the only infallible rule of faith and practice does

not reveal it to us, and the Church is mistaking the very end for

which she was established , by disseminating the truth to the na

tions. Moreover, the human race is one (Acts xvii. 26 ) in con

stitution and spiritual wants, and Christianity lucidly evidences

its divinity by its wonderful adaptability to all grades of intellect

and to every class of society. Many, however, seem to be slow

in accepting this truth. Their convictions are similar to those of

the Dutch farmer in Africa who said to Mr. Moffat, “ Hottentots !

Are ye come to preach to Hottentots ? Go to themountains and

preach to the baboons ; or I will bring my dogs, if you like, that

you may preach to them ;" or, to those of the Frenchman, who

affirmed to the first missionary to Madagascar : “ So you will make

the Malagasy Christians ? Impossible ! They are mere brutes,

and have no more sense than irrational cattle.” But the actual

conversion of many Hottentots, Malagasy, and even of the Bush

men of Terra del Fuego and Papuans of New Guinea , the very

lowest in the scale of human intelligence, clearly proves the com

plete falsity of these objections. Nothing, then , seems to be

more patent than that the heathen without the truth are not only

spiritually dead , but eternally damned. If this conclusion is un



1883.] 569The Regal Character of Christ.

true, to send them the gospel would be the greatest of curses; for

the great majority of them will not believe it, and therefore will

be lost; whereas, according to the supposition under considera

tion , all would be saved . However terrible it may be, our con

clusion is certainly scriptural. Column after column, year after

year, march under the prince of darkness into their everlasting

prison-house . Now , Jesus Christ, as King, has absolute control

of the truth , the necessary means by which immortal souls are

quickened , and he has established his Church in the world to

propagate it. He has instituted the ministry to proclaim it, and

sends his Spirit to make it efficacious. Christ is the Light of the

world . He is the uncreated Fountain of pure truth , and all the

histories, sacred writings, and prophecies of the Old , and the

Gospels and Epistles of the New Testament, are valuable because

of their relation to him . He has, by a stupendous miracle, pre

served his word from corruption , in spite of the rancor of his en

emies, the downfal of empires, and the vicissitudes of time, so

that amidst all the variationsof human belief, our minds may rest

calmly in the obvious fact that the Bible contains the very words

of Jehovah which are the power of God unto salvation to every

one who believes, whether he be Jew or Gentile. He has made

it obligatory upon his Church to send this unadulterated, super

natural revelation of his will concerning the redemption of men ,

to the ends of the earth , that they may see the salvation of our

God. The command is explicit and unmistakable, and why the

Church has slumbered over it for centuries, in negligence and

disobedience , is one of the insoluble mysteries of God's provi

dence. It is not the duty of the Church to regenerate the world ;

for this is the prerogative of the Spirit. The truth possesses no in

herent power to regenerate the soul. But, ordinarily , the Holy

Ghost does not operate without it as an instrument, although he

is sovereign and almighty, and can work with or withoutmeans.

Unless, therefore , the word of God is promulgated by the minis

ters of Christ, in obedience to his ascending command , to the

kingdoms of the world , they never will become.the kingdoms of

our Lord and his Christ. But if it is the will of Jesus Christ,

who administers his mediatorial government, and if he has ample
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resources to effect his will, the gospel of the kingdom shall be

preached in all the world for a witness unto all nations ; and then

shall the end come. Matt. xxiv . 14 . Then shall all his enemies

be put under his feet. “ And when all things shall be subdued

unto him , then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him

that put all things under him , that God may be all in all.” 1 Cor.

xv. 28 .

II. Christ's is a progressive kingdom . It gradually takes

possession of the individual soul, illumines the darkened intellect,

subdues the stubborn will,and destroys carnality in the affections.

The streams of thought, word , and act that flow from the regen

erated soul are more and more colored with holiness. The leaven

of Christian truth by degrees diffuses itself through the corrupt

mass of the natural heart. The old man is in a dying state, and

the new man is more and more actuated by spiritual motives ,

governed by spiritual laws, and his mind and heart furnished with

spiritual ideas, principles, and dispositions, which manifest them

selves in a spiritual life. As it is in the individual, so it is in the

world : the law of development obtains. The land of Canaan was

not at once conquered by the Israelites. The kingdom of heaven

in the world is like a grain of mustard seed sowed in a field .

When sowed it is the least of seeds , but when it gerininates ,

grows, and matures, it is the greatest among herbs. The Chris

tian Church planted in Eden will continue to develop until it en

lightens the whole earth . The thick darkness of the world 's ig

norance, superstition, and error is even now gradually receding,

and the morning light betokens the coming splendors of the Sun

of Righteousness. Christianity has made unparalleled progress

within the last century, as will appear from the following facts

and figures collected from various reliable sources : “ A few me

chanical superficial Dutch missions in Ceylon and the Moluccas ;

the missions of private Americans and the Moravians, existing

with great difficulty , because of the constant confusion of war,

among the Indians of North America ; the much -promising, but

under the bad influences of that thoroughly rationalistic age con

tinually crippled ,missions in some small districts of East India ,

of the Halle-Danish mission ; the missionary efforts of the Nor



1883. ]
571

The Regal Character of Christ.

wegio -Swedish mission , put forth with spasmodic zeal among the

heathen Laps of Scandinavia ; the flourishing missions of the

Wesleyans and Moravians in the West Indies and Surinam ; some

faint scattered flames of gospel light in ice -bound Greenland and

Labrador, fanned by Norwegians, Danes, and especially Mora

vians; small and soon suppressed missionary beginnings of the

Moravians in Cape Colony — these were in the main , notwith

standing many heroic never-to -be-forgotten missionary pioneers ,

the very humble results of evangelical foreign missions, up to the

end of the eighteenth century.” But at the present time the

subjects of King Jesus are found in Africa, Hindostan , Burmah ,

Siam , China , Japan, Persia , Syria , Turkey, South America,

Mexico, and the isles of the sea. In 1800 there were not more

than fifty thousand converts ; now there are seven hundred thou

sand communicants and onemillion six hundred and fifty thousand

native adherents. Then there were only seven missionary socie

ties ; now there are one hundred and sixty . In 1820 there were

only one hundred and seventy missionaries; now two thousand

four hundred ordained foreign missionaries and twenty -three thou

sand catechists , teachers , evangelists , and native preachers are lab

oring in distant regions. A century ago the Protestant mission

schools did not exceed seventy ; now they number twelve hun

dred, with four hundred thousand scholars. Eighty years ago

all the Protestant denominations contributed the mere pittance of

$ 250,000 annually to the cause of Foreign Missions; now they

give $ 7 ,000,000 — five times as much as is collected by the Pro

paganda of Rome. Then , the Bible was translated into only fifty

different languages, and only five million copies were distributed ;

now it is translated into about two hundred and seventy -five lan

guages and dialects, and one hundred and forty-eight million

copies are circulated . Seventy languages without an alphabet

have been reduced to writing and grammars composed. A hun

dred years ago the gates of many powerful nations were barred

against the heralds of the cross ; now , religious toleration , in

some degree, is universal, except in Corea, and eight hundred

million heathen are at liberty to hear the glad tidings of redeem

ing love. Certainly, this is a partial answer to the sublime prayer
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of Christ and Christendom : “ Thy kingdom come.” The stupid

Papuan and the degraded Hottentot, as well as the intellectual

Brahman and the courteous Japanese, have felt the power of

Christianity, and the railroad , steamboat, telegraph , and printing

press are its servants. But an account of such general results is

unsatisfactory ; we must descend somewhat to details.

Two hundred missionaries preach the gospel to the Indians of

North America . The Presbyterians, North and South , the

Friends, the Protestant EpiscopalChurch, the American Mission

ary Association , the Moravians, and the Methodist Episcopal

Church, South , have missionaries among the Creeks, Choctaws,

Cherokees, Chickasaws, and other tribes, and thousands have

been converted. Among the Dakotahs there are eight hundred

and fifty converts, five hundred and fifty children in the Sunday

schools, ten native ministers, and eleven churches. At Carlisle,

Pa., there is an Indian training school, in which two hundred and

twelve Indians annually receive instruction . Sixty- four Indians

attend the Normal and Agricultural Institute at Hampton, Va.,

· while numbers are educated in common schools at home. The

Indians were represented in the last Pan-Presbyterian Council

by Rev. Allen Wright, of the Choctaw nation , who said before

that body that the “ Choctaw Indians were natural Presbyte

rians." In that nation there are eleven hundred Presbyterian

communicants , and their twenty -six churches are starting mis

sions among the wild tribes upon the western border of the nation .

Even Alaska has recently been occupied.

Five years ago there were only eleven churches, one hundred

and seventy -five congregations, six presses, fifty -six schools, six

religious periodicals, and one hundred and twenty mission agents

employed in Mexico. Now there are two hundred and sixy -five

foreign missionaries and helpers, two hundred and forty -five con

gregations, twelve thousandmembers , twenty thousand adherents,

a hundred and ten Sabbath-schools , with three thousand seven

hundred scholars, eleven religious periodicals with a circulation of

twelve thousand eight hundred, and last year six million one

hundred thousand pages of Christian literature were distributed .

Thirteen theological students attend the Seminary in the city of
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Mexico . The Presbyterians, North and South , the Methodist

Episcopal Church , the Sou /hern Methodists and Baptists, the

Associate Reformed Presbyterians, and the Friends are striving

to enlighten the Mexicans, ninety-three per cent. of whom are

steeped in papal and pagan ignorance. Church property has

been purchased, thousands of Bibles and Testaments have been

distributed , and encouraging progress has been made in emanci

pating the people from the thraldom and deadening influences of

Rome. The Moravians have seyen stations, and a thousand and

one hundred native Christians among the negroes and mulattoes

of the Mosquito Territory. In the West Indies the Wesleyan

Methodists have seventy-seven stations and circuits, ninety -nine

missionaries, six hundred and twelve local preachers, forty -seven ·

thousand four hundred members, and two thousand three hundred

and fifty probationers. The Baptists have a membership of twenty

five thousand. The United Presbyterian Church of Scotland

has in Jamaica four Presbyteries, one hundred and twenty sta

tions, eighteen ordained European missionaries and eight or

dained native preachers, and seven thousand members. The

Protestant Episcopal Church has ten ministers and three hundred

and fifty communicants. The Presbyterian Church of Canada

has a prosperous mission in Trinidad. TheMoravians have a

theological seminary in Jamaica . The thirty -six thousand native

Moravians in the West Indies constitute many Christian congre

gations, but the churches are not self-supporting. In the British

West Indies two hundred and forty-eight thousand regularly at

tend church , about eighty -five thousand are communicants and

seventy -eight thousand six hundred children are instructed in the

day schools .

In South America the Methodists have missions in Uruguay

and the Argentine Confederation , and the South American Mis

sionary Society of London has missions in the Falkland Islands,

Terra del Fuego, Patagonia, and Chili, and someof the natives

have been baptized . In Brazil Protestants have one thousand

two hundred members, thirteen missionaries , twenty-five church

es, and annually collect $ 2,000 for religious purposes. Chris

tianity is rapidly extending in English and Dutch Guiana, and
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many seek Christian instruction. In Surinam the Moravians

have fourteen stations, seventy-four missionary agents , three hun

dred and twenty -six native helpers, and twenty-one thousand six

hundred members , including the candidates for baptism and the

baptized children . ( The Moravian is emphatically a missionary

Church. It has only nineteen thousand communicants and thirty

thousand seven hundred adherents at home, and it has threc

hundred and fifteen missionaries in Greenland, Labrador, North

America, South America, Central America, West Indies, South

Africa , Australia , Thibet, and other countries, with twenty-five

thousand two hundred communicants and seventy-four thousand

adherents. Its contributions average $ 5 .00 per member for

Foreign Missions.) The prevailing religion in South America

is Roman Catholicism ; but large numbers, although nominally

Catholic , are really indifferent towards that faith , and the dis

tinction between Christianity and Romanism is becoming more

apparent to them . The intellectual, moral, and religious forces

operating from centres of Christian influence in that land of

Popish ignorance are effecting social and civil changes so perma

nent and radical, that a spirit of inquiry has been awakened and

the huge empty structure of the Papacy is being undermined .

In Australasia , Malaysia , and Polynesia the successes of the

gospel have been truly wonderful. Australia conducts its own

missionary operations. The Protestant Episcopal Church is the

strongest in the island. It has two hundred and thirty-seven

ministers and five hundred and ninety churches. The Wesleyan

Methodists have two hundred and thirty ministers and eight

hundred churches, while the Independents have fifty ministers

and a hundred and fifty churches. In addition to these, the

Baptists have twenty -four preachers and one hundred churches ,

the Primitive Methodists twenty -one ministers and two hundred

and forty churches, and the Presbyterians a hundred ministers

and four hundred churches. Even the aborigines have, in some

instances , been evangelised . There are also flourishing missions

in the New Hebrides, New Zealand , and Tasmania . In New

Zealand alone the Protestant population is two hundred and fifty

thousand. Schools have been established among the Maories.



1883. ] 575The Regal Character of Christ..

The University has power to confer the same degrees as Oxford

and Cambridge . Sumatra , Borneo , Java , Celebes,and New Guinea

have been occupied . Polynesia is almost completely Christianised .

Seventy thousand communicants and a Christian community of

three hundred and fifty thousand attest the power of Christianity

to change the hearts and lives of the most barbarous human be

ings. Family worship is almost universal,the horrors of heathen

rites have ceased, the Sabbath is observed , and a native ministry

proclaim the distinguishing doctrines and duties of the Bible .

Heathenism exists only in the mountainous sections of the coun

try. From 1838 to 1843 twenty -seven thousand natives of the

Sandwich Islands were admitted to the sealing ordinances. The

highest type of Christian character in this, as in many other

heathen lands, is not attained, but there are among them num

bers of intelligent, sincere, self-sacrificing Christians. Many of

the Polynesian missions are self-supporting. They pay the sala

ries of their native pastors, purchase Bibles and other books, and

build their own chapels. Many Hawaiian pastors occupy a posi

tion nearly equal to that of American pastors. They are influen

tial, intelligent, impressive preachers. Within the last fifty years

three hundred islands of Polynesia have abolished idolatry and

human sacrifices . Cannibalism and infanticide have ceased. In

the Sandwich Islands there are no illiterate people. They have

eleven high educational institutions, and two hundred other

schools. The fifty -six Congregational churches in these islands

contributed $ 3 ,893.62 in 1879 to Foreign Missions. They are

sending the gospel to the heathen.

The kingdom of Christ is also coming in the land of the “ Ris

ing Sun.” As a government, Japan has separated itself from

idolatry, and the educated class is losing confidence in Buddhism .

Japan officially recognises the Christian Sabbath , uses the Chris

tian calendar, and has admitted the Bible into the higher schools.

It has railroads, telegraphs , and great postal facilities. Chris

tianity is materially influencing the state of politics and society ,

and when we consider that ten years ago there were only twelve

native Christians in Japan and now there are twenty Churches

and Societies at work , which have a hundred and sixty mission
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aries, one hundred native preachers, fifty organised churches with

three thousand communicants and eight thousand adherents, it

will appear that Protestantism is not only firmly established, but

rapidly advancing. A tract distributed by the Japanese them

selves says: “ Christianity is spreading like fire on a grassy plain ,

so that in capital and country there is no place where it is not

preached .” The Japanese Church has organised a Board of For

eign Missions to send the gospel to Corea whenever religious

toleration shall be granted in that country. Not only so , but

there are numerous preaching stations, schools, dispensaries, col

leges, and translations of the Scriptures . A Christian newspaper

and thousands of religious works have been published and cir

culated . Shintoism , the religion of Japan, is nothing but a sys

tem ofmythology, the ranks of its priesthood are being depleted ,

and it is gradually declining. The Protestant Church is striving

to raise up a native ministry, and one hundred and seventy -three

students are studying in three theological seminaries. The con

tributions of the Church average a dollar a member for religious

purposes . Twelve churches are self-supporting. These revolutions

have taken place in a land whose government in the seventeenth

century prohibited all Christians from entering the kingdom , and

publicly proclaimed that “ if the God of the Christians himself

should transgress this law , he would pay the penalty with his

head,"

Thirty -three Churches and Societies are expending their ener

gies among the four hundred millions of China. Dr. Morrison ,

the first Protestantmissionary to China, entered the “ Celestial

Empire” in 1807, and in twelve years the whole Bible was trans

lated into Chinese. To -day millions of pages are circulated in

the various dialects of China. Bibles may be obtained from

depositories in all the principal cities and from colporteurs . There

is increased demand for Protestant publications. Some of the

literati subscribe for them , and whatever is issued in the dialects

of the Empire may be read more extensively than if it were pub

lished in English , for it reaches not only the eighteen provinces

of China, but also Japan, Corea , Cochin China, Thibet, and the

India Archipelago . In 1842 five ports were opened to foreign
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ers, and by the treaty of Tientsin in 1861 complete religious tol

eration was granted throughout the whole Empire and protection

to religious teachers. In 1812 there was not an organised church .

There are now three hundred and twelve, eighteen of which are

self-supporting, seven hundred church edifices and chapels, four

hundred and seventy-three foreign missionaries, seventy -three

native preachers , and six hundred native helpers, ninety Bible

women, six hundred stations, fifteen thousand communicants and

fifty thousand adherents. The Chinese church membership

doubles every seven years. Many of the members are manly ,

humble , working Christians. Mr. F . Stevenson said at the Mild

may Conference : “ I have found nowhere in Christian lands men

and women of a higher type than I met with in China, of a finer

spiritual experience, of a higher spiritual tone, or of nobler spirit

ual life .” In twenty-one theological seminaries and seventy

training schools, two hundred and thirty -six native students are

preparing to propagate the truth as it is in Jesus. Ninety

thousand patients are annually relieved in forty Christian hospi

tals and dispensaries. When China was sorely scourged by the

recent famine, by which twelve millions perished , Christian bene

ficence produced a profound and lasting impression upon the

Chinese mind , and thousands have more adequate ideas of Chris

tianity and Christian missionaries. The Mandarins are more

favorable to Christ's cause, a better class of boys attends the

mission schools, and the higher classes are beginning to receive

the gospel. Thirteen provinces are already occupied by mission

aries and their families, the gospel is preached and tracts distrib

uted in the principal cities and towns, and the native churches give

$ 9 ,200 to the various schemes of beneficence. China is deeply in

terested in education. There is an Anglo -Chinese University at

Shanghai, and the Governmenthas appropriated $ 1,500,000 to es

tablish a Chinese Educational Commission in America at Hart

ford , Conn . The hundred Chinese students in America will

return to their native land with American ideas of science, civil

isation, literature, and Christianity . The College at Peking has a

corps of foreign teachers. Six hundred boarding schools for boys

and forty for girls have been opened bythemissionaries, and seven
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thousand Chinese yearly receivesecular education from them . Such

facts clearly demonstrate that the Chinese are capable of educa

tion and religion , and that the possibilities of the land of Sinim

are incalculable. As Dagon fell prostrate before the ark of Jeho

vah and was broken in pieces, so are the hideous idols of that

land destined to be utterly destroyed , and their worshippers to

raise sublime doxologies to the crucified Redeemer .

In India twenty -nine Churches and Societies have six hundred

ordained missionaries and four hundred and thirty principal

stations, with four hundred and sixty thousand communicants .

In 1878 sixty thousand were added to the Christian Church from

Mohammedanism , Parseeism , and Hinduism . In the Madras

Presidency alone there are two hundred thousand professing

Christians. The converts, however, are chiefly among the lower

classes . Hinduism is declining ; there are no new temples, and

the caste system is decaying in many quarters . Four hundred

and sixty missionaries attended the recent Decennial Conference

in Calcutta . It was the largest missionary conference that has

ever assembled , and, like that of Allahabad, has given fresh im

pulse to Christianity throughout India . In that promising field

for missionary labor, schools and theological seminaries have been,

instituted and thousands of women and girls are taught the pre

cious truths of redemption in the zenanas and boarding schools.

Hundreds of Parsee and Hindu ladies have learned the English

language and other accomplishments of Europeans and Ameri

cans in the great Alexandrian Institute at Bombay, and may be

seen sitting in beautiful parks and gardens with their husbands

and brothers, a social scene never witnessed fifty years ago. In

ten years the twenty-five mission presses in India have issued

three thousand four hundred new works in thirty different lan

guages, one million three hundred and fifteen thousand portions

of Scripture, and two million three hundred and seventy - five

thousand school books, and eight million seven hundred thousand

tracts and Christian books have been distributed . These presses

exert untold influence for good in disseminating Christian truth

and combating infidel publications, for whatever is printed in

Germany, Great Britain , or the United States goes immediately
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to India . The Bible has been translated into twenty different

languages, and grammars and dictionaries of these languages

composed, which are standing monuments of missionary toil.

The horrible suttee has disappeared, no children are cast into the

Ganges, and infanticide has ceased. Seventy years ago young

men and maidens were decked with flowers and slain in the tem

ples before the hideous goddess Kali, lepers were burned alive,

thousands of prostrate forms were crushed by the car -wheels of

Juggernaut, aged parents were thrown into the sacred river by

their children, and devotees publicly starved themselves to death,

while thousands gazed with delight upon others in the swinging

circles writhing with iron hooks piercing their backs. But by

the influence of Christianity, directly or indirectly , these heathen

customs have been abolished , the truths of the Bible are substi

tuted for the ritualism of the Vedas and the land whose science,

civilisation , and philosophy are more ancient than ours is yield

ing to Western thought and Christianity. Keshub Chunder Sen ,

the false theist, says: “ The spirit of Christianity has already per

vaded the whole atmosphere of Indian society, and we breathe,

think , feel, and move in a Christian atmosphere . Native society

is being roused, enlightened, and reformed under the influence

of Christianity. Our hearts are touched , conquered , over

come by a higher power, and this power is Christ. Christ,

not the British Government, rules India. No one but Christ has

deserved the precious diadem of the Indian crown, and he will

have it.” Lord Lawrence says: “ I believe, notwithstanding all

that the English people have done to benefit India, the mission

aries have donemore than all other agencies combined.”

The gospel is making progress, too, in Siam . In that country

one hundred and fifty-seven Presbyterians, with a church, school,

and mission press, contend with Buddhism , the reigning religion ,

whose priesthood is supported by $ 25,000,000 annually . Among

the Laos religious liberty was proclaimed in 1878, and the Sab

bath is observed . In Burmah four hundred Baptist churches

have twenty thousand members on their rolls. Nearly all the

churches are self-supporting, and have their native pastors and

school teachers. Nine-tenths of the work of evangelisation is
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done by the natives. Some of the churches support foreign mis

sionaries, and they contribute more for religious purposes in pro

portion to their numbers and strength than churches in Europe

and America do. In 1880 the Karens gave $ 31,000 for mission

work . Many of the four hundred native ministers are men of

influence, power , and education ; knowledge of the fundamental

principles of Christianity is extensive and ever growing, and mis

sionaries are better understood. The Baptists have a college at

Rangoon , in which five hundred and sixty pupils are instructed ,

and a seminary at Ramapatam with twohundred students. Thirty

years ago worship by sacrifices ceased . Buddhism is waning. Its

idols and pagodas are crumbling and its altars are neglected .

In Persia the work of reforming ancient Christianity and ex

tending the gospel to the heathen is contracted , but encouraging.

Socially and intellectually there is an upward tendency among

the Armenians of Persia . Not only the Armenians, but also the

Nestorians and Mussulmans receive instruction in the college at

Oroomiah . Bibles are kept for sale at Teheran , Tabriz , and

Oroomiah . But among the Persians there are only eight ordained

preachers , fourteen female missionaries, twenty-one native pas

tors, sixty -six native assistants, twenty-four churches (five being

self-sustaining), one hundred preaching centres, one thousand

three hundred communicants, and twelve students for the minis

try. The old Nestorian Church has been revived by the Ameri

can Board and the Presbyterians. Fifteen thousand of its mem

bers attend evangelical preaching. Twenty-three of the old

churches are used by the Protestant congregations, who now have

a Constitution with Presbyteries and Synods.

In Syria the great work of themissionaries has been the trans

lation of the Bible into Arabic. It is electrotyped and printed in

Beyrout, where there are five Protestant printing presses. Thou

sands of copies have been distributed in Syria , Palestine , Arabia,

and Africa. The Arabic is the sacred language of the Moham

medans, and to translate the Koran into any other language

is expressly forbidden . In the mighty conflict between Is

lam and Christianity , what superior advantage does this cir

cumstance afford ! Religious, educational, and scientific books
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have been published , hundreds of common schools have been

opened , and four colleges, a dozen academies, six theological

seminaries , and a medical institution have been founded. Pre

judice against Christianity is being removed, the public mind is

awaking in favor of female education , priestly and persecuting

power is relaxing, and there is a widespread preparation for

preaching and teaching evangelical truth . In Syria and Pales

tine there are eighty-onemale and a hundred female foreign mis

sionaries, five hundred and eighty native preachers and assistants,

one hundred and forty preaching stations, twenty -six organised

churches, and six thousand members and adherents. Thus the

land where the Teacher sent from God established Christianity ,

wroughtmiracles, delivered his incomparable discourses, and wept,

bled , and died , needs to be evangelised ! If America, with her

boasted Christian civilisation does not become a heathen land in

the future when she receives to her shores many heterogeneous

religious elements, and when her churches become universally

lukewarm and latitudinarian in doctine and practice , it will not

be in accordance with the history of many powerful, civilised , and

Christian nations of the past.

Only fifty years ago the first missionary arrived in Turkey.

Now , seventeen Protestant Missionary Societies labor in Euro

pean and Asiatic Turkey. The languages of the inhabitants have

been mastered and the Bible translated into Turkish, Armenian,

Bulgarian, Hebrew -Spanish , and editions have also been issued

in Armeno- Turkish and Greco- Turkish, and portions of it in

Kurdish. Books on mental philosophy, grammar, geography,

and arithmetic have been published. In Asia Minor alone there

are twenty thousand Protestants, and Christian congregationsare

scattered over the land from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean.

One hundred and sixteen native educated pastors and three hun

dred school teachers labor in the causes of Christ and education .

Great attention is given to the organisation and management of

Sabbath -schools, and men , women , and children attend them .

Fifteen thousand scholars study in a hundred and seventy schools

the essential doctrines of the cross. The members of the Turkish

churches are poor , and oppressed by the Porte, but they have
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contributed $ 21,000 to support education and religion . Board

ing schools, colleges , and theological serninaries have been insti

tuted in many parts of Asia Minor. There is a university at

Constantinople with two hundred students, representing twelve

different nations, and there are colleges and high schools at Ain

tab, Harpoot, Erzeroom , and other places, in which American

professors teach . Incalculable good has been done by medical

missionaries, especially during the recent war in Turkey, and the

degraded Moslem women have been elevated by Christian in

struction, prayer, and meetings for Bible study.

Protestantism is storming the strongholds of Antichrist in

Italy, France, Spain , Portugal, Austria, and Belgium . In Italy

there are a hundred and thirty -eight churches in all the principal

cities and towns, and a hundred and fifty native pastors and evan

gelists, the greater number of whom are converts from the priest

hood. The Free Church of Italy has fifteen ordained ministers,

fifteen evangelists , eighteen hundred communicants, and seventy

churches and stations. It has a college at Rome, with a theo

logical department, in which there are nine students. The Wal

denses have eight Presbyteries , fifty ordained ministers, fifteen

evangelists, fifty -four churches , eighty-six stations, and eighteen

theological students . The Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyterians

have missions in Italy , and eight Protestant churches have been

organised in the Eternal City . There are five hundred thousand

Protestants in France, who have twelve hundred schools and

thirty religious periodicals, and many of their missions among

the Roman Catholics have been very successful. The Presbytery

of Andalusia , in Spain , has eight organised churches, seven hun

dred communicants , two thousand adherents, ten schools, five

hundred scholars, and six native ordained ministers, while in

Portugal there are five Protestant churches, with four hun

dred members and a thousand adherents. Evangelical missions

have been established, and a pure gospel is preached among the

millions of theGreek Church in Russia andGreece, and the Lon

don and British Societies for the propagation of the gospel

among the cosmopolitan Jews support a hundred and seventy -five

converted Jewish preachers, at a cost of thousands of dollars an



1883. ] 583The Regal Character of Christ.

nually , who preach Jesus Christ and him crucified to Israelites

in the large cities of England, Germany, Switzerland, Austria ,

Russia , Turkey, Holland, France, and yearly distribute tens of

thousands of Bibles, Testaments,missionary books, and tracts

and periodicals . There are now in the world two hundred and

fifty Jewish ministers and twenty -five thousand converts, and

they are found in every class of society, from the rich and intel

ligent to the poor and degraded ; from the white Jews of Jerusa

lem , to theblack Jews of Cochin China and Morocco . .

The two hundred millions of the “ dark continent” are now

encircled with gospel light. Ethiopia is stretching out her

hands unto God. Africa is being penetrated from all sides by

England, France, Italy , Austria, Belgium , Scotland, and Portugal,

and its hitherto unknown resources discovered . Burton, Speke,

Krapf, Baker, De Brazza , and Stanley, as discoverers, andGeorge

Schmidt, Vanderkemp, Moffat, and Livingstone, as missionaries ,

have contributed immense stores of knowledge necessary to mission

ary operations, and opened the doors to commerce, science, and

Christian civilisation . Thirty-three Churches and Societies are

laboring in Africa, and, including Madagascar, they have five hun

dred thousand adherents. In Northern Africa, the United Presby

terians have four hundred and eight stations, twenty -two mis

sionaries and assistants, two hundred and twenty-seven native

workers, eleven churches, fifteen hundred Sabbath-school scholars,

and a thousand communicants. In 1826 the Basle Society sent

out Gobat, Kugler, Steinberg, Stern , and others, by whom many

educational works and portions of Scripture were translated into

the native languages. In many places the slave trade has been

abolished ; the kings receive the missionaries, and the nude na

tions hear the gospel preached . In West Africa, the Senegal

region is occupied by the Paris Missionary Society , and on the

Gambia the Wesleyans of England have eight stations, ten mis

sionaries, and six hundred and forty -five members. In Sierra

Leone there are fifteen thousand members, and there are four

thousand Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Baptists, and Methodists

in Liberia. The territories of bloody and inhuman Ashantee,

Dahomey, and Yorubah have been invaded by the servants of the
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Most High, and the good news preached in the lands of those

kings whose palaces are ornamented with skulls and bones. Mis

sion work in the Niger country is conducted wholly by native

agency . In that country there are ten stations and two thousand

members. The Wesleyans have six thousand six hundred mem

bers along the gold coast, and the Basle Society four thousand .

The German and Southern Baptists also have stations in that

vicinity. Missions have been planted in the Islands of Fernando

Po and St. Helena. In Old Calabar, Gaboon, Corisco , and the

Camaroons, in which there are ten missionaries and five thousand

six hundred converts . In the whole of West Africa there are

thirty thousand communicants and adherents ; the Bible has

been translated into the native languages , and idolatry is on the

decline. In Southern Africa thirteen Churches and Societies are

at work , and they have a hundred and eighty thousand adherents.

The Berlin Missionary Society sustains at a cost of $60,000,

sixty missionaries, has eight thousand communicants, and pro

claims the gospel in seven languages. The Wesleyans have a

hundred missionaries and sixteen hundred members, and congre

gations aggregating nearly one hundred thousand. The Free

Church of Scotland, believing that Africa must be evangelised

by Africans, has founded a school at Lovedale, in which there

are five hundred pupils. The object of this institution is two

fold : to train up a native ministry and to teach the natives the

mechanical arts. Sixty of its students preach the gospel every

Sabbath in the community. The American Board has twenty

five missionaries, nineteen stations, and seven hundred members

among the Zulus.

Central Africa , so long an unexplored region, has recently

proved to be a beautiful, fertile country , abounding in vegetation ,

lakes, rivers, and high mountains. The inhabitants are a

much superior race, both physically and intellectually , to the

other tribes of Africa. “ Schweinfurth and Stanley were some

times received in palatial halls, splendidly decorated , and found

skilled artisans in copper, iron, and pottery work ." The first

mission was established there by the Universities of Oxford,

Cambridge, and Dublin . Atone time they sent out Bishop Mc
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Kensie and four others ; it has planted missions in the dominion

of the capricious King M 'tesa, and a few converts have been

added to the church . The London Missionary Society , the

Church of Scotland, and the Church Missionary Society are also

laboring in Central Africa .

The revolutions in Madagascar cannot be rivalled even by the

days of Pentecost. The number of converts in thirty -five years

probably exceeds the totalnumber of professed Christians through

out the Roman Empire for the first three centuries . Christianity

is the State religion ; but many who were merely nominal Chris

tians have been excluded from church privileges by discipline.

In Madagascar alone there are three hundred and eighty -six na

tive ordained pastors, a hundred and fifty-six evangelists, and

three thousand four hundred and sixty native local preachers .

Truly the gospel has run and been glorified in Africa . The

preceding facts will warrant us in saying, with approximate truth,

that this is an age of universal missions. Christ's kingdom is

making unwonted progress. The sun even now never sets upon

the kingdom of Christ in the earth . The Church established by

Omnipotence upon an immutable basis, is conquering the world ,

and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it. The stone cut

out without hands is breaking to pieces the iron , the clay, the

brass, the silver, and the gold , and becoming a great mountain

and filling the earth .

But after all the foreign missionary work is really in its initiation .

Compared with what is yet to be done, it is only begun. The

Church is simply " playing at missions.” The work to be done

is extensive and difficult. Systems of idolatry, hoary with age,

and supported by the immense riches of heathendom , are appar

ently as imposing as the image of Nebuchadnezzar and impreg

nable as the rocks of Gibraltar. Of the fourteen hundred mil

lions who inhabit our globe, six hundred and forty -eight millions

belong to the Asiatic religions, one hundred and seventy -fivemil

lions are Mohammedans, six millions are Jews, and two hundred

millions are unassigned . Two hundred millions of professed

Christians are Roman Catholics, and eighty -three millions belong

to the Greek Church, while only a hundred millions are Pro
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testants . But to make up this number of Protestants, such sects

as the Unitarians, Adventists, Universalists, Swedenborgians,

Quakers, etc., are included . Severalmillionsare merely nominal

Christians. “ The fact is, it is too soon to begin to sing songs of

victory ; we ought rather to spend the time in working the guns,

and save strength and breath for the long struggle yet to come

before the world will be Christianised . Weneed to take into ac

count three facts : first, the immensely preponderating mass of

absolutely hostile humanity ; second, the large proportion of the

remainder which is practically hostile, since it stops at a mere

intellectual assent to the general truth of Christianity, or holds a

perverted and vicious form of faith ; and third , the exceedingly

small remnant upon whom falls the duty and privilege of trans

forming the world by the power of the Holy Spirit.” Many

Indian tribes are left to die in savagism , without schools and

churches ; and millions in Mexico are in a wretched social con

dition, and in as gross spiritual darkness as the African . Roman

Catholicism holds in abject servitude the consciences of the Mex

icans in general, and retains its heartless domination by keeping

them in ignorance. The press of Central America exposes the

corruptions of that religion, and seeks to destroy them , but does

not strive to build up any other system ; and the people think

there is no other. South America is not only steeped in papal

ignorance and superstition, but cursed by the general circulation

of debasing French literature. Japan is willing to accept Chris

tianity, if it will be a stepping-stone to greater progress. Buddh

ism is sustained by the Japanese at great cost; expensive temples

are erected, and they are educatingmissionaries to send to Europe

and America . The six hundred students in the University at

Tokio are all infidels. But the final conflict in Japan will notbe

between Buddhism and Christianity, but between Atheism and

Christianity . Rejecting Shintoism and Buddhism , the people re

ject all religion . Only one-tenth of China is occupied by evan

gelical missionaries. Seven out of ten in that great empire are

opium -smokers , which is almost equivalent to saying that they

will not become Christians. Two hundred millions are spent

annually in idolatrous worship . In India and Africa Moham
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medanism is increasing, and the Turkish Government is opposed

to all Christian enterprises. The right to proselyte from Mo

hammedanism has never been granted by the Porte, and every

Mohammedan that accepts Christianity , does it at the peril of his

life. “Hence, do not wonder,” says Dr. Christlieb, “that in the

kingdom of Turkey itself, the number of converted Mohamme

dans, who must peril their lives by accepting Christianity, is re

duced to three in Constantinople, three in Cairo, and three in

Jerusalem .” Myriads in India are perfectly satisfied with the

Vedas, Puranas, and Shasters, and regard them as good as the

Bible. Many places in Africa have not been discovered , much

less evangelised . The Austrian Government forbids the sale of

Bibles in Bosnia. The Roman Catholic Church in Austria ,

Italy, France, Spain , Portugal, Belgiuin , Mexico , and South

America, is the same in spirit as it was in the days of the Span

ish Inquisition or the massacres of St. Bartholomew and Valtel

line. Of the seven hundred thousand in these and other lands

who have professed conversion, numbers are themerest babes in

Christ, and many have relapsed into the abominable practices of

paganism and heathenism . But infinitely more discouraging

than all these, are the impurity, unbelief, and covetousness of the

Church itself, the divinely-appointed instrument for the ameliora

tion of the condition of society and the salvation of the world .

It is an appalling fact, that Christendom spends three billions for

intoxicating drinks, and only seven millions for Foreign Missions.

It is easy to raise a hundred millions for any commercial enter

prise; but to collect a fourteenth of this amount for the redemp

tion of the dying heathen , requires the instructions, prayers, and

efforts of all the professed Christians in the world . Yet faith in

Foreign Missions is inseparably connected with faith in Christ.

“ If thou forbear to deliver them that are drawn unto death , and

those that are ready to be slain ; if thou sayest, Behold , we knew

it not, doth not he that pondereth the heart consider it ? and he

that keepeth thy soul, doth not he know it ? and shall not he ren

der to every man according to his works ? ” Prov. xxiv . 11, 12.

It is the nature of true Christianity to makeits possessor earnestly

desire and labor for the salvation of others. Christianity and
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selfishness are mutually exclusive. Christ was absolutely unself

ish, and his subjects possess his lineaments and reflect his image.

He is their sovereign and almighty King, and he will pour out

the vials of his wrath upon all his and their enemies. Let

the Church eye her Leader and obey his commands. His eyes

are as a flame of fire, and he has on his vesture and on his thigh

a name written : King of kings and Lord of lords. Before the

triumphant march of his embattled legions Antichrist shall be

destroyed , the temples and altars of idolatry demolished, and the

emissaries of hell banished ; and gathering all his inplacable foes

to Armageddon , he shall obtain a complete, universal, and final

victory oyer them , while the victors shall take the harps of God

and sing : “ Great and marvellous are thy works, Lord God Al

mighty ; just and true are thy ways, thou King of saints." Rev.

xv. 3 . E . P . Davis .

ARTICLE VI.

THE MYSTERIES OF THE BOOK OF ESTHER.

A Discourse by Rabbi J. L . LEUCHT, Touro Synagogue, New

Orleans, La. Dedicated to Rev . Dr. H . M . SMITH .

Inasmuch as the Book of Esther is still a stumbling block to

the critics, we submit the following considerations in defence of

a sacred inheritance , dear to every one whom the waves of ma

terialism or atheism have not strangled in their poisonous em

brace ; the defence of a book of Holy Writ, regarded for centu

ries as a stepchild in that sacred family , because that in it the

name of the Father is not mentioned . For this reason it was

denied equal respect. Nay, it was even claimed that it ought

not to be received into the Canon of Scripture.

Now , while fully acknowledging the singular fact that there

is one book of Scripture, “ The Book of Esther," from which the

name of Jehovah is entirely omitted, it is precisely our object to
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show that this is in reality the conclusive argument to establish

its claim as a genuine historical document.

We take it for granted that every one is acquainted with the

beautifuland touching romance of Esther. How an heroic Jew

ish maiden , assisted by her cousin Mordecai, came to the rescue

of the Jewish people, doomed to die by King Ahasuerus, inspired

by lfis jealous Minister of State, Haman. By a peculiar con

currence of events Israel is saved ,and his enemy, Haman, is de

feated .

IS IT HISTORICAL ?

Let us first inquire whether the Book of Esther is historical;

whether the related facts agree with the general history of those

remote times . Who was King Ahasuerus ? He certainly was

a Persian king, for the whole scenery, all the customs and usages ,

are Persian in character, all the actors in this drama bear Persian

names, and the city of Susa was the winter residence of the Per

sian kings.

Let us see who Ahasuerus might have been. Washe perhaps

Artaxerxes, at whose court Ezra lived and was honored ? This

cannot be, for this king was very kind to Ezra, and would not

have permitted his compatriots to be delivered into the hands of

Haman ; and , furthermore, if Artaxerxes was Ahasuerus, we are

inclined to think that Ezra would have played the role of Mor

decai.

Insurmountable chronological difficulties rule out Darius Hys

taspes; for under this king Jerusalem was rebuilt, and his whole

character does not permit us to identify him with Ahasuerus. It

could not be Cambyses, or even Smerdis, for the time of their

government did not last long enough, for in Esther iii. 7 , we read :

" In the firstmonth,” that is the month of Nissan, " in the twelfth

year of the king.” There is but one king left, and this is Xerxes,

“ the Cruel,” in whom we are able to recognise Ahasuerus.

Xerxes was the son of Darius, who had divided the Persian

Empire into one hundred and twenty-seven provinces as recorded

in the Bible. There seems to be scarcely a doubt that Xerxes is

Ahasuerus. Hewas a cowardly , cruel, and self-indulgent tyrant,
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and was capable, in a moment of drunken revel, of commanding

the murder and pillage of his own subjects. The great feast which

introduces to us that brute and tyrant, was no doubt given in

honor of the subjection of Egypt, which exactly happened in the

third year of his reign.

Now let us glance at the chronology, and here also we will ex

perience some difficulties. The Bible relates that Mordecai " had

been carried away into exile from Jerusalem , with the exiles who

had been exiled with Jeconiah , king of Judah , whom Nebuchad

nezzar, the king of Babylon, had carried into exile.” Jerusalem

was destroyed in the year 586 before the common era, and

Xerxes came to the throne nearly a hundred years later; there

fore Mordecai would seem to have been at least one hundred and

twenty years old . And Esther would seem to have been a virgin

of about seventy years, not well adapted to make such a deep and

lasting impression on a heathen tyrant. And, indeed , there exists

a Jewish tradition that Esther was seventy -four years of age

when she appeared before King Ahasuerus. But this objection,

it seems to us, can be easily met. We cannotread from the above

quoted text, that Mordecai left in the immediate company of the

king of Judah , but simply that he belonged to those exiles who

had come to Susa after the king was carried to Babylon ; for

many had left Palestine long before the last catastrophe that

ended the Jewish Empire. Mordecai and Esther were cousins,

and he found her no doubt a forsaken orphan ; perhaps her pa

rents died on the way, and thus it happened that she, being be

reft of father and mother, was raised by Mordecai, as if she had

been his own child .

SILENCE OF THE PROPHETS.

Another objection is of a more serious character . How does

it come that Ezekiel, Jeremiah, the second Isaiah, Ezra , and all

the prophets of the exile never mention Esther or Mordecai?

Does it not stand to reason that when Israel once more was as

sembled in the Holy City, Ezra or Nehemiah with pride and en

thusiasm should have named those patriotic spiritswhich even in

time of bitter exile did not forget their people , and stood by them
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in time of need ? Their names are not found in any of the pro

phetic writings.

Had the prophets ever heard of Mordecai and Esther ? Is it

possible that so great an event as the salvation of the Jews in

Persia was unknown in Judea, in spite of the fact related in the

Book of Esther, that Mordecai " sent letters to all the Jews in

the.hundred and twenty -seven provinces, words of peace and

truth " !

There is Daniel — we might call him a contemporary of Morde

cai. Ezekiel speaks of him : “ Daniel, Noah, Job , through their

righteousness, should save their own souls.” Not a word of our

hero .

There are the Psalms— this depository of Israel's poetry and

song, of Israel's trials and victories , a book wherein the whole

scale of human affection is touched , and not a single line is de

voted to that lovely queen, whose very name, " Hedassa" -

myrtle — should have inspired the lyre of many a Hebrew poet !

Weknow of seven Psalms that were written after the destruc

tion of Jerusalem and during the exile, and twenty -five are

ascribed even to a later period ; and Judah' s harp is silent on one

of the grandest episodes of Jewish history . For all these reasons

many critics are of the opinion that the Book of Esther is a

mere romance, without foundation or truth .

May we be permitted to offer an explanation of this strange

neglect to recognise one of the most wonderful deliverances of

the Jewish people, and offer a clue in this labyrinth of doubt and

uncertainty ?

Jerusalem had fallen , the walls of Zion had crumbled to dust

and covered with their debris Priest and Levite , and the death

groan of holy sacrifices was heard no more. Fulfilled were the

prophecies of the seers — that but a few would be left of a na

tion that once was as numerous as the sands of the sea and the

stars of heaven .” Of the fourmillions at the time of David , only

a few hundred thousand had been left. Millions had died either

by sword or pestilence , of hunger and in prisons. A feeling of

utter despair had taken hold of the people. Grotesque idolatry

and a coarse sensuality had enervated the nation beyond recogni
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tion , and had placed in their hearts' shrine, where once Jehovah

was enthroned , the gods of Babylon , the idols of their enemies.

Patriotism had nearly died out, and lived but in the immortal

souls of Judah's prophets and their immediate followers. And

when Jerusalem , the heart of Palestine, had ceased to beat, the

whole body politic of Israel seemed paralysed , slumbering in

death 's embrace, beyond the power of resurrection. The largest

portion of the nation had given up the hope of ever returning to

Zion ; they were convinced of their physical weakness, nor had

they the moral strength to break with their sinful past, for very

significantly the prophet Ezekiel exclaims in his grand vision :

“ Son of man , these bones are the whole house of Israel; behold,

they say : Dried are our bones, and lost is our hope, we are quite

cut off.”

But there was yet a minority , which in all their trials and

visitations had remained true to Jehovah, and could not bear the

idea of living without Jerusalem , without the land of their pro

phets. Deeply were they convinced that the Messiah must come

to lead Israel back to their inheritance. In all their misfortunes

they beheld the chastising hand of God,who, to cleanse Israel,

had stretched forth his hand to drive him into exile . This minority

of the unhappy people never for a single moment doubted the re

generation of Judah, and their sole heart's prayer was — Jerusalem .

They were at the same time, let us say, the body guard of the

prophets who, with their inspired and inspiring tongue, never

permitted this thought to fade altogether from the mind and heart

of the nation .

Ezekiel pictures to them the dimensions and form of the new

temple : “ And he said unto me, Son of man , this is the place of

my throne where I will dwell in the midst of the children of Is

rael for ever : and the throne of Israel shall not defile any more

my holy name." There is Jeremiah : “ Hear the word of the

Lord , () ye nations, and tell it to the isles afar off and say : He

that scattereth Israel will gather him and keep him as a shep

herd his flock . Refrain thy voice from weeping, and thine eyes from

tears, for there is a reward for thy work , and they shall return

from the land of thine enemy.” Many more passages of Scripture
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could we cite to prove the tenacity with which the prophets and

their followers believed in the ultimate victory of their cause.

These men prayed three times a day, turning their faces toward :

the Holy City . All their thoughts and feelings, all their dreams

and hopes, concentrated upon Jerusalem .

Now , from the moment the Jewish people becamedispersed and

scattered among other nations, these very ideas travelled with

them into exile, and those who had lost faith in the regeneration

of Judah , sought a kind of a spirito-political alliance with the

nations among whom they dwelt. Some of them went even so

far as to adopt foreign religious systems ; many remained true to

their God , but ceased to be Jewish enthusiasts, and were not san

guine enough to expect a new Jewish Empire. And there was a

good cause for it.

Babylon had conquered Judah, both were subdued by Persia ,

which , with her legions, had overrun Babylon, Palestine, Syria,

Media , Egypt ; what hope was left for poor Israel? How strong

and powerful this party must have been , is clearly proven by the

fact that when the second temple was built not one-tenth of the

Jews did return to their country. They had become, in the

mean time, citizens of the different countries in which they had

been scattered , were honored and respected at the courts of kings

and governors , and in a short time had succeeded in making

themselves indispensable by their shrewdness, learning, and gen

eraladaptability . Many even of the best men, in course of time,

thought it preferable to live peaceably in exile, than in a con

tinual struggle and strife at home. Even Jeremiah at one time

was of the opinion that his people should submit to the rulers of

Babylon .

Among those men , entertaining ideas of thatkind, we class

Mordecai, the hero of the Book of Esther. He was, at the court

of Xerxes, certainly a man of some consequence ; otherwise Ha

man would not have found it worth his while to honor him with

his hatred , nor could he have been his successor as minister of

state of the Empire. And no doubtMordecai also influenced his

people in that direction ; for we know that he sent letters to Jews

in one hundred and twenty -seven provinces, informing them of
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the great honor bestowed upon the exiles, and how they had

risen in a foreign country to such a degree that a Jewess was the

reigning queen , and a Jew her chief counsellor .

No doubt they were all good Jews in their hearts, but Persians

in appearance; and well, therefore, can we understand the words

of Esther , “ How could I endure to look on the extermination of

my kindred ? If we only had been sold as bondsmen and bonds

women , I would have remained silent; for the adversary regard

eth not the damage of the king." Here at once we are able to

grasp the leading idea of the followers of Mordecai. “ We will

submit to everything except extermination.” Furthermore, Mor

decai brought Esther himself, and of his own free will, to the king's

palace, for the purpose of having her selected to be the successor

of the doomed queen Vashti. This proves conclusively that he did

not view intermarriage with a heathen as a crime, if some great

end was to be attained for his people ; and his connivance with

Esther 's eating at the king's table shows that the dietary lawsof

Moses had no value in his eyes,where the great interests of Israel

were concerned .

But what kind of impression must the conduct of Mordecai

and Esther have made upon the prophets who looked with inex

pressible disdain upon those who had given up all hope of ever

seeing Zion rebuilt ?

Listen to Zechariah, who hopefully exclaimed , “ And every pot

in Jerusalem and in Judah shall be holy unto the Lord of hosts ;"

and who thought so much of his Judaism that he ventured to

prophesy , “ In those days it shall happen that ten men out of all

the languages of the nations shall take hold . Yea , they shall of

the skirt of him that is a Jew, saying, Let us go with you , for we

have heard that God is with you .”

There is Haggai, who, in thebitterness of his heart, addresses

those who lived in affluence , “ Is it a time for you , O ye, to dwell

in fine houses while God's house lieth in ruins ?"

There is the prophet Daniel, who refused to eat of Nebuchad

nezzar's table , and lived on herbs and water .

Behold Ezra and Nehemiah ! The very first thing the former

required of the people, before their return to Jerusalem , was, that
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all Jews should divorce their heathen wives ; " for they have

taken of their daughters for themselves and for their sons, and

the holy seed have mingled themselves with the nations of these

lands, and the hand of the princes and rulers has been first in

this trespass." This sounds like a direct accusation against

Mordecai.

Now , do you not think that the prophets had excellent reasons

for not endorsing Mordecai and Esther ? How could they ?

How could these patriotic enthusiasts, or enthusiastic patriots,

glorify a man or woman who held convictions the very opposite of

their own ? Their harp sang only immortallays to their great ideal,

their inspired tongues knew of no compromise. In their hearts

the idea of Jehovah , in all its unbroken splendor, found an abode,

and in their great souls there was no room for any doubt as to

the future of Israel.

How could Ezra or Nehemiah speak well of Mordecai and

Esther , who had done exactly what they required to be undone ?

How could they refer to them as examples, who, had they lived ,

would not have returned to the Holy Land, but would have pre

ferred to rule in Persia rather than be ruled over in Palestine,

and again be subject to ruin and death ? Although, no doubt, the

prophets all recognised the great services rendered by our heroes

to the people of Israel, they could not, from their standpoint,

hold them up as types of Jewish manhood and womanhood ; but

they would not speak against them ; they could not praise them ,

and therefore remained silent.

This is, in our humble opinion , the reason why none of the

prophets of the Exile speak of the contents of the Book of

Esther ; and we believe it meets the objection of those critics who,

upon this plea , would exclude it from the historical books of

Scripture.

THE RELIGIOUS ELEMENT.

After we have tried to meet the objections raised against the

Book of Esther from a chronological and historical standpoint,

we feel obliged to answer those critics who view the book as being

but a copy of some Persian romance, invented , perhaps, by an

ancient Troubadour ; for these savants were notable to detect the
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hand of Providence throughout the whole story. They maintain

that everything which occurred was but a result of mere chance ,

and nowhere is even a sign or hint that Israel's God interfered in

behalf of his people.

It was a matter of chance that Esther was a more beautiful wo

man than all the Persian ladies, and therefore she was selected as

queen . It was accidental that the glutton , King Ahasuerus, had

partaken of too bountiful a dinner ; therefore , could not sleep ;

and, accidentally, again , that the chronicler happened to read

how the powerful tyrant's life was once saved by the Jew Mor

decai. They admit that even a blood-thirsty king may be sub

ject to a slight attack of generosity and of mercy, and therefore

Mordecai and his people were saved ; butnowhere can be detected

a direct interference ofGod, or even a sign that the actors in this

dramabelieved in his providence.

Were it not necessary for the completeness of our argument,we

would not dwell at all upon this point; for in every line of the

book we perceive the wonderful traces of the unseen hand that

has inscribed the history of the Jewish people upon the world 's

pages. Believe us, we do not speak here pro domo ; but can an

unprejudiced eye to-day view the history of the Jews without

coming to the conclusion that their very existence is due to the

wonderful interference of Providence ? Is not the Jew to -day

the greatest livingmiracle ? If you wish to see a dead Egyptian,

Persian, or an old Roman , you have to hunt them up in the

museums and scientific cabinets of Europe, where their mum

mies, inscribed with grotesque hieroglyphics, relate the wonders

of a past glory. But the Jew , in spite of thousandsof years of

the most cruel persecution, walks to -day upon the highways of

the world , the most gigantic argument in history of God's end

less providence.

The most wonderful fact of the Book of Esther is, that it has

been the key -note to all the persecution of the Jews which since

its date has taken place . In Russia and in Prussia the Hamans

speak to their Ahasuerus : “ There is a people scattered , yet sepa

rate among the nations, in all the provinces of the kingdom , and

their laws are different from those of every people, and it is no
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profit to the king to tolerate them . If it be pleasing to the king,

let a decree be written to destroy them .”

How often have such decrees gone forth against Israel, and has

Providence ever permitted his extermination ? And why, then ,

should the great deliverance in the Medo- Persian Empire have

been but a matter of chance or accident ?

There are still more wonderful occurrences in history where,

at the same time, Providence does not appear on the surface. In

the very year when pious Isabella and Ferdinand of Spain , with

the assistance of the hangman , par excellence, Torquemada, de

creed the expulsion and destruction of the Jews — in that very

year Columbus discovered America, which , thank God , has since

then become the haven of liberty of all the oppressed of the world ,

and which but lately has opened her merciful arms to the poor

downtrodden Jews of Russia .

As far as the Book of Esther is concerned , it is perfectly plain

that Mordecai and his cousin had full confidence in their God.

After the edict of murder had been issued by Haman, Mordecai

sent word to Esther, “ Imagine not in thy soul to be able to es

cape in the king's house, out of all the Jews, for if thou do indeed

maintain silence at this time, enlargement and deliverance will

arise to the Jews from another place, but thou and thy father's

house shall perish ; and who knoweth whether thou hast not for

a timelike this obtained the royal dignity ?”

It is indeed incomprehensible to us how any one can read

these verses and not at once perceive the idea of a governing Pro

vidence. What could Mordecai have meant by “ deliverance will

arise to the Jews from another place" ? He had no armies at his

command ; it could not refer to the Jewsthemselves, for they were

in exile under the iron rule of Ahasuerus Xerxes. It can but

refer to Providence. Mordecaiwas obliged, as we shall see later ,

to speak of God in an enigmatic way ; and, furthermore, in the

most direct manner he attributed the selection of Esther to divine

influences, for he said distinctly : “ Who knoweth whether thou

hast not for a time like this attained the royal dignity ?” and

threatens her with destruction , should she not be found worthy

of her sacred trust. Webelieve this in itself suffices to prove Pro
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vidence in the Book of Esther ; and verily can we exclaim with

Solomon : “ My friend, behold ! there he standeth behind our wall,

looking in at the windows, seeing through the lattice.”

THE ENIGMA.

Now arises themomentous question, If the Book of Esther is

chronologically correct, if it is historically sound, and if the finger

of Providence can be detected on every page, why, then, is the

name of God not found in a book which is considered worthy to

belong to Sacred Writ ?

This question is not by any means a new one. It was pro

pounded many hundred years ago, but, as it seems, no satisfac

tory reason has been presented to explain this wonderful enigma.

But this is not all that strikes the careful reader, for it is even

more wonderful that there is no reference to prayer at a time

when all the people of Israel dispersed throughout the empire

were threatened with annihilation . And when Mordecai com

manded that all the people should fast for three days, is it not

natural that he should have added, “ and pray to your God," for

there is rarely an instance in Scripture where prayer and fasting

were not twin sisters in timeof sorrow and distress ? Does it not

stand to reason thatMordecai should have asked of Esther to find

strength and fortitude in prayer for her hazardous undertaking,

namely, “ to present herself before the king, against the law ” ?

Look , for instance , at Abraham when God announced to him

the destruction of Sodom , how touching was his prayer for that

undeserving city. There is even the servant of Abraham , who,

when charged to find a wife for his master's son, invokes divine

guidance before he makes his choice. There is Moses, who pre

fers rather to die than see his people destroyed ; and he prays,

“ Blotmeout of the book thou hast written ;" and even on minor

occasions, Moses resorts to prayer, for instance, when Miriam

was struck with leprosy in the wilderness, he uttered that short

but comprehensively eloquent prayer, “ Heal her, O Lord ." There

is David. When his son was struggling between life and death ,

he humbled himself and refused food for seven days; but at the

same time, “ David sought the Lord on account of his child.”
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There is Elijah . He, even in the presence of an excited and idol

atrous priesthood , proved his faith and courage by calling on Je

hovah. And we could cite many incidents, proving that the

heroes of Scripture firmly believed in the efficacy of prayer in

times of need. And how is it, when so great a calamity threat

ened Israel, neither Mordecai nor Esther appealed to their God in

prayer ? Had they forgotten him ? We have already shown that

they both had unbounded confidence in Providence. Had they alto

gether forsaken the God of Israel ? If this bad been the case, the

fate of their brethren would have been of little consequence to the

queen and Mordecai, particularly as Esther had never told the

king that she belonged to Israel, and even at the direct command

of her cousin had concealed her nationality . Furthermore, when

Mordecai hears of the edict just issued against his people, he rends

his clothes, girds himself with sackcloth, cries aloud in the streets

" a bitter cry ," but not a word is addressed to his God. And

what is still more surprising , when all the danger was removed

and Israel breathed again the air of liberty , not even then is a

prayer of thanks or gratitude offered to Jehovah. Oh, they made

merry, they danced, drank, and sent each other presents, but

of prayer we do not read anything. These are, at least, you will

admit, strange facts in a book that has been accepted as inspired ,

by the authors of the Canon.

Before we enter into an explanation of this mystery, it might

be of some interest to know how Jewish and Christian authors

and critics try to solve this enigma. The Anshi Keneseth Hag

gadolah , or the men of the Great Assembly , to whom the editor

ship of Holy Writ is ascribed , at first refused the book's admis

sion into the Canon, because the history of Mordecai and Esther

might engender ill feeling between Jew and Gentile ; but they

had to give way to the demands of the people, in whose hearts

our heroes had become immortal. Others say that the name of

God does appear in the book, for Mordecai sent word to Esther,

“ Help and enlargement will come from another place,” and the

word makom , place, signifies God . It is true that this word has

been adopted for the name of God, but only in Rabbinical litera

ture, and throughout the whole of the Scriptures it is never used
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in this sense . This will be better understood when we call your

attention to the fact that even to -day orthodox Israelites never

mention God's name except in prayer, even in studying the law

or in writing books or letters they use the word makom — " place,"

shomayim — “ heaven ," or simply hashem — “ the name," and the

Rabbi of the Rabb School, at the city of Würtzburg, during our

time, threatened to suspend a student for insisting on pronounc

ing the nameof God during the study of the Talmud .

The great Hebrew author and critic of the Middle Ages, Abra

ham Ibn Ezra, says that “ the Persians were accustomed to write

the name of their idols under the holy name of Jehovah ; there

fore Mordecai would not insert the name of God .”

Rabbi Isaac, the author of the book of Baal Akedah , says,

“ The Book of Esther has been copied from Persian chronicles in

which Mordecai had written it, and therefore God's name is not

found .”

Rabbi Moses, in his book , Hoel Moshe, says, “ Mordecai had

to show the book to Ahasuerus, and he did not dare therefore to

rouse the king's anger by attributing the great deliverance of the

Jews to any one but the king himself.” ·

Another Rabbi of the Middle Ages finds the name of God in

two acrostics :

םויהןמהוךלמהאבי

הערהוילאהתלכיכ

Among the modern Jewish writers I may mention the great

Zunz, who finds in the omission of God's name “ a true sign that

the prophetic spirit had already departed from the people.” For

he says the nameof the king is mentioned one thousand one hun

dred and eighty -seven times, and that of Jehovah not once.

Dr. Philipsohn thinks that “ piety and faith had departed from

the people, and they therefore did not care for the name ofGod.”

Let us see, now , what the Christian authors have to say on this

subject. Luther, for instance, had a strong aversion to this book,

and went so far as to declare that " it was not fit to be placed in

the Canon ."

Semler, Bleek , and Berthold regard the book as being “ un

authentic,” because of its omission of the name of God .
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Hävernick says that “ the piety of Mordecai and Esther was

of an inferior kind.”

Kuenen finds “ impossibilities and improbabilities pervade the

whole book .”

Matthew Henry says “ the name of God is not found, but the

finger of God is seen everywhere."

Scott says: “ It is very remarkable that there is no clear men

tion of any of the names by which the God of Israel is distin

guished in the sacred oracles. Perhaps this omission was de

signed.”

Adam Clarke says : “ It is a singular circumstance that the

name ofGod does not occur once in the whole course of the book .”

Lange (Prof. Schultz ), who claims to give the latest results of

theological criticism , says : “ It is well know that the name of

Jehovah was entirely withdrawn from usage, as being too holy. We

also might hold that God himself was held to be too holy and ex

alted to be much spoken of even in divine worship . Having once

inclined to this tendency of mind, a further step was not difficult

of execution . Hence, a childlike trust in God and a truemoral

fear of God had no more a proper place." A very remarkable

opinion , indeed !

And lastly , the Encyclopædia Britannica says: “ The name of

God is not mentioned once, a phenomenon entirely unique in the

Old Testament, from a theological point of view ; therefore the

book is not ofmuch interest .”

Now , you will readily admit that all these opinions are only

ingenious apologies. The authors found themselves in this dilem

ma: Here is a book belonging to Holy Writ, and the name of

God is not mentioned ; therefore, nolensvolens, we must find some

defence, unsatisfactory as it may be, to the close and investi

gating reader . As far as themere existence of the name ofGod

is concerned, some of the reasons given might appear to be at

least plausible, but not one of them raises the question , “ Why

Mordecai and Esther, even when alone in their own houses, are

never spoken of as addressing God in prayer ? ”

The position we maintain is this : Had the name of God ap

peared in the book, it would simply prove that the book is apo

cryphal, and not entitled to a place in the Canon .
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ARGUMENT.

It was a well known usage among the ancients to prohibit the

religious worship of the conquered nations, and the first act of

reconstruction in the enemy's land was to erect the idols of the

victor. The gods of these nations were national deities, and

therefore the idols of Babylon were powerless in Persia , and the

gods of Egypt of no consequence in Syria . As long, therefore ,

as the people were true to their deities , their patriotism could not

so easily be stamped out; for religion and love of country were

so closely interwoven that the one hardly existed without the

other. And particularly among the Hebrews, their national life

existed entirely upon their faith , and through thewhole prophetic

literature runs, like a red thread, the idea that one depends upon

the other. Although the prophets declared a God who regards

all men alike, although prophetic Judaism teaches a religion

uniting all men in the worship of one God , “ From sunrise to

sunset ” - still the worship of that God found its ideal expression

in Jerusalem .

Therefore the conquerors of Judea knew but too well that, as

long as the Hebrews were permitted to adore and to worship their

Jehovah, they would embrace every opportunity to rebel against

their oppressors.

It was no doubt in the interest of the Persian court to befriend

the Jews, for Persia ruled overmany conquered nations, and was ,

therefore, afraid of an alliance between Judea, Syria , and Egypt,

which had been the hotbed of revolutions. It seems, there

fore, that at first Nebuchadnezzar was exceedingly kind to the

exiles, and at the same time permitted Daniel to pray only to

his God, and he was allowed even to glorify his Jehovah in the

presence of the king. Nevertheless he setup a golden image and

commanded its worship . There were at the same time the three

companions of Daniel, Shadrach, Meschach, and Abed -nego, who

refused to obey the king's order, and when they were charged

with treason preferred to die rather than bow down to the idol

of the king. The king being sure that the God of Israel could not

protect his followers in Persia , exclaimed , “ Who is the God that

can deliver out ofmy hands ? ”
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Darius, the son of Nebuchadnezzar, goes a •step farther. He

issues a general order " that whosoever will ask anything of any

God or man, save the king, shall be cast into the lion 's den .”

Nevertheless Daniel prayed to his God three times a day, and

weknow from the sacred record that, by a miraculous interfer

ence of his God, he was saved from a brutal death .

We have already shown that Mordecai did not think it prudent

to antagonise the Persians, and believed in a Judaism outside of

Judea , and therefore permitted his cousin Esther to become the

wife of Ahasuerus, thus bringing the Persian empire under Jew

ish influence. The very first thing necessary for Mordecai was

to avoid seeming to pray to Jehovah, or even mentioning his

name, for he even prohibited Esther to reveal her nationality .

Mordecaiknew but too well, from thehistory of Daniel and his

friends, what his fate would be were he to disregard the laws of

the country in that direction . At the same time, let us call

your attention to that powerful “ Know -Nothing " party in an

cient Persia , who begrudged the exiles the honor to serve the

king as high court officials, for already, during the time of Daniel,

all the presidents of the kingdom , the superintendents and the

lieutenants, the councillors and the governors, conspired against

Jewish influence at court, and Haman, the great enemy of Mor

decai, had certainly not forgotten what his predecessors had taught

him . He did not simply aim at Mordecaialone, but he proposed,

even without having preferred a single charge, to exterminate the

Jews in one day, and so in a radicalmanner rid Persia of the dan

gerous exiles. Do you not think that Haman had Mordecai sur

rounded by hundreds of detectives to find out whether or not he

was yet true to the God of his fathers ? Would he not have been

delighted to appear before Ahasuerus, exclaiming, “ I have found

that Jew Mordecai praying to his Jehovah, and all the Jews still

cling to him , therefore these Hebrews will be a continual menace

to the kingdom and its faith ” ? But he sought in vain for pre

text of this kind.

Could Mordecai, under the circumstances, act otherwise than

he did ? Could he, who only through a Persian servant was able

to communicate with Esther, send word, “ O queen , pray to Jeho
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vah ” ? This message, in the first instance, would have never

reached her, and then it would have been his death warrant and

that of his people. He only assured her, “ Help will come from

another place.” She knew what that meant, and thus found

strength and fortitude for her dangerous undertaking. Was it

possible for Mordecai, when he ordered his people to fast for three

days, to ask them at the same time to prostrate themselves before

Jehovah and seek his help ? This would have been high treason ,

had all the Jews on one day publicly prayed to God.

And when Mordecai and Esther inscribed the great deliverance

of their people upon the pages of the court chronicles, they could

not dare to ascribe their wonderful escape to anything else than

to the kind interference of the brutal Ahasuerus, for he never

would have believed nor understood " that the hearts of kings are

in the hands of God .”

For all these reasons weareof the opinion that the nameof God

in the Book of Esther is an impossibility ; and had it appeared

in its pages, it would prove that it could not have been written

by the actors of that great drama; its historical statements could

have been justly doubted , and, therefore, would have never re

ceived the honor of being enrolled in the Canon of Holy Writ.
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RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

The great subject just now with the neological critics is the

reconstruction of the Old Testament history. The direct assault

of Strauss and Baur on the fidelity of the gospel narratives hav

ing proved an ignominious failure, it is followed up by this dis

tant and circuitous attempt in the way of sapping and mining.

Lenormant's remarkable series of volumes, which has been noticed

before in these pages, can hardly be classed with the efforts of

men like Wellhausen to destroy what has formerly been believed .

Accepting many of the extremest results of what is known as

“ The Higher Criticism ,” Lenormant tries to show that on the

whole the sacred record is in harmony with the discoveries of

archæological science. “ The Beginnings of History" ) is a very

unsound, and therefore (as well as for other reasons) a very un

safe book , but it is wonderfully learned , novel, brilliant, and en

ticing, and is not only intentionally 'but unintentionally rich in

unexpected confirmations of the divine word. Even where seem

ingly most fanciful, Lenormant is always apparently sustained ,

at least to some extent, in his bold conjectures by Assyriological

or other parallels. For instance, we may cite the supposed an

drogynous form of our first parents ; the vertically whirling sword

between the cherubim at the gates of Eden, and the horizontally

revolving drum or cylinder supporting the cherubim in Ezekiel.

There is much interesting matter aboutthe flood,which he regards

as having covered an immense area in the eastern hemisphere .

“ The sons of God” he takes to be angels ; thus going back to a

very ancient and wide-spread tradition. As an offset to Profes

sor Lenormant's fascinating, yet too often erroneous and mislead

ing, speculations, we place Mr. George Rawlinson's very sober

The Beginnings of History according to the Bible and the Traditions

of Oriental Peoples. From the Creation of Man to the Delage. By

François Lenormant, Professor, etc . ( Translated from the second French

edition.) With an Introduction by Francis Brown, Associate Professor

in Biblical Philology in the Union Theological Seminary. New York :

Charles Scribner's Sons, 1882. xxx and 588 pp., 8vo.
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and authoritative statements upon a kindred but more restricted

topic. Professor Charteris's monumentalwork entitled “ Canon

icity ” (which indeed is the point of departure of the present vol

ume) was meant to introduce us to the masterly vindication he

now offers us of the claims, history, and authority of the New

Testament. Dr. Bruce's work on the Parables of our Lord’ takes

its place at once by the side of Drummond and Trench. With

out the patristic lore or the vivid genius of the Irish prelate, Pro

fessor Bruce is more systematic, more doctrinal, more unequivo

cally orthodox at all points, and has a compression and terseness

and a rare and subtle literary charm that are all his own. Ac

cording to this new exegete there is an unutterable pathos about

this form ofteaching; Jesus spoke in parables “ because he had a

sorrowful heart.” Subtle as this is, it is so advocated as to be

rendered very plausible . The Concordance to the English Re

vision is of course indispensable to the biblical student, and is

to all appearance one of the best that has been made of the New

Testament. The German Revision was conducted on more cau

tious and tentative, and therefore wiser, principles than the Eng

lish . The process was far less wholesale, and the result was not

to be accepted as a finality.

- - - -

The Religions of the Ancient World . Including Egypt, Syria and

Babylonia , Persia , India , Phoenicia , Etruria , Greece, Rome. By George

Rawlinson, M . A ., Author of " The Origin of Nations," etc . ] Vol.,

12 no., $ 1 .00 . Ibid .

2 The New Testament Scriptures: their Claims, History, and Author

ity ; being the Crowell Lectures for 1882, by A . II. Charteris, D . D .

London , 1882. 8vo ., pp. 227.

3 The Parabolic Teaching of Christ : A Systematic and Critical Study

of the Parables of our Lord . By Prof. A . B . Bruce, D . D . 8yo., pp. 515.

London : Hoddle & Stoughton .

* A Complete Concordance to the Revised Version of the New Testa

ment. Embracing the marginalreadings of the English Revisers as well .

as those of the American Committee. By John Alexander Thoms. Pub

lished under the authorisation of Oxford and Cambridge Universities.

New York : Charles Scribner's Sons, 1883. 8vo., pp. 532 .

5 Die Revision der Lutherischen Bibelübersetzung. Von Lic. th . Ernst

Kühn , Konsistorialassessor und Diakonos in Dresden. Pp. 64. Halle,

1883.
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The exceedingly able and valuable work of Professor Hicks

may be said to be a treatise on the logic of apologetics. Among

other noteworthy peculiarities of the book , due attention is paid

to the distinction between the ideas of " order” and “ end.” .

Dr. McIlvain 's admirable volume on the Wisdom of Scripture

is evidently the fruit of a lifetime of thought and faith . The re

lation of religion to science, and also to politics, is fully discussed .

We do not care to be understood as endorsing all that is laid down

respecting the aspect of the Church towardsthe State. Thebook

is profound and original, and yet perspicuous and edifying. Dr.

Porter's Essays on " Science and Sentiment,” make a lofty claim

on the admiration of intelligent, and especially of Christian ,

readers. The presumption in regard to such books as Mr. Foot

man's * is always in their favor. If any matter is to be sifted to

the bottom , the Germans are the people to do the work . When

an estimate of results is called for, the judgment of a Teuton may

or may not be of any particular value. Herr Bastian 's treatise on

Buddhism (though by its title limited to one aspect of the sub

ject) covers the whole ground and much more besides, and in the

most exhaustive way. The work is chiefly noteworthy for its

immense learning. The darkness of the great oriental system is

not much illuminated by the Berlin author. He seems to iden

tify Nirvana with the state of “ absolute existence .” Herr Kern

regards it as the condition of the highest good, and that 'admits

A Critique of Design - Arguments. A Historical Review and Free

Examination of the Methods of Reasoning in Natural Theology. By L .

E . Hicks, Professor of Geology in Denison University , Granville, Ohio.

1 Vol., crown 8vo., $ 2 .00 . (In Press.) Charles Scribner 's Sons.

2 The Wisdom of Holy Scriptures. By the Rev . John H .McIlvain , D . D .

1 Vol., crown 8vo., $ 2 .50. Ibid . ( In Press .)

• Science and Sentiment. By Noah Porter, D . D ., LL. D . 1 Vol.

crown octavo, $ 2 .50. Ibid .

*Reasonable Apprehensions and Reassuring Hints ; being Papers de

signed to attract attention to the Nature ofModern Unbelief, and to meet

some of its Fundamental Assumptions. By the Rev. Henry Footman .

8vo., boards, $ 1. 50 . Scribner & Welford , New York .

6 Der Buddhismus in seiner Psychologie . Von A . Bastian . Berlin , 1882.

6 Der Buddhismus und seine Geschichte in Indien. Von Heinrich

Kern . Translated by Herman Jacobi. First Volume. Leipzig , 1882.

VOL . XXXIV ., No. 3 — 11.
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of neither birth nor death .' ” To attain to this condition is the

practical aim of Buddhist teaching. Only one volume of the

English translation has yet appeared ; but enough is before the

world of critics to justify the statement that the discussion is clear

and systematic. Dr. Hurst's thesaurus’ is a most useful volume;

and is especially strong in the exhibit it gives ofmodern and

continental authorities . The memorable return of vitality to

whatmight well have been regarded as the moribund body of the

Papacy , and the sudden arrest of the Reformation in the sixteenth

century , presents one of the most importantand singular prob

lems that can engage the attention of the student of history. Mr.

Creighton , of Merton, has written on this subject, and particu

larly on the events relating to the unreformed Church , with the

hand of a master .?

· The direct and also the reflex influence of Christianity on the

world have not been exaggerated. Mr. Loring Brace has occa

sion to deal with this matter in his “ Gesta Christi," 3 and his for

mer literary efforts gave no false promise of his success in the

present undertaking. It has long been known to close observers

in such matters that the soi disant “ Unitarianism ''' of New Eng

land is to a large extent nothing but a name for the so-called

“ liberal religion ," and that " liberalism " in religion and rational

istic infidelity differ only as tweedle-dum and tweedle-dee. This

is now plainly avowed by one of the acknowledged hierophants

of this audacious but delusive form of what may be styled bap

Bibliotheca Theologica . By Jno. F . Hurst, LL. D . New York :

Charles Scribner's Sons, 1883.

? A History of the Papacy during the Period of the Reformation. By

M . Creighton , M . A ., late Fellow of Merton College, Oxford . Vol. I.,

1378 — 1418 ; Vol. II., 1418 - 1464. Boston : Houghton , Mifflin & Co., 1882.

'Gesta Christi : Or, A llistory of Humane Progress under Christianity .

By Charles Loring Brace, author of “ Races of the Old World ," " Home

Life in Germany and Ilungary." " Norse Folk ," " Dangerous Classes of

New York ," etc . 8vo., pp. xxi., 496 . New York : A . C . Armstrong &

Son , 1882.

* The Liberal Movement in Theology, chiefly as shown in Recollections

of the History of Unitarianism in New England , being a closing course

of Lectures given in the Harvard Divinity School. By Joseph Henry

Allen , Lecturer on Ecclesiastical History in Harvard University , Honor
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tized secularism and unbelief. Dr. Killen 's “ Ancient Church ” i

is one of the greatest works of our time, and in many essential

particulars (notably its doctrinal soundness) one of the best

Church-histories in existence for the fundamental period which

it covers . Dr. John Hall has done well in connecting his

own honored name with a new edition of a book that has al

ready done yeoman 's service, and is destined to become more and

more celebrated .

That eminent thinker and historian, the late Dr. H . B . Smith ,

is set before us with exceptional distinctness and force in his

notable “ Introduction to Christian Theology ." ? The forte of

Dr. Smith was, as we opine, in Church History and Apologetics .

Some of his monographs in these departments leave nothing to

be regretted or desired . The gifted and accomplished author of

“ The History of Virginia " has for some years past made a

shining name for himself in the field of theological and ecclesias

tical disputation , and been a frequent contributor to our current

periodical literature. He has now : chosen to grapple with a

number of the most intricate questions that could occupy themind

of man or angel. That he has succeeded in establishing all his

positions beyond reasonable peradventure, is doubtless more than

can be affirmed with confidence. Our author is, notwithstanding,

satisfied that his curious, and it may be sometimes hazardous, lu

cubrations do not anywhere impinge upon the system of truth

contained in the Scriptures, as interpreted by the Westminster

standards. Of the freshness and variety of the thought, and the

ary Member of the (Unitarian ) Supreme Consistory of Transylvania ,

author of “ Hebrew Men and Times," " Fragments of Christian History,"

etc. Boston : Roberts Brothers, 1882. 8vo., pp. 220 .

1 The Ancient Church ; Its IIistory , Doctrine, Worship, and Constitu

tion , traced for the First Three Hundred Years. By W . D . Killen, D . D .,

Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Pastoral Theology in the Irish

Assembly 's College in Belfast. New edition , carefully revised. With

an Introduction by the Rev. John Hall, D . D . Royal 12mo., 612 pages,

$ 2.00. A . D . F . Randolph & Co., New York.

? Introduction to Christian Theology. By Henry B. Smith, D . D ., LL. D .

Edited by William S . Karr, D . D . 12mo., pp. 237. New York : A . C .

Armstrong & Son .

3 God and Creation .
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interest imparted by a lucid style and skilful treatment of the

subject, there can be no two opinions ; and the writer is to be

congratulated on what looks very like a prosperous entrance on

the mare magnum of theological disquisition. Mr. Holland's

Sermons are lauded without stint in high quarters, and above

all as displaying some of the very rarest intellectual and spirit

ual traits. They are said to be full of massive thought, and

yet to be preëminently opportune and practical. Dr. Parkhurst

has also published some capital discourses. 2 The editor of the

Evangelists belongs to a family that have been distinguished for

their parts and versatility. The most popular literary gift

amongst them is that of the amiable and vivacious New York

editor. His books of travel are in the first rank of such liter

ature, and his accountof the Desert was viséd on the spot by so

high an authority as Dr. Post, and has been endorsed and praised

by experts like Professor Hitchcock and Dr. Chambers.

The pastor of Regent Square, London , appears again as an

author ; now , of an expository volume that is happily entitled

“ The Manifesto of the King," 4 and is favorably noticed in safe

journals. Dr. Dykes is always attractive , but his statements of

doctrine have not invariably passed unchallenged. Professor

Hodge's usefulManualof Forms has been not only reissued , but

Logic and Life, with other Sermons. By the Rev. H . S . Holland ,

M . A ., Senior Student of Christ Church, Oxford . With an Introductory

Notice by President Noah Porter. I vol., 8vo., $ 1.50. ( The Scribners.)

2 The Blind Man 's Creed and Other Sermons. By Charles II. Park

hurst, D . D ., Pastor of the Madison Square Church, New York . 12mo.,

cloth , 246 pages. Price, $ 1. (Randolph , New York.)

3 On the Desert. With a brief Review of RecentEvents in Egypt. By

the Rev. IIenry M . Field , D . D ., author of " From the Lakes of Killarney

to the Golden Horn ," and “ Egypt and Japan ." | vol., crown 8vo., with a

Map. $ 2 . ( The Scribners.)

4 The Manifesto of the King. An Exposition of the Sermon on the

Mount. By J. Oswald Dykes, M . A ., D . D . Robert Carter & Brothers,

New York .

5 Manual of Forms of Baptism , Admission to the Communion , Ad

ministration of the Lord' s Supper, Marriage and Funerals, Ordination of

Elders and Deacons, etc . Conformed to the Doctrine and Discipline of

the Presbyterian Church . By Archibald Alexander Hodge, D . D . New

and rewritten Edition. Philadelphia , Presbyterian Board of Publication .
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rewritten . The liberty of Presbyterianism , as regards anything

like a liturgical rubric, does notwholly close the door against the

occasional employmentofsuch optional helpsas are here judicious

ly provided . The story of “Moravian Missions” ) is, in some

aspects of it, the crown of the entire story of “ Modern Missions,”

and deserves a record only second to that of the Acts of the Apos

tles ; and it may be to that of the doings of the Reformers, and

of the founders of English and American Methodism . Thegreat

and increasing attention that is paid in England and this country

to early English and Anglo-Saxon ,augurs well for a more general

as well as an improved acquaintance with ourmother -tongue.2 3 4 5

Dr. Morris 3 (after excepting Professor Skeat) has scarcely a rival

in England in the field of early English ; and Mr. Henry Sweet,

of Oxford, is the recognised chief of Anglo -Saxon scholars in

the domains of Victoria. It is extremely gratifying to find that

· the Southern schools take a decided lead of the Northern in this

general department, and that this fact is admitted, and has been

commented upon by specialists on the other side of the water.

Professor Garnett, of the University of Virginia , is one of the

scholars of the South who are laboring conjointly with Professor

Harrison , of Lexington, in the field of Anglo -Saxon poetry :

The almost matchless name of the great Oxford scholar, one

should say , would be all that were needed to launch his Grammar

of Homer 's form of the Ionic dialect 6 upon a tide of good for

? Moravian Missions. Twelve Lectures. By Augustus C . Thomson,

D . D . 12mo., pp . 516 . New York : Charles Scribner's Sons. 1882.

? Library of Anglo-Saxon Poetry. Beôwolf. By J . A . Harrison .

Ginn , Heath & Co. , Boston .

3 Development of English Literature and Language. By Alfred H .

Welsh , A . M . Griggs & Co., Chicago.

* Specimens of Early English. A new and revised Edition, with In

troduction , Notes , and Glossorial Index. By the Rev. Richard Morris,

LL.D . Part I., from " Old English Homilies” to “King Horn," A . D .

1150 — A . D . 1300. Oxford : At the Clarendon Press , 1882. London :

Henry Froude.

5 An Anglo- Saxon Primer , with Grammar, Notes, and Glossary. By

Henry Sweet, M . A . Oxford : At the Clarendon Press, 1882. London :

Ibid .

6 A Grammar of the Homeric Dialect. By D . B . Monro , Fellow of

Oriel College, Oxford . Clarendon Press series. Large 8vo., pp. 344 .
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tune. The joint work of the two French authors on Egyptian

Art' in ancient times, is said to be as excellent as it is elaborate .

Two other Frenchmen have written separately on engraving.

One, the Viscount Delaborde, is ample in what he has to say

about ordinary engraving on steel, but is succinct and meagre in

his references to wood engraving and etching. He is naturally

very full and rather over-partial in his estimate of work done by

the artists of France . The other, M . Lostalot, takes a more

comprehensive view of the subject, also inclines to over-frequent

mention of French artists to the comparative exclusion of those

of other European nations, and appears to have allowed the Vis

count to outstrip him in the interest of his details. American

engraving appears very unfavorably in some of these pages, and

very inaccurately in others. The Heidelberg Professor who

writes of Haydn * has written almost or quite as much as any one

living aboutmusic and musicians. Haydn was seventy -seven at

his death , and had known many of the other greatmusicians,

such as Mozart, Beethoven , Weber, and Cherubini. His own

noblest works were the fruit of his old age. He was more of

the older school than Beethoven, and a serene gaiety of spirit is

united in his compositions with the perfection of classic form .

Ole Bull is the most noted virtuoso on the violin since Paganini ;

and Mrs . Bull's Memoirs is entertaining. Carlyle 6 believed in

Emerson almost as much as Emerson believed in him . The cor

1 A llistory of Art in Ancient Egypt. From the French of George

Perrot and Charles Chipiez. Illustrated with 598 engravings in the text,

and 14 steel and colored plates. Translated and edited by Walter Arm

strong, B . A ., Oxon. Two volumes. New York : A . C . Armstrong &

Son . 1883.

2 La Gravure. Précis élémentaire de ses origines, de ses procédés et de

son histoire. Par le Vicomte Henri Delaborde. Paris : A . Quantin .

New York : J . W . Bouton .

3 Les procédés de la Gravure. Par Alfred de Lostalot. Ibid .

* Life of Haydn . By Ludwig Nohl. Translated from the German , by

George P . Upton . Chicago : Jansen, McClurg & Co. 1883.

5 Ole Bull. A Memoir. By Sara C . Bull. Boston : Houghton, Millin

& Co. 1883. '

6 The Correspondence of Thomas Carlyle and Ralph Waldo Emerson.

1834 –1872. 2 vols. Boston : James R . Osgood & Co. 1883.
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respondence of these two quaint souls and remarkable intellects

is worth studying. The inventor of quaternions ' is thought by

many to have been a far more original thinker than Sir William

Hamilton , the logician and psychologist. Certainly he was one

of the most precocious linguists as well as one of the most influ

ential and greatest mathematicians of the age.

Mr. Jeaffreson has made an interesting book upon Lord Byron,

and has argued cogently in support of his positions. Whether

he has really found out anything new is another matter, and may

be questioned. Hehas effectually dispersed the most recent and

odious charges against his lordship 's character .

The author of “ Rab and his Friends” lived long enough to

make everybody admire and love him and welcome the effusions

of his delightful reflection and sympathy.3

? William Rowan Hamilton, Knt., LL. D ., D . C . L ., M . R . I. A ., An

drews Professor of Astronomy in the University of Dublin , and Royal

Astronomer of Ireland , etc ., etc., including selections from his Poems,

Correspondence, and Miscellaneous Writings. By Robert Percival

Graves , M . A . Vol. I. Dublin : Ilodges , Figgis & Co. London : Long

mans, Green & Co. 1882.

2 The Real Lord Byron. New Views of the Poet's Life. By John

Cordy Jeaffreson . Boston : J . R . Osgood & Co .

3 Spare Hours. By John Brown, M . D ., LL. D . ( Third series, Locke

and Sydenham , and other Papers.) Boston . Houghton , Mifflin & Co .
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ARTICLE I.

THE ARTICLE ENTITLED “ A THOROUGHLY EDU

CATED MINISTRY ” EXAMINED BY THE AUTHOR

OF " AN INQUIRY INTO THE AGGRESSIVENESS

OF PRESBYTERIANISM .” 1

In essaying an answer to the criticism of our views contained

in the April number of this REVIEW , weare aware thatwe under

take no light task . There are in the criticism elements of extra

ordinary strength . Judging from the admiration it extorts from

a mind already satisfied to the contrary, it must have proven irre

sistible to others. As a priori reasoning, the argument amounts

to a demonstration, but the strongest presumptive demonstration

must yield to obstinate fact ; and here, we think, lies the weak

ness of this otherwise strong paper . Its author has ignored some

of the most conspicuous developments of the last half century ; he

has hung his votive tablet in the shrine of Logic , and right roy

ally has the divinity responded to her devotee. Weinvoke the

aid of her less brilliant sister, History.

Conviction is always strong ; that of our author is so absolute

? It is due to the writer of this article to say that it was received in

tiine for publication in the July number of the Review , but our space

was already fully occupied with previously accepted articles. — Editors

SOUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW .
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as to preface his paper with a virtual apology for any discussion

of one of “ the best established principles." This conviction is

sustained throughout, and imparts to the article a character as

judicial as fate. The judge is but thinly disguised in the role of

the advocate, and the traditions of the bench color the conduct of

the bar. This ex cathedra -ness — by which wemean nothing that

could offend even the most sensitive — makes unsuspected con

quest of the reader at the start, and raises the suspicion that

doubt is folly ; this element, together with the impressive ease

with which the topic is handled , betrays in the writer long fa

miliarity with that armor which we have “ proved” so little ; it

warns us that we are meeting a very giant in dialectic ; with a

conviction , however , somewhat akin to his own, we advance to

encounter him , choosing from the little brook of our own obser

vation only a few small facts, worn ready to our hand by the cur

rents of common place, contemporaneous events.

Our author in the outset states the issue with a fairness alike

honorable to him and gratifying to us; but in the progress, heat,

and exigency of argument he vacates this position, sometimes in

express terms, but oftener implicitly in the use of certain phrases

which render his representation of our views inadequate, and the

presentation of his own too sweeping and extreme; in this latter

it may be said of him that when he is strong then is he weak .

The former is foreshadowed in the very title of his article ; it

appears in his use of the phrase " thorough education " through

out the discussion , and of the contrasted phrase " an English edu

cation.” Now , every reader has his own idea of a thorough

education , and this idea he will give to the words without bearing

constantly in mind the author's use of it as equivalent to Greek,

Hebrew , and Latin , e. g., on p . 360 he represents his opponent

as saying that God “may have elected the devout man without

Latin , while we practically refuse to have him ," and answers :

“ Suppose it should be that God's election and call are to a

thorough education , and then to preaching." Most readers,

interpreting the indefinite phrase " thorough education " as gen

eral fitness for the work , would yield ready assent to the suppo

sition ; but if our author had repeated the word (Latin ) which he
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replaces with his synonym , the assent would not have been

unanimous.

Moreover, the majority of readers would give to the frequently

recurring phrase “ English education ” a much more limited scope

than it ought to have in this discussion , inasmuch as it is used ,

not in the ordinary sense of the words, but as an equivalent for

the course we recommended and might therefore include ,with the

exception only of the ancient languages , anything in the ordinary

college course or in the present demands of our standards. If

our critic had substituted Latin , Greek , and Hebrew for his

phrase , “ thorough education ,” all through the article, and instead

of the words, “ English course ," “ English education," etc., had

always used terms which would have reminded readers that he

did not refer to reading, writing, and cyphering,as far as vulgar

fractions, some parts of his argument might have been less

effective.

Weare represented as having claimed that the Methodists and

Baptists “ have done five times as much real work for Christ and

souls” as the Presbyterians; this is not exactly our claim . The

subject set before us was aggressiveness in the distinct and lim

ited though important department of propagandism We claimed

that statistics accredited these denominations with a five-fold

numerical superiority over us, and we were somewhat careful to

use the term “ numerical superiority ” or its equivalent through

out the discussion , in order to keep the reader in mind that we

were not discussing the whole domain of Christian activity. In

commenting on the statistics of these denominations our critic

charges us with “ rather dogmatically forbidding readers to go

behind them or deduct more from them than from our own, for

inaccuracies ;" whereas a reference to p . 651 of our article will

show that we expressly allowed the reader to deduct half from

theirs and leave ours untouched ; or if he chose to do so , we were

willing to have figures scouted altogether, and base our discussion

upon the evidence borne by the very face of the country. But

our critic grants all that we thought it necessary to claim when

he follows his discredit of the statistics by saying: “ But both

denominations have become far more numerous than ours . We

freely admit it .”



618 “ A Thoroughly Educated Ministry" Examined . [Oct.,

As to our twenty listed reasons for their numerical superiority,

let us say that they were not ours ; they were assigned by a num

ber of writers discussing the topic lengthily and elaborately, and

arguing from the same general standpoint with himself. Refer

ring to this prefatory list, he says: “ The really influential

causes of their comparative numerical growth do not appear in

his list,” and then proceeds to give them :

1. The broad scriptural catholicity of our Church.

2 . The presentation to the world of the humbling doctrines of

the gospel with faithful candor.

3. Refusal to countenance any shade of ritualism .

4 . Refusal to employ " new measures.'

If the reader will turn to p . 653 of the REVIEW for October,

1882, he will find that our critic's first reason is given explicitly

in (13) of our list and is one of those commented on ; his fourth

occurs explicity in our (5) and again implicitly in (14); his sec

ond is excluded by its contrary in (7 ) , in which one of the writers

on his own side of the question attributes our slow growth to our

failure to do the very thing, the faithful performance of which

our author says retards our numerical progress ; his third reason

is anticipated and negatived in paragraph (3 ) on p . 619 of our

discussion ; so thatwe think all four have had some consideration .

As to the influence of his reasons : the first three are presented

concentred and intensified in one denomination, viz., the Episco

pal Church, which unites in conspicuous andmarked degree these

very essentials in a threefold cord ; here bigotry assumes its most

polished and refined form , here are offered the easiest terms

of Church membership conceivable , here ritualism dons its most

alluring garb . But it might be alleged that there are associated

with these other notes” which neutralise and render them inoper

ative in this particular instance. There may be, but we fail to

discover them ; indeed , upon further examination the case appears

even stronger , for in other respects this Church is much the same

as ours ; leaving out these very characteristics which are listed

by our author as so effective, we find that the tastes, senti

ments, surroundings, customs, traditions, etc., of this denomina

tion are just those likewise of Presbyterianism ; our author has
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singled out thevery notes which distinguish the Episcopal Church

from the Presbyterian , so that we have a denomination which

presents the characteristics of Presbyterianism plus three- fourths

of his desiderata for numerical success, and lo ! it is not more

than half as large as our own .

Passing on, we note his fourth reason : “ new measures,” the

anxious seat, altar of penitents, revival measures, .etc. After

sketching the modus operandi, he adds:

“ No wonder that these measures have been found a prime en

ginery for religious self-deception ; the patent process for building wood ,

hay, and stubble into the fabric of the visible Church, instead of precious

metals and stones. If our consciences would permit us to resort to these

measures, we could burn over wide surfaces as others do , leaving them ,

as they do , blighted and barren for allmore scriptural methods." P . 347.

There is ground for condemnation , doubtless, and force in his

objection ; but his condemnation is too sweeping and extreme ;

there is good mixed with the evil, and we have argued in our

January article to the best of our ability for the adoption of the

good and the exclusion of the evil. When our author singles this

out as the chief cause of their growth , it must be remembered

that their success is not due to the evil, but in spite of it. If the

only result were inflated communion rolls, his condemnation were

just ; but burning over wide surfaces and leaving them barren

and blighted , does not describe Methodist and Baptist propa

gandism ; such a course does not plant flourishing churches all

over our country ; such methods do not equip and sustain a home

mission work that has long been the admiration of Christendom .

Is it not time Presbyterian writers should cease to give this

stereotyped explanation of inaccurate statistics ? Whatever truth

there may be in it, it utterly fails as an explanation. To say that

their success ismore apparent than real, satisfies no one who has

had occasion to travel through the evangelistic territory of our

Church. The writer has heard and read this statement since

childhood, and accepted it as perfectly satisfactory , until after

entering the ministry he has had opportunity for observation in

the extreme eastern evangelistic portion of his Synod, in the

extremewestern field , aswell as in the centre ; and while he has

found vast sections totally destitute of Presbyterian preaching,
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he has never found a region that was not supplied with Methodist

or Baptist preaching, or with both , and generally with both. This

testimony comes from all sections of our country. While there

is no doubt that they are less careful in the use of themeans of

grace than we are, and are more hasty in the admission of mem

bers to the church, yet we do not think this at all adequate to

account for their real and unmistakable growth ; this is rather a

hindrance than an aid . The secret of their progress, and an open

secret, too, is , that they have so many more ministers at work

than we (and by ministers wedo notmean local preachers, as our

critic seems to think ; they are chiefly a reserve force for special

occasions, and are rarely engaged in regular stated preaching ).

When weremember that for every preacher at work in our Church ,

the Methodists and Baptists have each two or three, there is no

need to account for their growth as abnormal. Ifwehad as many

men preaching the gospel, we would grow equally fast. Let our

Church recognise this discrepancy and awake to her duty and her

privilege in the premises .

Our author is persuaded that the real solution of the difficulty ,

the one which mostneeds looking at, is the one which we, he

says, dismissed most hastily ; that the fault is not ecclesiastical,

but spiritual. The reason we dismissed this solution so hastily

was simply because our discussion was concerned with compara

tive, not absolute, progress. Weare presented with three denom

inations working side by side; two of these outstrip the other

very far. In searching for the cause, we deem that it is to be

found in some superiority of matter or method in these over the

third . Wecannot think the problem is to be solved by pointing

to a defect which obtains in all three alike. Especially is it un

satisfactory in our author, after making unequivocal claim of

superior spirituality in substance and style for our Church, in

almost the same breath to account for our numerical inferiority

chiefly in a lack of spirituality .

In order to meet the imperativedemandsfor a vastly increased

ministerial force, we urged that some provision , authorised and

regular, be made for such candidates as were debarred by their

See extract quoted on p . 632.
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age or the providence of God from attending a theological semi

nary ; that while we announce our present standard as the desir

able one, and as such recommend it to all, we shall at the same

time declare that failure therein need not be a bar to entering

our ministry ; that we willmake some discrimination according

to the previous training and future facilities for study, according

to the varied circumstances of the applicants and the providence

of God, not requiring a knowledge of Greek , Hebrew , and Latin

from every candidate .

The first reason that our author urges against such recom

mendation is , “ that it opposes the deliberate judgment ofthewisest

and best of our fathers, when viewing and deciding the very same

problem ." P . 349.

The argument from precedent is always peculiar in some

respects. It is unanswerable , and yet it can always be urged

against any change whatsoever. It therefore deserves jealous

scrutiny. In recommending change, we attempted to give satis

factory reasons therefor ; and we think that, before bringing the

prejudice of precedent to bear upon us, our author ought to have

overthrown those reasons ; and even then , if he had succeeded in

turning our positions, his appeal to precedent would have been

needless ; if he had not succeeded, it would have been useless .

With this demurrer to the appeal to the natural and instinctive

reverence for our forefathers, we pass from this first reason with

the remark that the wisest and best of our fathers neversviewed

and decided the very same problem ," for the simple reason that

“ the very same problem ” did not exist in 1825 , and could not

have existed . The main data of the problem is the rapid and

constant progress of these denominations during the last fifty

years. It is since 1825 that the most marked and conspicuous

progress of these denominations has been made. There are per

sons now living who can remember the time when to be a Method

ist or Baptist was a sort of reproach . They have grown in every

respect - in intelligence, influence, and numbers. The farther

back you go , the smaller become their numbers. In 1770, the

Baptists had only eighty more churches than the Presbyterians in

the whole United States, and the Presbyterians had ten times as
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many as the Methodists. To say that our fathers viewed and

decided the very same problem sixty years ago, is to say thatthey

did what, in the nature of the case, it was impossible for them

to do.

We stated that our standards were nearly twohundred and fifty

years old . Our author replies :

" Wemust remind readers, first, that the dates of the creation of our

Constitution , as an American Church , are not those of the Westininster

Assembly, but are 1729, 1758, 1789, and especially 1820." P .350 .

The effect of these dates is misleading,though they are literally

true ; and so he might have truly said that our Constitution dates

from 1879, but the answer would have been that the Book of

Church Order was only a revision, the changes being too few and

slight to be called the “ creation " of a Constitution . Somewhat

the same answer we make to our author 's reminder above. We

would remind readers that the above dates mark the adoption

rather than the creation of our Constitution ; that we are living

under substantially the same Church Order that our forefathers

brought with them from the mother country. Does not our

author himself, in this very article , p . 361, charge us with attempted

“ innovating on the wisdom of our laws approved by the expe

rience of centuries" ? Is he referring there to a Constitution

created in 1820 ? Weare living under themethods devised cen

turies ago ; and while we do not believe in the so -called progress

of theology, we do believe heartily in progress as to methods of

work, in those " circumstantial details which are left to the Chris

tian prudence and wisdom of church officers and courts." We

have transferred to this vast and sparsely-settled wilderness of the

new world the very plans and methods devised for a country ,

thickly settled and well supplied with churches, in which the

evangelistic work was necessarily in abeyance ; and while they

met every demand in Scotland, there is room for doubt whether

the last century's experience has altogether approved their wis

dom in America . And here we quote some pertinent observa

tions from the pen of a North Carolina minister :

“ Themost remarkable deficiency in our methodsof work seems to con

? Dorchester's Problem of Religious Progress, p. 537.
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sist in the neglect of the evangelistic office in the ministry of the word.

Our forefathers came froin a country in which the office and work of the

pastor were considered sufficient to meet all the ordinary needs of the

Church. The evangelist had well-nigh ceased to be regarded as one of

the Master's chosen instrumentalities for propagating the yospel. The

age in which the habits of the Church had been formed was not a mis

sionary age. And in consequence, the habits and traditions which came

with them across the sea , were such as were in a largemeasure unsuited

to the needs and conditions of the work on this side of the water .

Churches were formed here and there by immigration . Or they were

gathered by the independent labor of some minister who, uncalled by

Presbytery or people , was engaged in evangelistic labor. In any case

the church so formed called a pastor or stated supply , and gave them

selves only to thework of maintaining the gospel among themselves. The

thought of sending it to the destitute regions around seems not to have

been entertained . And while clainorous necessities and equally clamor

ous opportunities were rising on every hand , no thought seems to have

been entertained that the Lord was calling them to undertake the work .

The Methodist and Baptist Churches were more fortunate in the tradi

tions which they broughtwith them to this country. The work of the

evangelist has from the beginning been made prominent by them both .

In the Methodist Church it has perhaps had an undue prominence.

Almost every pastor is also an evangelist. Most of them in former times

had more work to do as evangelists than as pastors.

. " It is given to us to see and note the results of this difference in

methods ofwork . The two denominations referred to are to be found in

every part of North Carolina . They are everywhere strong, confident,

and aggressive. And the task of winning new territory for our Church

is now harder, by reason of the fact that they have gone in and taken

possession of openings which wemight have occupied and did not."

Many readers will admit the force and justice of these para

graphs. They account for the anomaly we noted in the opening

sentence in our October article, that a Church established in a

widely extended , sparsely settled , and rapidly growing territory ,

should at the end of a hundred years, be found discussing elabo

rate official theses on the nature, functions, and warrant of the

office of evangelist !

In arguing for the omission of Greek , Hebrew, and Latin in

certain cases, we said :

“ While such a course as we recommend may relax the claims of

our standards in the letter , it does not in the spirit ; the standards pre

scribe learning sufficient to expound intelligently the word. No one will



624 “ A Thoroughly Educated Ministry ” Examined . (Oct.,

question the fact, that since our standards were framed , there has been

a perfect revolution in the methods, means, and appliances of study.”

P . 682 .

Which drew forth the following rejoinder :

" At the last date (1820 ), which marks the real establishinent of our

polity, the English works on all branches of divinity boreas large a ratio

to the Latin then accessible to American scholars, both in quantity and

value, as at this day." P . 350 .

We have been much perplexed by this paragraph. It is a sur

prising statement to be made in 1883. We have thought that

possibly there was some important qualification or limitation in

the words " accessible to American scholars ;" but we cannot see

that there is, or that such would not apply equally to the English

as to the Latin works. Surely our author cannot mean what we

understand him to say : that from 1820 to 1883, theratio between

English and Latin works has been preserved . How many Latin

works on any topic of ministerial study have been published in the

last fifty years ? How many English ? Let it be borne in mind,

however, that we cannot accept 1820 as the date of the creation of

our standards. Their character was fixed, by our author's own ad

mission , " centuries” ago. But even accepting his late date, we say

that even then works of all sorts were scarce, costly, and learned ,

as compared with the present. The ratio is not a main point, but

the quantity , cheapness, and chiefly the popular character of the

works. At the time our standards were framed , there was no

such thing as " popular commentaries .” Since that time, and

even since 1820, if our author stickles for that date, multitudes

of English works on all branches of divinity have been published,

and the tendency has been steadily towards what wemay call the

popularising of this and , indeed, of all kinds of literature. Surely

our critic cannot deny this conspicuous development of our cen

tury ; he certainly ignores it completely in this important part of

his discussion . There are men reading this article who can

remember that in their school-boy days the Greek lexicons gåve

their definitions in Latin . We have in our library a Gesenius

Hebrew of as late date as 1833, with its definitions in Latin .

Our author fortifies his strange statement with a list, and the list

is his refutation. Let readers turn to page 350 of his article and
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read it. A large number of the authors are not even now cata

logued by the leading theological house in America . His first

four authors alone foot up eighty -two volumes, and over them all

he crowns John Owen as “ prince .” Fortunately for our dis

cussion , John Owen is the least rare of the list ; some of our

readers have portions of him ; let them compare the " prince" as

a popular writer with any one of a dozen that might be named .

We have twenty -one octavo volumes of this “ admirable old

scholar,” and occasionally , when not in any particular hurry, we

read him on some point, and it is an all-day task to get John

Owen 's view on anything. His style suggests to us the leisure of

Methusaleh . As a list of popular accessible writers, our author's

catalogue is rather a failure. He shows what hemeans, a few

paragraphs further,when he says on thenext page: "Nor are the

English books of this age on divinity more learned, or accurate , or

useful, than the former. They are more frequently feebler re

hashes of the very materials already gathered by those admirable

old scholars .” Exactly ! To those who had money to buy them ,

and time to study writers on so extended a scale, these volumin

ous, costly, and always inaccessible authors may have been more

accurate and useful, as they certainly were more learned ; and

the modern books may be but “ feebler rehashes of the very ma

terials gathered by these admirable old scholars ;" we did not

claim that they were stronger or more learned , but the very

reverse. It is just because these interminably voluminous and

superhumanly strong, and severely learned , and painfully ex

haustive and exhausting, admirable old scholars have been

" rehashed” and “ enfeebled ,” that we claim our point. This is

one very important aspect of the very revolution we mentioned ,

and which our critic so strenuously denies in favor of these de

parted worthies. The proof of the pudding is chewing the bag,

and the fact that the world has allowed these writers to go out of

print. is significant. Wewill take Dabney , Thornwell, and Hodge

in preference to the first four of his list, with their eighty -two

volumes, and we suspect our author would do the same. We

must confess that such rehashes suit the feeble stomach of our

sense better than the awful “ muchness" of the " prince" and his

confrères.
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Let our critic give us in his list a few counterparts of Ryle's

Expository thoughts on the Gospels ; The Speaker's Commentary ;

The Pulpit Commentary ; Jacobus, Barnes, Cowles, Hodge, Hal

dane, Chalmers, Alexander; The Homiletic Commentaries of Dr.

Thomas on Matthew , Acts, and Proverbs ; Arnot on Acts ; Spur

geon on the Psalms; Bonar 's Thoughts and Themes ; Godet on

Romans, Luke, and John, etc . Let him point to something like

the homiletic periodicals, quarterly and montbly ; the religious

weeklies , with their regular columns of exposition furnished by

leading ministers ; Sabbath -school periodicals, like the Earnest

Worker, ' Westminster Teacher, Sunday- School World (with

expositions bymen like Dr. John Hall, of New York) ; Peloubet's

bound volumes ; the various lecture foundations, the Bampton ,

Bohlen , Cunningham , Hulsean , Yale , etc .

It may be doubted whether the whole of the eighteenth cen

tury put together witnessed as much done for themultiplication,

the cheapening, the popularisation of exegetical and homiletic

literature as the last twenty years alone of the nineteenth cen

tury. No, we cannot yield our point ; we repeat here our state

ment, and upon it we go to our jury of readers with perfect con

fidence in their verdict :

" In our day, learned commentaries have been so simplified as to put

their results within the reach of any industrious English scholar. Even

the critical study of the original Scriptures can now be successfully

prosecuted through the medium of Englishman 's Editions of the

Critical Commentaries. Wehazard the opinion that the facilities for

Bible study have been so multiplied since the framing of our standards,

that a zealous conscientious student of our age, ignorant of Greek , He

brew , and Latin , can yet better interpret the Scriptures than he of the

days of the Confession of Faith with no mean attainments in those lan

guages." Review ,October, 1882, p. 683.

After denying this revolution in the methods, means, and

appliances of study, our author proceeds to say :

Wehave, then , the battle to fight over again for the utility of thorough

education and a knowledge of the dead languages ' to the pastor."

We beg his pardon , but this is not the battle at all. This is a

battle of his own making. We do not propose to fight him on

this ground, or to allow him to fight us there without protest .

On these two points it ismore than likely there would be sub
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stantial agreement between us, though we could not share his

dread of the inroads of doctrinal error, such as he instances

during the Reformation, as growing out of the mistranslations of

theHebrew in the Vulgate . Thank God , we have King James's

Version , and there is no danger of serious error in fundamentals

of piety , growing out of ignorance of Hebrew now . Moreover,

as we shall see further on , classic education is a very poor staff

to lean on, even in the aberrations still possible ; as witness the

errors circulated by the works of the erudite Farrar, at once one

of the most learned and most loose religious writers of our day .

Wemight differ also , somewhat, in definition of terms. There

might not be perfect agreement as to what constitutes thorough

education . He uses the term here as somewhat different from a

knowledge of the dead languages, and yet, in his general discus

sion , they are synonymous; and necessarily so, for this is all the

phrase " thorough education” can mean, as contrasted with, and

directed against, our recommendation .

Wemaintain that thorough education is not absolute, but com

parative ; the degree and character of it to be determined by the

work in which it is to be engaged ; that consequently it may be of

many grades and of various kinds; that there may be various

ways of attaining it. Wemight even go so far as to say that

thorough education for the Second church in Richmond would

require more than thorough education for a country cross-roads ;

that thorough education for Dr. Dabney's chair in Union Semi

nary was different from thorough education for Dr. Hoge's pul

pit. Wewould not admit that in thorough education for the

ordinary preacher, the dead languages were necessarily the deter

minate factor , though wewould at the same timeagree heartily

with our author's forcible plea in their behalf as a valuablemeans

for the cultivation of an elegant style of composition . We can

not see how a professional writer, like himself, for instance, could

dispense with such training. We can also see how such classic

elegance, if humbly consecrated and severely subordinated , may

well be used in the service of the pulpit ; but at the same time

we contend that thismodelling upon the classics, which he praises

so eloquently, is a secondary thing in preaching, is far from being
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of such importance as to warrant our losing numbers of godly ,

earnest, effective preachers on its account, and falls lamentably

far short of compensation for being outstripped fivefold by our

ecclesiastical neighbors.

Furthermore, in discussing this matter of “ thorough educa

tion" and its results,we would enter somewhat into the question ,

how far the study of the dead languages in our ordinary curricu

lum colleges conduced to this classic elegance. We would raise

the issue whether a student who, in a play of Sophocles or a

dialogue of Plato, had to dig every third word out of a lexicon,

was in a position to appreciate and emulate the classic elegance of

these authors. All such questions would require settlement before

we could give our author's eloquent plea a practical application to

our subject. So that while we are at one on the matter in the

abstract, there is room for difference in the concrete. To be well

versed and thoroughly at home in the classics is one thing ; to

have a mere smattering, and not be able to read a page in Æschy

lus without slavish use of a lexicon , is another.

And this suggests the rebuke implied in our critic's double

reminder to readers that the charge anent the practical standard's

not being up to the theoretical requirement of the Constitution

was not brought by him ; while it “was not his to sustain the

charge,” it was his to deny it if it was not true. Weentered

into the discussion of this as a practical question and with the

determination to go conscientiously through it, lead whither it

might. Weregretted sincerely the turn our study took here, but

we could not shut our eyes to this particular fact, that the classic

knowledge for which we were sacrificing so much was after all

more ideal than real. How could we spare ourselves the reproach

of pointing out this thing and yet do justice to our topic ? Is it

not of immense practical bearing on the question ? If it is un

questionably true — and in all the numerous and lengthy news

paper articles called forth by our discussion we have not seen one

denial of it — that a large majority of our ministers in active ser

vice do not find this classic knowledge of sufficient necessity, or

even utility , to lead them to maintain it, if they almost invariably

allow it to lapse utterly and are using this very English course
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of study which our author condemns, are we not practically re

quiring more from candidates for licensure than from pastors ?

He urges return to the strict construction of our standards “ with

deep repentance and loathing of delinquencies so shameful,”

“ there is no need for our looking one step farther to find out what

is the matter, our quest is ended,” etc. From the fact that he

continues his " quest” a good many steps farther it is to be in

ferred that he utterly discredits the charge ; and yet his wa

incident on p . 355 shows that he has at least heard of such a

thing ; and now, while even such “ thorough education " as the

young pastor in this incident' possessed is not without some util

ity, the question reçurs: Is it sufficient to counterbalance the

results of our requirements pointed out in the article he is

criticising ?

But to return ; the fight is not as to “ the utility of thorough

education and a knowledge of the dead languages to the pastor ;":

the question raised in our discussion was the necessity of the dead

languages, and this not to " the pastor ” but to pastors one and all.

The battle our author set out to fight, according to his own state

ment of the issue in the outset of his article, was the claim we

made that in certain specified instances the dead languages ought

not to be a sine qua non . We did not argue that they were not

useful, we did argue that they were not absolutely necessary. Of

course our author recognises the difference between the useful

and the essential, therefore after emphasising the utility of classic

culture he attempts to carry the weight of this argument across a

syllogistic bridge to the necessity bank of the chasm , and thus

establish the propriety of requiring it as a sine qua non .

A classical training is an importantmeansof greater efficiency ;

It is each minister's duty to serve God . . . with the fullest

effectiveness possible for him ;

Ergo : It is each minister 's duty to serve God with a classical

training. P . 351.

1 Suppose one of the counterparts of that young Virginia pastor, of

whom there may possibly be several still left in our Church, were to

encounter one of those Texan cow -boys of whom the author speaks on

page 366 !
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Now let him add to his conclusion the qualification contained

in the last three words of his minor premise, without which that

minor premise would not have been true, and the conclusion is

valid . It is the duty of each minister to serve God with a class

ical training if such is possible. We state confidently that with

out this qualification his syllogism is not worth the ink expended

in writing it ; moreover,we state that with this qualification his

syllogism expresses the position maintained by us in the article

he criticises, as witness our own words :

“ Wehave not the slightest prejudice against theological seminaries ;

we would double the number of their students if possible . We would

advise every candidate, who could do so , to attend one. But there is a

class which the seminaries cannot reach, and for this class we plead ,"

etc . P . 678.

Our author then points his argument with his striking illustra

tion of the faithful and devoted bondsman with a dull axe ; gifted

by nature with a giant frame he may with it cut more wood than

another of feebler framewith the keenest axe ; by " putting to

more strength ” hemay even cut the average day's task ; but if by

grinding his axe thoroughly he is enabled to cut even two days'

task in one, if he loves the Master he will grind it, and this he

will do even if his day is advanced towards the middle of the

forenoon , etc. P . 352.

This analogy seems faultless when considered in itself alone;

its failure is patent, however,when you attempt to apply it. The

edge of its sharpness is taken off by its author himself in his

admission already made in the opening of his article : “ But both

denominations have become far more numerous than ours. We

freely admit it." P . 344. So that according to his own free ad

mission the dull axe in the illustration has cut far more wood

for the Master than the sharp one.

True, a sharp axe can cut more than a dull one; but suppose

the devoted bondsman is so situated that he cannot sharpen his

axe, shall we forbid his cutting with such as he has ; especially if,

as our author admits, he cuts as much as some feebler men do

with the keenest axe and may accomplish even an average day's

task ? Shall we say, You must do even more or none ? This is

the question we raised , and it is too important to be obscured ;
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we do not think our critic has met it fairly and squarely . His

axe illustration is exceedingly ingenious; we thank him for sug

gesting it, we will borrow it and use it in a manner more accord

ant with the real state of the case.

The government has given to three men , Mr. John Baptist,

Mr. Wesley Methodist, and Mr. Calvin Presbyterian , the privi

lege of cutting cord wood from a vast tract lying in one of its

reservations. They all advertise for choppers; Mr. Presbyterian

publishes in his advertisement the fact that no man cuts for him

whose axe is not up to a certain regulation sharpness ; he also

announces that he has in Virginia and South Carolina two first

class grindstones where any man 's axe will be brought to the

required edge free of cost. The result is, he has sharper axes

than the other two, but only about one-third as many. Some

friend remonstrates with Mr. Presbyterian on his course ; Mr.

Presbyterian answers : “ Will not a sharp axe cut more wood

than a dull one ?” Undoubtedly . “ Do I not offer to sharpen

every man's axe ? It is their duty to come to the grindstone,

and if they don't come, they don't wish to cut.”

The argument seems unanswerable , but at the same time the

woods are resounding with the axes of Mr. Baptist and Mr.

Methodist and they have corded five times as much wood as Mr.

Presbyterian . This we conceive to be a fairer application of the

axe illustration than that made by our author; but it fails in one

very important particular, viz., the wood is not standing waiting

for the sharpening of the axes, the timber is perishing while the

axes are grinding, or rather, are supposed to be grinding, for

really they are not grinding, they are for some reason failing to

come to the grindstones.

Let us try another illustration : An immeasurable harvest is

1 The last Minutes of the General Assein bly (1882, p .669) give a com

parative summary for the last five years, 1878 - 1882. The increase of

ministers is thirty -seven ; that is, about seven each year to be divided

among sixty -six Presbyteries. And in the same Minutes there are four

hundred and serenty -three churches accredited with neither “ P ." nor

" S . S .”' Readers can calculate how long it would require the annual

increase to supply vacant churches, even if it all were devoted to this

purpose.
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standing ripe for the reapers ; the gathering of the crop is in

trusted to stewards; two of them put every available means into

the field , the McCormick reaper, the cradle, and even the old

time reaping-hook ; the other says, I will use only the best means

known, the McCormick , and noneother. Now , while thismachine

furnishes a beautiful illustration of first-class, conservative reap

ing, obtaining it is a slow and expensive process, and there are

vast stretches of the field whither it has never gone; whither, so

far as human eye can see, it can never be expected to go ; indeed,

whither the defenders of its sole use admit that it “ practically

elects not to go” — while this is the case, the harvest home of the

others re-echoes from eastern shore to western wild , on mountain ,

hill-top , and plain . At least such is the testimony of the lead

ing Presbyterian paper in the United States :

" The Methodist Church has kept ahead in its missionary work. This

Church has trod on the heels of the savage from the rising of the sun in

this land ofours unto the going down of the same. Every school-house

and barn and court-house and cabin was dedicated to the extension of

Christ' s kingdom ; and the circuit-rider pushed on and squitted , and by

“squatter-sovereignty ' the Methodist Church has covered the broad places

of this land. After the place was occupied the local preacher was or

dained — the bestman usually in the neighborhood, who knew more than

the average of his neighbors — and he became high priest and oracle.

He was provided with a book of sermons, Wesley's or Watson' s, and

from these he carried on the mission work of this great Church . We

have never found a place so destitute in our country that a Methodist

preaching place , with a local preacher, was not within reach ; and we

have heard them all our lives, and while they have said ridiculous

things, and ranted and shouted themselves hoarse, we have heard no

heresy about the salvation of the world through the blood of Christ.

There need be no fear of rantwhen it spends itself at the cross .

The Presbyterian Church has had all this power, and better endowed

within her own bosom , but it has remained in a comatose state . Instru

ments have been hers that could have turned the world upside down

for Christ, and could have held every spot in this land until the edu

cated ministry could have moved on , without the enormous expense

which our present methods require. Our educated ministers would

have been bishops, and with such a lay force as is provided in the dia

conate one educated winister could have chased a thousand, and two

could have put ten thousand to flight. This country was given to the

Presbyterian Church in the beginning, but she set her face against an

ignorant ministry , and rightly . IIer first serious schism occurred when
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the Cumberland Presbyterians quit her communion because the destitu

tions of the South west were greater than her production of an educated

ministry , but she never thought to look in her own standards for the or

dained supply for these needs, by whom her destitutions could have been

met and themembers of her own body kept intact. Wehave been acting

on as absurd a policy as the government would if it should insist that

West Point should change its policy in educating the higher officers , and

should require sergeants and corporals and teamsters and the rank and

file to be all graduates ere they could do duty in their country's perils."

Philadelphia Presbyterian , April 14 , 1883.

In this article, entitled , Does the Church need Lay Preachers ?

the editor argues for the employment of deacons as such, others

argue for the elders ; there seems to be a growing conviction that

our present system , as wo practise it, cannot meet the demands

upon us. Weare too exclusive; we press the question , Have we

a right, under all the circumstances , to insist on the invariable

application of the demands of our standards? When the great

Lord of the harvest confessedly owns and blesses the labors of

men ignorant of the ancient languages, have we a right to require

them as a sine qua non ? We would like to see somewarrant

of this requirement from the Scriptures. Our author quotes 1

Tim . iii. 2 , which requires “ aptness to teach ;” very true, but

there is a very wide gap between this and the “ Greek, Latin ,

and Ilebrew ” demands; in spite of the attempt to fill it up with

logic , it still yawns. We have argued that such was the state of

theological, exegetical, and homiletic literature at the time our

standards were first framed, that " aptness to teach ' required ab

solutely a knowledge of the dead languages, just as fifty years ago

aptness to write required the ability to make or mend a quill pen .

Does any reader suppose that if the same facilities for study had

existed then as now , and the same text-books had been used , it

would have ever occurred to anybody to have required the dis

cussion of the topic in divinity to be in Latin ? Our author ad

mits that an intelligent tradesman or mechanic in Ephesus might

possess this aptness to teach , but then he claims that a classical

education is necessary in our day to put us on a level with the

mechanic, to give the modern pastor this minimum qualification .

Now, we fancy that some of his readers dissented here. More
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over, does not our author himself conclude his paper by saying

that this same passage applies to ruling elders as well ? would he

requireGreek, Hebrew , Latin , etc., from them ?

But let us examine this Ephesine elder. There is something

in his tout ensemble which makes us think he is not an entire

stranger ; we have a faint remembrance of having had the pleas

ure of an introduction to him before under circumstances some

what similar to those under which he now appears. We then

entertained heartily the very views he was summoned to sustain ,

but we could not welcome him as an ally then for the very same

reason that compels usto discred it him now , viz., he proved entire

ly toomuch . We hazard the conjecture that some of our author's

readers felt this as they read :

“ Wemay suppose that the chasm of eighteen centuries is crossed , so

that an Ephesine scholar (not mere mechanic) appears in Charleston

now , and it is made his duty to instruct his Greek fellow -colonists in the

municipal and State laws. But they are printed in English , a tongue

strange to him , antipodal to Greek in idiom . Well, this difficulty may

be surmounted by learning English , or, as our opponents think , simply

by purchasing a translation of South Carolina laws into Greek ; though

how this translation is to enable him to guarantee his clients against

error in their legal steps passes our wit to see. But this obstruction out

of the way , he begins to read . IIe finds enactments about property in

' cotton ' ! What is cotton ? The wool which old Herodotus reported

grew on trees in Nubia ? And property in steam engines ! And in

steamships ! And in steam cotton -compress engines ; and in stocks of

railroads, and in banks, and in government securities ! And of buying

and selling cotton futures ! And of valuable phosphate works, etc ., etc .

What a crowd of surprises, ofmysteries, of astonishments ! How much

to be learned, after the knotty , sibilant, guttural English is learned,

before the book has any light to his mind !

" We thus see that the plain Ephesinemechanic elder had an immense

advantage over us, emerging directly from his epoch, contemporary with

the events of redemption , from his vernacular, from his providential

position for understanding the sacred books. But we again urge the

question , Are we 'apt to teach,' unless we make up our deficiencies to a

level somewherenear his ? Themodern who has become a learned Greek

scholar and archæologist, has notdonemore than reach the level of this

Ephesine elder. It were well for us if we had reached it.” P . 357 .

Now review the picture with the following observation, in order

to establish anything like a just parallel, ought not this colonist
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to have in addition to his translation of the laws (i. e., our author

ised version of the Scriptures) something corresponding to our vast

and varied literature, expository , exegetical, and illustrative, of

the contents of the Scriptures ? The picture supposes him to

have nothing in his own tongue but the laws, and these laws filled

with things of which he has never heard. Now suppose that all

South Carolina was found using his language; that the business

of the people was conducted in it ; that his translation was used

in the law courts instead of the original; that the law lectures

and law commentaries were in his language; that ever since child

hood he had been accustomed to meet in a congregation three

times a week to hear these laws expounded in his own language;

that there were thousands of books, periodicals, and papers dis

cussing these topics, terms, and themes in his own language;

what then ? Would he be at such an infinite loss how to get on

in South Carolina without a knowledge of the original copy of

the laws ? You might as well say that an English lawyer must

be able to read the old “ black letter” before he can do his clients

justice in London .

Our author emphasises archæology. Do students of theology

learn this from Greek books or works in English about the bibli

cal antiquities, such as Angus, Barrows, Josephus, etc .?

And the point of this Ephesine gentleman 's testimony is to

persuade the readers of the SoUTHERN PRESBYTERIAN REVIEW

in 1883 that, unless they understand Greek , Hebrew , and Latin ,

they are as helpless with the New Testament in hand as a Greek

of eighteen centuries ago would be now with laws about steam

engines, steamships , steam cotton-compress engines ! That, not

withstanding the rich and varied religious literature of all sorts,

a man of our day without a classic training is as much perplexed

with the themes of grace, faith , salvation through Christ, the love

ofGod, the fruits of the Spirit, the cleansing blood, as an ancient

Greek would be with government securities and national-bank

stock ! Well might our author call this an imaginary picture ;

he says of it, it may help to put us in a point of view for under

standing his argument. Possibly .

We think this Ephesine mechanic belongs to the same class
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with that Texan cow -boy whom , our author sayson p . 366, “ You

shall see reclining on his greasy blanket to read a pocket edition

of Horace or Molière,” in whose “ shanties alongside of the whis

key -jug will be found the writings of Huxley , Bradlaugh, and

Büchner,with the Westminster Review and the works of Renan."

Now , we cannot honestly think that this classic, Tityre-tu-patule

recubans-sub-tegmine cow -boy is sufficiently numerous to have

special provision made for him .

We feel sure that our readers cannot fail to feel that this Ephe

sinewitness has gotten before the wrong jury ; they will receive his

evidence cum grano salis. In connexion with this too compre

hensive testimony, we notice another part of the article in which

our author, in all gravity, states thathe does not take the ground

“ that the Christian ignorant of the classics may not get the rudi

ments of redemption out of English books.” P . 351. Wewould

have liked him to tell us here what truths and doctrines of redemp

tion could not be gotten out of English books. Could not one get a

little more than the rudiments of redemption out of Dabney's

Theology ? In the preface to his second edition Dr. Dabney

says : “ The main design , next to the establishment of divine

truth , has been to furnish students in divinity , pastors, and intel

ligent lay Christians, a view of the whole field of Christian Theo

logy.” And what shall we say more, for the time would fail us

to tell of Charnock , Dick , Hill, Hodge, father and son , Breckin

ridge, and of thee, O peerless Thornwell ! The rudiments of

redemption !

Take another of our author's telling illustrations ; they are

always introduced with marked ingenuity and force :

" An author offers him (the pastor) bis English commentary on Scrip

ture designed for the English reader. The pastor receives it and says :

" That is well. But, Mr. Expositor,have you yourself tested your own expo

sitions by the light of the original Greek ?' 'No,' he answers ; 'writing

only for English readers, I myself stopped at the English version . That

pastor would throw the commentary from him with indignation ." P . 353.

So he would ; and were such commentaries the only dependence

of men ignorant of the ancient languages, we would recognise

the necessity of a knowledge of these tongues to all pastors ; but

the fact is, there are many very able and scholarly commentaries
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prepared for English readers whose authors did not stop at the

English version.” The kind of commentary spoken of is one we

have never seen . Let us warn readers here against the possibil

ity of thinking that our author in this illustration is referring to

the commentaries of which we have made mention in our article .

Wemade it clear in that article that we referred to commentaries

which gave the English reader the results of critical study of

the original. This pointwe repeated and emphasised .

Again , in the encounter with the Romish priest :

" The Romish priest rises and says : 'Holy Mother Church teaches the

opposite. Ilow do you know what the word signifies ?' ' I read what I

asserted in Dr. IIodge's English Commentary on Romans. He says so .'

‘But IIoly Mother Church is inspired . Is your Dr. IIodge inspired ?' 'No.'

'Do you know Greek so as to assure lis, yourself, that he may notbemis

taken ?' 'No.' But,' the priest adds,'the Church is not only infallible,

but knowsGreek perfectly ; and she asserts , of her knowledge, that you

and your Dr. Ilodge are mistaken .' In what a pitiable attitude," etc.

P . 354.

This “ defender of the faith " deserves to be put in a pitiable

attitude ; he invites confusion by switching in that word “ Eng

lish,” in his first response. Butsuppose hehad answered , “ Yes,

I know Greek ,” would not Holy Mother Church 's argumenthave

been just the same and equally effective ? Would Holy Mother

Church have any more respect for the Greek knowledge of an

average minister than for that of Dr. Hodge ? Would anybody

else have any more respect for it ?

Our critic says :

" It is urged that, by our requirements we actually limit God's sov

ereignty . Ile may have elected the devout man without Latin , while

we practically refuse to bave him . That this is a 'begging of the ques

tion,' appears from one remark : Suppose it should be that God's election

and call are to a thorough education ” (i. e., Latin ?) •and then to preach

ing. But wbether this is God's purpose , is the very question in debate.”'

P . 360 .

Now we submit that in this answer our author begs the ques

tion in two particulars : 1st. In assuming that thorough education

is Latin ; an assumption that pervades the whole discussion of

the need of a “ thorough education " for preaching ; an assump

tion that underlies all the protests against an ignorant ministry .
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2d. In his supposition that God's call is to Latin and then to

preaching. In this supposition we claim that the burden of

proof rests upon him , not upon us ; and this we claim , because,

( 1) He himselfadmits that classical learning is not so essential

to the being of a ministry as to refuse the character of valid

ministers to those who are without it ; that the plain man's min

istry is not invalid because he is no classic. This is his own lan

guage. Pp. 349, 351. .

(2 ) Headınits that there are many such men called into the

Methodist and Baptist ministry without Latin , and that God

abundantly owns and blesses their labors.

(3 ) He admits our distressing scarcity , and the great and yearly

growing demand for laborers.

The presumption is, that God is as gracious towards us as to

wards these denominations whom he believes to be spiritually

and scripturally inferior to us. The presumption , again , is, that

God's call is the same. When he admits that God calls into the

ministry of these Churches without Latin , it is incumbent upon

him to show that he makes some discrimination between us and

them . If he points to the “ providential” demands of our stan

dards, we retort the charge of petitio principië. This is the very

point at issue between us at this stage of the discussion ; it is just

here that we have placed the limitation ofGod's sovereignty . Do

not the requirements of these standards constitute the proof that

God 's election and call are first to Latin and then to preaching ?

But in addition to the presumption 'that God calls as graciously

and in the same way for us as for others, we have occasional

proofs of it. Such men , notwithstanding our course in this mat

ter,sometimes apply to us, and are advised to connect themselves

with these other denominations. We can give three authentic

cases from one Presbytery - two of them comparatively recent,

and the third a good while ago. The two were once under the

care of the Presbytery ; they left us avowedly for this reason , viz.,

that they felt called to preach, but their circumstances forbade

their attaining our standard . One is a most acceptable, use

ful, and successful minister in the Methodist Church , and the

other one of the most prominent and active men in the pulpit of
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another denomination. The third case was related to us by a

brother minister as having occurred in the congregation of which

he is now the pastor. A young man expressed to his pastor a

desire to enter the Presbyterian ministry , but was advised , owing

to his circumstances and the requirements of our standards, to

seek ordination from the Baptists. Hedid so ; and though , un

like the other two cases just mentioned, he seems never to have

prosecuted his studies, but the rather to have gloried in his lack

of advantages, he nevertheless became a leading man in his de

nomination , a preacher of great reputation and influence, and

worked with great zeal until laid aside by the infirmities of ex

treme old age. He built up two strong churches of five or six

hundred members. Our brother added : “ And the church of the

Presbyterian pastor who advised him to enter the Baptist minis

try now numbers about thirty , while the County in which they

both labored is now the banner County of the Baptists in the

State."

We think that our author 's own admissions, the character

and success of the Methodist and Baptist ministry , their abun

dant supply and our contrasted scarcity , the occasional indica

tions of God's providence in cases which have been practically

rejected by us and sent to other denominations, all sustain our

position in this matter ,and throw the onusprobandi on our critic.

Weargued further limitation of our supply from the strong

tendency among students to ignore the ancient languages, to

which it is replied :

" We see no evidence of such a revolution as permanent. We see ,

indeed, a plenty of rash innovation ; butthere is no sign that the edu

cated mind of Christendom will submit to such a change in the methods

of liberal culture. The business school is relied on , indeed , to make

architects , engineers, and clerks ; but real education, in its higher sense,

still resorts to the classics as the foundation." P . 359.

He then cites Germany, her óreal-schulen " for the bread and

butter sciences , and her gymnasia for culture. Wehad no refer

ence to “ business schools” of any sort, but to what are commonly

considered the educated classes. Wemade mention of optional

tickets in our great Universities, to special provision for degrees

withoutthe ancient languages in curriculum colleges, to the liberal
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professions of law andmedicine. A few years ago allmen whomade

any pretence to education studied the ancient languages as a mat

ter of course. This is not the case now . The wisdom or the per

manency of the rash innovation does not affect our argument,

inasmuch as we alluded , not to a prospective result, but to the

present effect of this tendency. We disapprove it as thoroughly

ashe does, and we sincerely hope it will not be permanent; but

it has lasted now for twenty years, and Presbyterianism has suf

fered from it .

Our author goes on to say :

" The Church does not exclude the four-fifths of the cultivated English

scholars, by requiring of all classical knowledge ; because her call is to

comeforward and accept a classical education , and then be ordained .

The man who is fit for a minister will not refuse the additional labor for

Christ when he learns that it is requisite for his more efficient service of

Christ.” P . 359.

Is not this exactly Mr. Calvin Presbyterian 's argument anent

the wood -choppers ? It would be conclusive but for the fact that

men who are undoubtedly fit for ministers do labor efficiently for

Christ elsewhere, and we lose the benefit of their aid . If we

could persuade the Christian world in general that God's call and

election are first to Latin and then to preaching, we would secure

some of these men, though we would probably thus persuade the

majority of them that God was not calling them into the minis

try, and consequently limit all the denominations as we do our

own. As it is, however , we only turn them from our work into

that of other Churches. Notwithstanding our author's logic,

this is the practical effect. Weare warned that “ if we make the

proposed change, we shall be in danger of putting on the old

shoes of these denominations just as they are throwing them

away,” and in this connexion we read :

“ Now , it is a significant fact that both these denominations are now

expending great effort in making certain changes in their methods

of rearing ministers, and that these changes are in the direction of the

way we are now advised to forsake. . . . If weare correctly informed by

those who are in closest intelligence with their influentialmen , these

are yearly less and less satisfied with their old species of training , and

more and more desirous to have all their ministry improye the advan

tages of the excellent seminaries of theology which they have founded .!!

P . 363 .
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We have no claim to be, like our author 's informants, " in

closest intelligence with their influentialmen ,” but this disadvan

tage we have counterbalanced by other intelligence ; e. g., we

clip the following from the catalogue of the Southern Baptist

Theological Seminary at Louisville :

" The institution was established in 1859, by general coöperation of

Southern Baptists , with the design of furnishing such theological educa

tion as is needed by Baptist ministers. The theory of our churches bas

always been , and will doubtless continue to be, that the ministry must

not be confined to such as have enjoyed superior advantages for men

tal culture ; but that every one who proposes to be a preacher shall be

encouraged to gain the most thorough education in his power ; while

all, whatever general cultivation they may possess, are urged to a dili

gent study of religious truth , and are examined as to their acquaintance

with this before they can be ordained. Ourministry thus containsmen

of every grade of culture. To meet its wants, then , a Theological Semi

nary must furnish to college graduates ample facilities for studying the

Scriptures in the original, and for pursuing all the branches of a com

plete theological education ; and at the same time it must afford to such

as have only a good English education the opportunity of studying the

Scriptures in the English version , and full theological instruction in all

other respects. "

A recent graduate of this institution informs us that during

his three years' course there about one-half of the graduates were

students of the English course only . Moreover, we have exam

ined the catalogues of seven Baptist Theological Seminaries, and

every one provides an English course. So that “ to improve the

advantages of these excellent seminaries of theology ” does not

necessarily involve Greek , Hebrew , and Latin .

As to the Methodists it is well known that attendance upon a

seminary is very exceptional with them ; their regular recognised

system is a combination of work with private study and Annual

Conference examinations ; there is no mention made of a classical

course or the ancient languages, they are entirely extra cur

riculum .

That there has been an elevation of the general standard of

the ministry of these denominations is true, but this does not jus

tify the retort about putting on their old shoes ; as well might a

See foot note on p . 643.
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weary nabob, when complaining of the stiffness and style incident

to a five story brown-stone palace residence ,rebuke one who would

remind him that real refinement and true home-life were to be

enjoyed in houses ofmedium size and style, by pointing to a shed

room building to a roadside cottage, and ask whether his friend

were advising him to put on the peasant's old shoes !

Until these denominations manifest some disposition to require

the dead languages as a sine qua non, our author's objection drawn

from their experience has no force against our recommendation .

Their experience is in our favor.

He objects that these " grades" would violate the parity of the

ministry, one of the corner-stones of our Constitution . This

sounds very much like a play upon the word " grades." Were

ferred only to grades in scholarship ; the Constitution surely does

not require parity of scholarship . Differences fully as great as any

resultant from this recommendation do already exist ainong us;

there is as great distance between the scholarship of such men

as Dr. Alexander and Dr. Dabney , and that of our average

pastor, as there would be between our average pastor and the

diligent student of English works in divinity, exegesis, homiletics,

etc. Moreover, we maintain that the line dividing the higher and

lower grades of our ministry according to this objection, is not the

line of scholarship chiefly , but that of natural force, fluency, orig

inality , tact,and talents, together with the power and influence and

popularity derived therefrom . Can any one deny that above this

imaginary line in popularity , usefulness, and influence are found

many men who have allowed their scholastic attainments to lapse ,

while below it are many whose scholarship is indisputable ? In

this discussion it seems to be assumed that scholarship in the dead

languages is the inevitable and invariable test of efficiency in the

ministry . Let readers pause and examine their own observation

as to the justice of this assumption . We hope we do not under

rate the importance of scholarship ;wehave certainly striven hard

and conscientiously , ever since we became a school-boy, to attain

it ; but we think there is room to question whether the Presby

terian ideal does not lay too much stress on scholarship in God's

work .
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We find some pages devoted to the inconvenience of grafting

an English course on the Seminary ; as this is not our plan , we

pass that by. Our plan, as our author himself states, was “ not

to lower the standard of learning in our Seminaries , or discour

age such as have a taste for it from acquiring classical training ,”

(did we not expressly say , recommend and advise allwho could to

acquire it ?) “but that there shall be another wide door,” etc. P .

348. We did not emphasise particularly the width of the door. We

think there is need for somemethod of preparation which may be

pursued without leaving home, family, and business to go to a theo

logical school; a course of study that may be prosecuted private

ly by a student depending on his own resources, so situated that

he cannot attend a seminary. As it is, our requirements in the

languages necessitate a teacher. In all the other departments a

faithful conscientious student could with reasonable diligence pre

pare himself for examination before his Presbytery ; Church his

tory, theology, polity , homiletics, pastoral theology, are accessible

in the very text-books used in the seminaries. Could not a

course be devised and authorised for certain cases by which a way

would be open to any and all who wished to avail themselves

of it ? Our critic speaks of “ English course," " perfunctory

Sabbath -school course ,” etc., as if such were bound to be the

grade; but we need not remind readers that such a course of

study could be framed as would be just as comprehensive as the

Presbytery chose to make it and yet be within the reach of home

study, and attainable in two or three years conscientious applica

tion. More than this, we think that such a course could be ar

ranged in a way to combine study with work , and to allow the

candidate to pass by graded annual examinations from licensure to

ordination somewhat as they do in the Methodist Church , and

? It may be a matter of some interest to readers to see the Methodist

Course of Study ; we therefore give it. It is taken from the Minutes of

the South Carolina Conference for 1879, p . 77 . Wethink material im

provementcould be made in it by some substitutions.

" COURSE OF STUDY.

" For ADMISSION ON Trial. — The Bible in reference to doctrines gen

erally ; Wesley's Sermons on Justification by Faith , and on the Wit

ness of the Spirit ; Book of Discipline; the ordinary branches of an

English education.
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thus by the exercise of their gifts, make full proof of their minis

try, in the meantime rendering efficient service to the Church . Is

this impossible ? Has it not been tested and approved by the

Methodist Church ?

Weare pointed to the already existing “ provision for extraor

dinary cases," but nobody pauses to explain just what this pro

vision is. We recommend readers to examine into this matter

and see just exactly how much provision is made, what the stan

dard prescribed for such cases is, what the cases are, how far the

provision applies in thematter of licensure , ordination, etc . Sup

pose wewere ungracious enough to intimate that nearly the only

use made of this provision is as a general background to fall back

upon when a candidate, coming regularly to us from the Semi

nary, yet passes his examinations so unsatisfactorily as to keep

us from " sustaining” them conscientiously without a dim remem

" First Year. - The Bible in reference to its historical and biographi

calparts and chronology ; Book of Discipline, with special reference to

Chapter I., Sections I. and II. ; Manual of Discipline, Chapters I. and

II. ; Wesley's Sermons, Volume I.; Ralston 's Elements of Divinity ;

Watson 's Institutes, Part IV . ; Preacher' s Manual ; Ilistory of the organ

isation of the M . E . Church , South , hy A . II. Redford ; Written Sermon

on Repentance.

“ Books of Reference. - Watson 's Biblical and Theological Dictionary ;

Theological Compend ; Fletcher's Works ; Watson 's Life of Wesley.

" Second YEAR. — The Bible in reference to its prophetical parts ; Wes

ley 's Serinons, Volume II. ; Watson's Institutes , Part III. ; Smith's

Elements of Divinity ; Book of Discipline, with special reference to

Chapters II., III., and IV. ; Manual of Discipline, Chapters III. and

IV . ; Coppee's Rhetoric ; Written Sermon on Justification by Faith .

“ Books of Reference. -- Newton or Keith on the Prophecies ; Angus's

Hand-book of the Bible ; Claude's Essay on the Composition of a Ser

mon ; Watson 's Sermons ; Bickerstith on the Spirit of Life ; Whately 's

Rhetoric.

“ Third Year. — The Bible in reference to the Life of Christ ; Wesley's

Sermons, Volume III. ; Watson's Institutes, Part II. ; Coppee 's Logic ;

Rivers 's Mental Philosophy ; Edgar's Variations of Popery ; Book of

Discipline, with special reference to Chapter V . to the end ; Manual of

Discipline, Chapters V ., VI., and VII. ; Written Sermon on the Witness

of the Spirit.

“ Books of Reference. — Young's Christ of History ; Neander 's Life of

Christ ; Hickok's Mental Science ; Vinet's Pastoral Theology ; Stevens
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brance of the provision, whereas the only “ extraordinary ” thing

about the case is that a conscientious man could have so wasted

his opportunities during a three years' seminary course , that

practically the chief use of this provision were thus to “ hide a

multitude of sins.” Suppose we were to make such an ungra

cious insinuation, would our brother-presbyters feel safe in deny

ing it ? But let us examine some of the results predicated of the

change we recommended.

One is, that the multitude of men , assumed to be ignorant men

too, availing themselves of this change would flood us with their

ignorance. Now , on p . 362 our author argues that the door is

already open, but that the good sense of the Church is against

using it; that pastors, churches, and even the possible candidates

themselves feel this. “ If the Christian community felt the need

of this way, it would use it. It doesnot use it ; and the inference

History of Methodism ; Paine's Life of McKendree ; D 'Aubigne's His

tory of the Reformation ; Whately 's Logic.

“ Fourth Year. — The Bible in reference to the Acts and Epistles,

their analysis and design ; Wesley's Sermons, Volume IV. ; Watson's

Institutes, Part I . ; Powell on Apostolic Succession ; Hickok ' s Moral

Science ; Mosheim 's Church History ; Summers on Baptism ; Book of

Discipline, reviewed ; Manual of Discipline, Chapters VIII. and IX . ;

Written Sermon on Regeneration.

" Books of Reference. - Butler's Analogy ; Bingham 's Antiquities ;

Rivers's Moral Philosophy ; Floppin 's Homiletics ; Wall on Infant Bap

tism ; Litton' s Church of Christ ; Neander's Church History ; Liddon

on the Divinity of our Lord ; Cony beare and Howson 's Life and Epis

tles of St. Paul.

" COMMENTARIES. — Clark's ; Watson's Exposition ; Wesley's Notes;

Summers on the Gospels ; Stier's Words of the Lord Jesus ; Lange on

the New Testament ; Oblhausen on the New Testament ; Alford on the

New Testament; Bloomfield on the New Testament; Macnighton the

Epistles; Henry's Exposition ; Whitby's Commentary.

" Note. — The examination will be confined to the Course of Study .

The books of reference are recommended to be read, and the Commen

taries to be consulted .

" * * * The candidates for admission on trial, and the several classes to

be examined , and the members of the Examining Committee, are re

quired to be present at the seat of the Annual Conference, at 9 o' clock

on the morning of the day next preceding the day appointed for the

meeting of the Conference, and enter upon the prescribed examinations.”
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is that really it does not want it.” But when we reach the latter

part of the article, the argument assumes that there are crowds

looking longingly over the bars only waiting to rush in and over

whelm us ; and this, too, in the face of his previous point, so for

cibly put, that the bars, and a wide pair at that, were already

down, yet nobody entered , ergo, nobody wished to enter !

Wedo not think either statement correct ; that there would be

substantial increase, we believe ; but we apprehend no very over

whelming rush . We believe that a large majority would still

pursue the full classical course. There is no danger of the Pres

byterian Church's ever being swamped by ignorance. Her tastes,

predilections, and prejudices, so ably voiced by our author, would

be her safeguard. There would still be as strong inducements to

attain this standard as there are now to maintain it. And our

critic will agree with us in asserting that if the only spur to dili

gence be the Presbyterial trials for licensure, the future schol

arship of the candidate is very dubious. Besides this, according

to our scheme, the course of study would not be left to the option

of the candidate; the ultimate decision would rest with the Pres

bytery, to which the matter may be safely trusted ; this court

would not have any more real power than it now actually exer

cises, it would have a law to do that which it now frequently does

without law .

Another point is worthy of note in this connexion. Whilewe

are warned of the danger of being swamped by ignorance, we

are pointed to the Methodists and Baptists as having worked

themselves from a very low standard to one which requires us in

the future to be careful for our laurels in this matter. We are

specially directed to beware of the history of the Cumberland

Church , which , we are told , owes its raison d ' être to the deter

mination to have an uneducated ministry, and is described as if it

were conceived and born in ignorance. A writer is quoted , with

approval, who advertises us of the danger of sinking so low that

even this Church may make our lack of scholarship a bar to alli

ance with us. Wehave no knowledge of the Cumberland Church

or its ministry ; but this samewriter says of it, “ that no branch

of the Presbyterian Church has, in proportion to its numbersand
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resources, more colleges, universities, and theological schools.”

Now , then , if such is the state of things existing in these denom

inations ; if, though struggling with ignorance from the begin

ning, they have nevertheless managed to attain in a few years

such a standard , why attempt to frighten us so ? Surely, with

our past history and traditions, our present standing, tastes, and

sentiments, weneed not be so alarmed when they have accom

plished such results under such circumstances .

A second result prophesied of the proposed change is Broad

Churchism . Our author gives greater prominence to this result

than any other. As we have said already,we are not acquainted

with the Cumberland Presbyterian Church . So far as theMethod

ist and Baptist Churches are concerned , we hardly think they

can with justice be called broad. The Baptists are considered in

our country as just a little narrow , if anything. And we think

the Methodists will be found quite sound on Arminianism ; those

we havemet have not enough Calvinism to hurt them . It is

highly probable our author has heard some preaching which he

considered inconsistent with Arminianism ; and we fancy if the

Methodists were to hear him preach on such a topic as “ God's

free, sincere offer of salvation to all men ,” they would in all pro

bability charge him with being inconsistent with his creed, and go

away declaring that it was as good Methodist doctrine as they

cared to hear. If they generalised, as he does in his argument

on this point, they would say that the Presbyterian Church is

broad.” Such inferences are unreliable ; what course the de

nomination pursues with such men as the great Hebraist Toy,

now Professor at Harvard , at one time a tower of strength in the

samedepartment of the Baptist Theological Seminary at Louis

ville, is a better criterion . And the case of Prof. Toy introduces

very well our reply to this objection. We have made somewhat

a study of the matter of Broad Churchism ; and while we are

not able to discover its genesis, yetweare satisfied that it is not

to be found in a lack of scholarship , certainly not of classical

learning. We are inclined to consider it entirely independent of

scholarship , whether as regards churches or individuals. The

Northern Presbyterian Church is certainly broader than the

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 4 — 3.
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Southern ; the Continental Presbyterian Churches are broader

than the Northern Church ; they are said to be more Arminian

than the Cumberland Presbyterians ; the Church of England is

broader than any we have mentioned, and it is doubtless more

learned than any of them . If we consider individuals, we find

such men as Toy, Newman Smyth , Beecher, John Miller, Far

rar, Kingsley, Stanley, Robertson, Godet (see his “ Romans” ),

Robertson Smith , and hundreds of others, all of whom are de

cidedly above average scholarship , and someof them distinguished

specialists in the very departments in which they are broad .

When we think of such things we cannot regard learning, in the

ordinary acceptation of the term , any sure defence against this

great evil. We rather incline to the opinion that the best anti

dote is to be found, not in Greek, Latin , and Hebrew , but in

earnest, active preaching of the gospel for the salvation of souls.

We do not hear of much Broad Churchism among this class of

men. It generally finds its victims not in the pulpit, but in the

Professorships and among professional students. Wemention

thismerely as a coincidence, but one bearing on our author's

argument.

And now , in conclusion, what is the best substitute which a

man of the conspicuous ability of our author has to offer for our

recommendation ? He recognises these “ crying needs in our out

lying destitutions” ; and how would he meet them ? He would

lift up the ruling elders to the level of official teachers ; he would

require from them that “ aptness to teach" which he has ex

pounded , in connexion with the Ephesine elder, as requiring in

the man of this day the attainments of a “ learned Greek scholar

and archæologist.” But, supposing that the elders, qua elders,

could be thus lifted, how could they supply the outlying destitu

tions ?

This plan smacks a little of our hint about local preachers, only

it keeps them where they are least needed . Wethink many of

them might be thus lifted by pursuing such a course as we recom

mended , and which our author here must rely upon , unless he

proposes to send them to the Seminary ; but then, after they have

attained the standard of " official teachers," by all means ordain



1883. ] “ A Thoroughly Educated Ministry” Examined . 649

them and send them out. We certainly cannot afford, under our

present circumstances, to have from three to six official teachers

confined to the average congregation.

But even this plan is not needed, according to the position

maintained in the early part of the article . He renders all argu

mentand discussion useless by saying, on page 348 :

" Presbyterianism is proridentially fashioned and employed to do for

Christendom her own peculiar part. It is the conservative branch of the

family of Churches, checking the departures of all others from sound

doctrine. It is theexemplar of scriptural organisation. It is the sus

tainer of the more thorough education of both ministry and laity . And

we assert that, constituted as poor human nature now is, it is entirely

reasonable to expect that Presbyterianisin cannot, in the nature of the

case, both perform all these her peculiar and precious functions, and also

compete successfully for the largest and most promiscuous numbers. . . .

The normal school cannot have asmany pupils as the popular school;

to do so , it must cease to be normal.”

This is a comfortable claim , to say the least of it . The para

graph has an exceedingly pleasing ring ; but how much of it is

rhetoric ? Let us examine and see.

1st. How far are we a normal school ? We are a select school,

certainly ; but in what sense are we normal ?

2d . We are conservative, checking the departures of other

Churches. Conservatism always smacks to us of ballast, when

used in this connexion . Can we afford so much constant self

sacrifice in behalf of other Churches ?

3d . Weare the exemplar of scriptural organisation .

But our author had already said (we emphasise several words),

“ Aggressiveness ought to be a prime trait of every Church, and

test of its fidelity ; for what else is her great commission from her

Lord, except a command to be aggressiveuntil she has conquered

the whole world ? She ought to be able to reach the poorest and

lowest." P . 348. While here we are told that her " precious

and peculiar functions” prevent her competing successfully for

the “ largest and most promiscuous numbers ;' and promiscuous,

too, in the sense of the ordinary common school,as distinguished

from thenormal.

4th . The sustainer of the more thorough education of both

ministry and laity .
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Is the education of the laity a “ precious and peculiar” func

tion of the Church ? Is this any part of her distinctive work as

commissioned by her Lord ? Is even the thorough education of

the ministry an end, or is it only ameans ? This looks like say

ing that wecannot work with the same effectiveness as others,

because our means are unsuitable, and yet justifying the fact by

claiming to be at the sametime sustainers of the best means; i. e.,

we cannot be as effective, because our means are too effective to

allow us to be ! Moreover, this plea of being the sustainer of

the more thorough education , is deprived of some of its force by

the representations, made in his article, of the standard of these

other denominations. If those representations are correct, we

should think these denominations had about reached the position

of independence in this matter, and could dispense with our aid .

Wehave seen what is said in the matter of colleges as to the Cum

berland Presbyterians on page 646. Dorchester gives statistics

of denominational colleges (1877) in his recent work . The fol

lowing is from table xiv ., p . 550 :

Colleges . Students in the College property .

A . B . course.

Baptists, . . . 46 4 ,011 $ 10,368,016

Methodists, . . 57 4 ,496 11,050 ,000

Presbyterians, . . 41 3,459 7 ,073,947

Wemust remember that our relations to these denominations

are not what they once were. In 1800, according to Dorchester,

the Baptists had only one college, the Methodists none, and the

Presbyterians three . At that time wemight with more reason

have claimed to be occupying a providential position in America

with reference to education ; though, all things considered, we

believe the loss to be ours, the gain theirs . Has not the provi

dence of God relieved us of our duty to our brethren in this mat

ter? Will statistics now allow this claim of sustaining the higher

education as a “ precious and peculiar function " of our Church ,

even if ever it was ?

We leave one question with readers for serious and mature

consideration : Suppose these denominations continue to progress

numerically and educationally for the next fifty years as they
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have done in the last fifty , what will be our relative position at

the end of that time ? Can we fall back then upon this pleasing

portrait our author has painted ? Can our readers accept it as

satisfactory and compensatory even now ? Is it the gospel ideal

of a Church ? Is it their ideal ?

ARTICLE II.

THE NEW TESTAMENT PLAN OF EDUCATING CAN

DIDATES FOR THE CHRISTIAN MINISTRY.

Christ, our Saviour and Redeemer, is the divine Head of the

Christian Church . From him come all her ordinances, all her

rights, all her powers, and all her life . Her ministers and officers

derive all their authority and functions from him . And there

fore all who are to enter the sacred office, all who are candidates

for the exalted duties devolving on ministers of Christ, must be

prepared, trained , and educated , not according to merely human

methods and principles, but according to methods and principles

either expressly set forth in , or deduced by good and necessary

inference from , the teachings ofthe inspired word of God . And,

although the Scriptures of the Old Testament are inspired , and

testify, in all their parts, of Christ the Messiah, yet it is especially

to the Scriptures of the New Testament given to us by the in

spired evangelists , apostles, and prophets of Christ that wemust

look for the rules and principles to be applied by the Church in

selecting and educating candidates for the Christian ministry .

Let it be observed that Christ, while on earth , availed himself

of his omniscience as God, and set in motion examples and prin

ciples, the full meaning of which his chosen apostles and dis

ciples themselves did not understand, but which were intended to

provide a constant succession , a deathless band of ministers , who

should follow each other in successive ages , and, as heralds, go

into all the world and proclaim the gospel. He did not keep his

chosen twelve constantly by his side or in his society , although ,
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from the time when he first chose them , he was constantly em

ployed either in working miraculous works of love which they

would have been glad to see,or in delivering sermons, discourses,

parables, and instructions which they would have been glad to

hear. His heart of divine love was already yearning over the

thousandsand tens of thousands of poor, lost, sorrowing chil

dren of Adam 's race, who were in the country and the cities and

towns of Palestine, but who, in the very nature of things, could

not reach his person and see his works and hear his words.

Therefore, we have those simple yet pathetic and deep -toned

words of the first evangel : “ But when he saw the multitudes, he

wasmoved with compassion for them , because they were distressed

and scattered , as sheep not having a shepherd. Then said he unto

his disciples, The harvest truly is plenteous, but the laborers are

few . Pray ye therefore the Lord of the harvest that he will send

forth laborers into his harvest.” Here is the divine germ of all

subsequent candidacy for the Christian ministry . Here is the

solemn admonition uttered by the lips of the God-man , the Lord

of the harvest, urging all Christians, and especially all Christian

parents, guardians, and teachers, not merely to be ceaseless, ear

nest, importunate in prayer for laborers, but, as the logical out

come from such prayers, to use every prudent means in their

power for finding, directing, equipping, and encouraging such

laborers to enter theharvest field as soon as they are prepared for

the needed labor.

It was immediately after uttering these words of heavenly

cheer that Christ called his twelve apostles and sent them out

from him into the field to preach the gospel of the kingdom .

Matt. ix . 36 – 38 ; X ., paså. ; Mark iii. 13 – 15 ; vi. 7 – 13 . And not

content with the very limited number thus sent, he soon after

wards appointed seventy (perhaps seventy-two) other ministers of

the word and sent them out on a similar mission . Luke ix. 1 -6 ;

x . 1 - 24 . The authority and instructions given to each of these

classes of preachers were substantially the same. Both classes -

were empowered to work miracles ; both were instructed to pro

claim the gospel. It is true, the mission of each class was, then ,

for a specialand temporary purpose. They were sentto the mul
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titudes of the distressed and scattered peoplewho were “ as sheep

not having a shepherd,” to announce the coming and the presence

of the “Good Shepherd,” the “ Shepherd and Bishop of souls."

And in order to authenticate their mission, and to leave all men

without excuse, if they rejected him , they were empowered to work

miracles like his miracles — wondrous works of mercy and love.

These miracles were to be continued in the Church and in the

hands of the apostles and ministers of Christ, as instruments, for

such time as might be needed and reasonable , in order to prove

the divine power and mission of Jesus of Nazareth as the Son of

God, and then were to cease. Matt. x . 8 ; Luke x. 17 – 20 ; 1

Cor. xiii. 8 – 10 .

But the example given, in the sending forth , first of the twelve

apostles, and then of the seventy other (ërépuus) ministers of Christ

to preach to the poor, distressed , and scattered people, and to act

as under-shepherds to them , was not temporary in its effect, nor

special in its design . It was the type and forerunner of the per

manent and undying Christian ministry in the world . As to this

permanent duty, no distinction was established between the twelve

apostles and the seventy others sent forth . This is proved by the

words used in establishing the two missions. Both are preceded

or accompanied by the same divine words: “ The harvest is plen

teous, but the laborers are few ; pray ye therefore the Lord of

the harvest that he will send forth laborers into his harvest."

" Go your ways: behold , I send you forth as lambs in themidst

of wolves.” And as to the seventy , the word used to signify

their appointment by Christ is very strong — åvédelšev — hemani

fested them , showed them forth , held them up as torches in the

darkness. In fact, it is the sameword from which comes the noun

in Luke i. 80, applied to the mission of Christ himself to the

Israel of God . And moreover, it is declared of these seventy

that Christ åtkoteihev airoūs. He apostled them — sent them on the

same mission as he sent the twelve apostles, so far as the high

functions of preaching the gospel and being under -shepherds to

the scattered sheep were concerned . Hence the inference is

proximate and reasonable that these seventy , or some of them ,

composed a part of the company of favored ministers and dis
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ciples who were gathered together just before the ascension of

Christ, and to whom the two from Emmaus came, and who are

thus described by the same inspired evangelist, Luke, who has pre

served to us the only accountwehave of the appointment and mis

sion of these seventy ; “ And they rose up the same hour, and re

turned to Jerusalem , and found the eleven gathered together, and

them that were with them (kai tous oìv aürois), saying, The Lord is

risen indeed , and hath appeared to Simon .” Itseemsmanifest, from

the continuous narrative in Luke xxiv . 33 – 53, and also from that

in the Acts of the Apostles i. 1 – 26 , and especially verse 15, that,

besides the eleven, other ministers of Christ (included in the ex

pression “ and then that were with them ," and included in the

one hundred and twenty who were addressed by Peter, and who

took part in the prayers and the lot which designated Matthias,

the twelfth apostle ) went out to the scene of the ascension ; and

that to all these apostles and ministers were delivered the words

of the divine commission : “ All authority hath been given unto

me in heaven and on earth . Go ye, therefore, and make dis

ciples of all the nations, baptizing them into the name of the

Father, and of the Son , and of the Holy Ghost ; teaching them

to observe all things whatsoever I commanded you : and lo ! I

am with you alway, even unto the end of the world .”

The qualifications and functionsof the twelve apostles of Christ,

so far as they were miraculous and special, were such that they

formed a class strictly sui generis, so that it was impossible that

they could ever have successors. They were all his own chosen

and personal companions ; all had seen his human personality

(for even Paul was no exception to this rule, having, at his mi

raculous conversion , seen Jesus of Nazareth, whom once he perse

cuted ) ; all were witnesses of his life, his miracles, his sojourn on

earth after his resurrection from the dead, and of his ascension to

heaven . All were auditors of his heavenly lessons and of his

final commission . And all were to aid in the great work of lay

ing the Christian foundation . But in respect to the functions of

preaching the gospel, heralding salvation to all ages and all peo

ples, administering the sacraments and ordinances of his Church

on earth , and acting as under-shepherds until the Chief Shep
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herd (åpxepoium , 1 Peter v. 4 ) shall appear, these twelve apostles

never claimed and never had any preëminence over their fellow

ministers. Philip i. 18 -21 ; 2 Tim . iv. 1 –5 ; 1 Peter v. 1 -4 .

Christ knew well that all his apostles and ministers, personally

chosen and sent out by him , would soon die. He himself pre

dicted the death and mode of death of one of them . In using ,

therefore, the words, " Lo, I am with you alway, even unto the

end of the world ,” he assuredly contemplated and provided for

their successors, a ceaseless band of ministers, of heralds of the

cross, who, in all subsequent ages and in all nations, should pro

claim salvation through his atoning blood and his spotless right

eousness. Under no other conditions .could the ample terms of

his grand commission be fulfilled . By no other means could his

intercessory prayer, rising from the depths of his all-compassion

ate heart, and uttered in immediate view of his sufferings and

death, be answered , and its petitions granted by the Paternal

Power and Majesty. John xvii. 16 –24.

If, then, an unending succession of ministers of the word was

contemplated and provided for, they were to be chosen , trained ,

and educated for their sacred duties. The idea of a set of men

spontaneously choosing and appointing themselves, and going

forth untrained , uneducated , illiterate, to perform the highest

function of teaching others that the world has ever known, is an

idea condemned and repudiated by the whole tenor of the inspired

word . Even under the Jewish dispensation , although the duties

of the priest involved , to a very smallextent, the function of teach

ing,and were, to a great extent,matters ofritualand formalroutine,

yet no man was permitted , spontaneously and of his own mere

choice, and untrained and unfitted by education , to enter the

sacred courses of the priesthood. “No man taketh the honor

unto himself but when he is called of God, even as was Aaron ."

Heb. v . 4 . And if the priest of the abrogated dispensation and

bloody sacrifices dared not come uncalled , uneducated , and un

fitted , how much less can the minister of Christ, whose para

mount function is to teach to others the way of eternal life, ven

ture to come to the discharge of so exalted a function unless called

by the voice of the Church , which is the voice of God speaking
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through his people, in whom is his Spirit ; and unless trained,

educated , and prepared for duties so solemn and issues so mo

mentous ! Without such call, and without training and educa

tion , he will be but " a blind leader of the blind, and both shall

fall into the pit.” Matt. xv. 14 .

The inspired exemplars given to us in the New Testament all

tend to prove that ministers of Christ must be called , notmerely

by the inward call of their own spontaneous inclinations and

convictions, but by the outward call of Christ, which, ever since

his ascension and the death of his apostles, has been made by

the action of his visible Church on earth . And they are never

so called until they are fitted by training and education for their

arduous and exalted duties . To expect a man to teach otherswho

has never been taught himself, is to expect a miracle for which

there is no precedent even in the varied miracles recorded in the

Scriptures.

The days of miracles ceased with the authentication and estab

lishment of the divine mission and teachings of Christ and his

apostles. Yet even in those days of miracles , the ministers of

Christ were all trained and educated for their duties by processes

not necessarily nor entirely miraculous. The apostles of Christ

were, for three years , in a theological school taught by the divine

Teacher himself. And all of his heavenly teachings which he

deemed needful for the permanent regeneration and instruction of

fallen man , are preserved in the New Testament. There they

are in the Greek language, and containing depths of holy mean

ing which the close studies of eighteen hundred years have not

sounded. Can it be pretended that no training, no education is

needed for the man who undertakes to unfold those heavenly

meanings ?

And Paul, the great Apostle to the Gentiles, and the inspired

writer of a large part of the New Testament, was a thoroughly

educated man in secular and Jewish learning before he ever en

tered the Christian ministry. He had studied the marvellously

beautiful and flexible Greek language with sedulous care, and he

had read, with taste and discrimination , the philosophy, natural,

mental, and moral, and the poetry recorded in that language.
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And he had studied ancient Hebrew ,and all the law , the prophets,

and the Psalms, under the accomplished Jewish Rabbi, Gamaliel.

Acts v . 33 – 40 ; xvii. 16 – 31 ; xxii. 2 - 4, 39, 40 , xxi. 1 - 21 ;

xxvi. 1 -29 ; 2 Cor. xi. 5 – 7, 22, 23.

Yet,after he had acquired all this profane and Hebrew learn

ing, when he was converted to Christ, he was not at once admit

ted to the active duties of the Christian ministry, but wentdown

into Arabia , and after a time returned to Damascus, so that a

period of three years passed between his baptism as a Christian

and his public assumption of the character and duties of a minis

ter of Christ. That these three years were spent in study and

thought, and furnished a very important part of his theological

education, cannot be doubted. Gal. i. 15 – 24 . It is true that

parts of his studies were inspired and miraculous, but we have

reason to believe all were not so , and that many of his studies

were the ordinary workings and reflections of a regenerated and

vigorous soul on the already recorded revelations of the Old Tes

tament, and on the facts furnished to him by human history , phi

losophy, and science. 2 Cor. xii. 1 - 10 ; Romans and Hebrews

passim ; Acts xiv. 1 – 18 ; xvii.

Therefore , the life and career of the Apostle Paul furnish posi

tive proof that Christ requires training and education to be ap

plied to the man who is admitted to the high honor of being his

minister . And the sameis true as to the life and career of Peter,

James , John , Thomas, Philip , Timothy, Titus, Apollos, Barna

bas, Silas— in short, of every man concerning whom the New

Testament furnishes evidence that he was a minister of Christ .

No education — nominister, is the constant verdict of inspiration.

To teach others, the teacher must himself have been taught.

From these premises we draw the inevitable conclusion that

there must be candidates for the ministry before there are minis

ters. If we needed express scriptural authority for this conclu

sion , we should find it in the case of young Timotheus of Lystra ,

who was instructed in allthe Messianic and ethical knowledge that

could be drawn from the inspired Hebrew Scriptures,by his grand

mother Lois and hismother Eunice , concerning whose " unfeigned

faith ” the Apostle Paul testifies, 2 Tim . i. 5 . Yet he did not



658 [Oct.,The New Testament Plan of Educating

hurry into the holy office, but studied still, and doubtless heard from

thelips of Paul that grand sermon against idolatry and in favor of

naturaltheism , delivered to the idolaters of Lystra when the priest

of Jupiter (after the healing of the impotent man) brought oxen

and garlands and would have offered sacrifice to Paul as Mercury

and to Barnabas as Jupiter . A considerable time passed between

the first visit of Paul to Lystra and his second visit, when he

introduced Timothy (with the laying on of the hands of the Pres

bytery) to the full and active duties of the Christian ministry .

During this interval, it is but a reasonable inference from the in

spired records on the subject, that Timothy was, as a candidate,

diligently prosecuting his theological studies, and especially im

proving daily his knowledge of the Holy Scriptures which “ were

able to make him wise unto salvation through faith that is in

Christ Jesus.” Acts xvi. 1 - 5 ; 1 Tim . iv. 6 , 7, 13 , 14, 15, 16 ;

vi. 20, 21; 2 Tim . i. 13, 14 , 23 ; iii. 14 – 17 . Therefore, before

a man can be a minister of Christhemustbe a candidate for that

high office and must pass the trials needed to ascertain whether

he have the vocation and the training and education requisite

therefor.

Thus we are brought to the inquiry, What are the teachings

of the New Testament as to the qualifications and education which

ought to be required of every man who is admitted , by the visible

Church , to the office of a minister of the gospel of Christ ? We

are to gather these teachings from the express words of Scripture,

or from good and necessary inferences deduced from such express

words.

First, then , we say that the candidate must give credible

evidence by his profession and his walk , conversation and con

duct, his words and his deeds, that he is himself a truly regener

ated and converted man, a child of God, a believer with the heart,

i. e., the whole spiritual nature, in the Son of God, in Christthe

only Saviour and Redeemer of mankind . Nothing of natural or

acquired gifts, of genius, of talent, of learning, human or divine ,

of eloquence , or of penetrating insight into human nature can

compensate for the want of spiritual life, of humble and vital

godliness in the candidate. To teach others a knowledge of
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Christ, hemust himself have that knowledge ; to teach others the

way to heaven, he must himself be in that way, so as to be able

to walk therein before them .

This indispensable condition precedent is required in the can

didate for the holy office, by many teachings of the New Testa

ment. Wehave seen that the seventy preachers mentioned by

the Evangelist Luke, though sent on a special and temporary

mission , were yet appointed, commissioned , and instructed with

so much of the solemnity appropriate to themission of the apos

tles , that they must be considered as types and exemplars of the

· ministerial succession in all subsequent ages . What, then , was

the paramount qualification possessed by them prior to their ap

pointment and mission ? It appears in the very words of Christ.

They returned from their evangelistic tour with joy — a joy which,

although spiritual and justifiable in its basis, had in it an alloy

of human ambition and pride. Their joyful report to Jesus was,

“ Lord, even the devils are subject unto us in thy name!” His

answer contained an indulgent appreciation of their triumph

(through his power ) over Satan and the powers of darkness, and

a promise of the continuance to them of miraculous protection ,

but it closes with a divine admonition in these words: “ Howbeit,

in this rejoice not that the spirits are subject unto you : but re

joice that your names are written in heaven .” Luke x. 20 .

Without regeneration and a title to heaven ,all intellectual, spirit

ual, and even miraculous successes in a candidate for the minis

try of Christ will be worse than nothing.

And this same lesson as to the absolute necessity for genuine

personal Christianity in candidates for the sacred office is taught

by the inspired Paul in the ninth chapter of his first Letter to

the Corinthians, wherein , after declaring the fixed law of Christ's

earthly kingdom in the words: “ Even so hath the Lord ordained

that they which preach the gospel should live of the gospel,” he

proceeds to give the true ideal of a faithful preacher , and ends

with the impressive words: “ But I keep under my body, and

bring it into subjection : lest that by any means, when I have

preached to others, I myself should be a castaway." 1 Corinth

ians xi. 14 , 27. The word aóókijos here used and rendered “ a
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castaway” occurs eight times in the New Testament, and means

" disapproved , rejected , reprobate ” in the strongest significancy

ofthose words. How all-important, then , is it that the Church

shall use all the vigilance and means in her power to bar the very

outer doors of the holy temple against men concerning whose

piety and Christian character there is even a shade of reasonable

doubt !

And this same lesson Paul farther teaches in the close of the

twelfth and in the thirteenth chapter of that same inspired Letter,

wherein he shows that gifts of tongues, miracles, prophecy, mys

teries , knowledge, faith to remove mountains, yea , even the en

thusiastic devotion to a cause or a party which is sufficient, in

many cases, to generate a martyr and to carry a man who is not

a Christian triumphantly to rack , fagot, stake, and scaffold - all

these gifts and qualifications, which would seem so peculiarly to

adorn a minister and to fit him for his high office , will not com

pensate for the want of that genuine Christian love which is the

first fruit of the Holy Spirit in his regenerating act and sanctify

ing work on the fallen spirit of man . 1 Cor. xii. 12 -31 ; xiii.

passim . And this same lesson is repeated in new and impress

ive forms in the fourth chapter of his second Letter to the Cor

inthian church ; and is wrought into the very texture and essence

of his inspired Epistles to Timothy and Titus.

Better , therefore , would it be for the visible Church of Christ

that she had no ministers at all, and that she trusted the question

of her maintenance and progress in the world to the blessing of

her divine Head on the prayers and exertions of her private

members, than that she should clothe with the outward forms of

the holy office men calling themselves ministers, and yet destitute

of the inward gifts and graces coming from the Spirit of God.

And as the candidate is the minister in embryo , and as no pre

science of the visible Church is adequate to predict that a man

not now a true Christian will ever become one, the scriptural

argument, requiring that the candidate for the ministry shall be

a truly regenerated and converted man, is overwhelming in

strength , and increasing rather than diminishing in its inspired

admonitions to the Church, urging her to vigilance , fidelity, hon

esty, and firmness as to the reception and status of candidates.
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Second . In addition to satisfactory evidence that he is a

genuine Christian, the visible Church must be satisfied, upon

adequate evidence, that the candidate is a prudent and reasonably

well-balanced man in respect to mental equilibrium . In other

words, he must be a man competent to exercise a reasonably

sound judgment as to the facts and events of life which environ

him , and to carry out the decisions of such judgment in prudent

practical conduct. This qualification is important, for it is well

known that some truly sincere and pious men are yet so wanting

from their childhood and youth in common prudence and sound

judgment, that they cannot be intrusted with the projection and

conduct of important worldly affairs ; and therefore much less can

they be intrusted with the momentous interests of the Church of

Christ. Such men are sometimes useful both in the Church and

in the world , but they can only be relied on when they are kept

working in subordinate positions,subjected to and sustained by the

constant care and surveillance of more prudent people. Yet in

deciding on such disqualification , great caution and discrimina

tion must be exercised by the visible Church. Mere eccentricity ,

mere departures from the ordinary and normalmodes of thought

and word and action , even as to important matters, must never

bemistaken for incurable imprudence and chronic unsoundness

of judgment. Some of the most eminent and usefulmen that

have ever worked either in the Church or the world , have been

marked out, in youth and early manhood , chiefly by their eccen

tricities. On this head of disqualification , therefore, no certain

and specific rules can be laid down, because no definite indicia

exist for determining the judgment. The question must depend

upon the preceding and surrounding facts in each case presented ,

and must be brought under the principle laid down by the learned

Grotius in a form slightly extended beyond his words: “ Lex non

exacte definit, sed arbitrio boni (et sapientis) viri remittit."

But, while giving full effect to these cautions and urging on

the visible Church the kindest spirit in deciding upon such an

alleged ground of disqualification, it must not be forgotten that

the ground often exists, and is fully recognised and insisted on

by the Holy Spirit in the New Testament Scriptures. It is laid
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down by the Apostle Paul in his inspired Letters to Timothy and

Titus. In the first, in giving the qualifications to be required of

the teaching presbyter or bishop charged with the oversight of

souls — that is, of the minister of Christ whose duty it is to labor

in word and doctrine, Paul uses two very expressive Greek ad

jectives obopwv and kódulos. And of these, the first is repeated in

the Letter to Titus, wherein the presbyter is even more distinctly

identified with the bishop . These Greek words are rendered in

our common version " sober” and “ of good behavior,” but in the

revised version of 1881 they are, with far greater accuracy, ren

dered “ sober-minded " and " orderly." Yet even these English

words do not give full and adequate expression to their meaning.

The first conveys the exact idea of a prudent, well-balanced judg

ment. Itmeans " of sound mind and good understanding," " dis

creet," " prudent," "wise," " moderate," " having a well-regulated ,

well-balanced mind.” And kóoluoç is even higher in its meaning,

being derived from a verb which means “ to set in order," “ to

adorn,” “ to decorate,” “ to embellish ,” “ to beautify.” When

such words are used by the Holy Spirit to express the qualifica

tions to be looked for by the visible Church in her candidates for

the holy ministry, we cannot doubt that, in addition to genuine

piety, the qualities of prudence, discretion, sound judgment, and

love of order are , in reasonable measure, to be required. And

they are specially needed in the private pastoral duties of the

minister — in visiting, admonishing, encouraging, and counselling

his people.

Third. The visible Church of Christ has no right to receive

as a candidate for his ministry any one who does not give suffi

cient evidence that he possesses those native powers and qualities

of mind that will fit him to be “ a teacher” of others. This quali

fication is plainly required in the inspired Letters to Timothy,

where Paul declares that theminister and servant of Christ called

by the Church to labor in word and doctrine must be didaktikóv.

This word is twice used , viz., in 1 Tim . iii. 2 , and in 2 Tim . ii .

24 . Our common version translates it by the expressive phrase ,

sapt to teach ," and the revised version does the same. The

phrase, in its full meaning, can hardly be improved . It indicates
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that peculiar mental power which somemen , by the gift of nature,

have, by means whereof they are able to impart and communicate

thought and knowledge to others in a manner that excites the

attention and takes hold of the intellect and. gains the affections

of the hearer . Some men have this native power to such extent

and in such concentration that it amounts to talent — sometimes

even to genius. Other men have it by nature in a much inferior

degree. And in all men who have it at all, it is capable, like

every other native power , of great improvement and expansion

under the influence of culture and exercise. But, be it ever

remembered, that there are somemen born entirely without it .

They have not one particle of native aptness to teach. They are

evidently designed by Providence for some other department of

exertion in which they may be really useful. Men born without

“ aptness to teach ” may be good citizens, laborers, artisans, agri

culturists, clerks, merchants, doctors, even lawyers, in the plod

ding sense which is frequently the money-making sense of the

word lawyer ; but no amount of reading, study, or culture will

make them “ teachers” of men ; because the native foundation

being entirely wanting, it is vain to attempt to create something

out of nothing. To receive such men as candidates for the

Christian ministry and to induct them into the office is to do

violence to the inspired word, and to bring reproach on the

cause of Christ. For it must be borne in mind that the candi

date is intended to be notmerely a teacher," but a teacher in a

peculiar sense . His mode of teaching in general is to be by her

alding salvation with the voice and the eye and the hand — by

preaching the gospel to hearers whose attention and sympathies

must be gained in order to accomplish to any extent the end

desired . The Holy Scriptures nowhere encourage the notion

that men not " apt to teach ” are to be received as candidates, and

to be inducted into the sacred office merely because they are good

zealous Christian men and desire to be endued with the office of

ministers. God can indeed work good by means of instruments

which seem little fitted for the purpose. But such is not his

ordinary and indicated method . Therefore his inspired word for

bids the Church to receive candidates and to send forth ministers

VOL. XXXIV., NO. 4 — 4 .
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who are not " apt to teach ” in the best and highest sense . Hun

dreds of such men have been admitted , either by honest mistake

or by sinful dereliction of duty on the part of the Church . It

would be far better for themselves and for the unfortunate people

who from sense of duty are compelled to sit quietly in the pews

and appear to listen (for real attention is out of their power), and

far better for the honor and progress of the Christian Church, if

such men were otherwise employed.

But let us beware of misconception or mistake on this subject.

The holy word nowhere encourages the Church to seek as her

candidates only such persons as may become what are called

“ popular” or “ eloquent” or “ sensational" preachers. What the

New Testament requires is simply " aptness to teach," that is ,

“ the art of being listened to ," the capacity to enlist the atten

tion of and to impart scriptural and saving knowledge to

fallen or imperfectly sanctified human souls. Apollos was an

“ eloquent" man, and he was a very useful minister. Therefore

eloquence is not to be despised or undervalued. But Paul is

never called " eloquent” in the holy word. On the contrary, if

we may judge from his style in his inspired Letters, we should

judge that he was didactic , severe, and logical rather than " elo

quent.” Indeed, he several times declares that, in his own opin

ion and that of others, he had not the graces and charms of the

orator. He says he “ came not with excellency of speech or of

wisdom ," meaning worldly wisdom ( 1 Cor . ii. 1) ; and that his

speech and preaching were not in persuasive words of wisdom

(4th verse ), and that though he be rude in speech (idiúrns TẬ 2670 )

he is not so in knowledge ; and that those who opposed him drew

a disparaging comparison between his written compositions and

his oral addresses. “ For his letters, they say, are weighty and

strong ; but his bodily presence is weak and his speech of no ac

count” — kaì ó 26yoç ¿šovtevnuévoç. This Greek participle strongly ex

presses the idea that, in the opinion of some of his hearers, Paul

was not considered a very eloquent or impressive speaker. Never

theless Paul was “ apt to teach ” in the best sense. His words

conveyed his thoughts which flowed out from a soul on fire with

love to Christ and desire to save souls. Therefore no preacher
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of whom we have any knowledge ever had greater success in win

ning souls than Paul. And since his time, many faithful minis

ters who were not “ popular” or “ eloquent” or “ sensational” in

the modern sense of those words, have proved themselves to be,

like Paul, “ apt to teach," and have been blessed with abundant

fruits in their ministry .

Fourth . Candidates intended for the Christian ministry

must be men who " have a good report from them that are with

out." This is insisted on in the inspired word ( 1 Tim . iii. 7 )

with a distinctness and emphasis which may well challenge our

earnest attention . The expression, årò tūV ÈEwlev, is too general

and broad to authorise us to confine the meaning only to those

outside of the ministerial office . It must mean outside of the

visible Church , which is the power that receives and tries and

inducts the minister. It is true that in the case of Timothy him

self we read only that he “ was well reported of by the brethren

that were at Lystra and Iconium ,” ( Acts xvi. 2 ) at the timewhen

Paul received him into the ministry . But this very fact gives a

wider meaning to årò tūv čEwbtev, “ by those outside,” as here used

in the Letter from Paul to this same Timothy. Therefore the

teaching of the word is, that candidates for this high office must

be well reported of both by the Church and the world . To gain

such double and apparently incongruous testimony may not be

easy, but it is necessary if the candidate is to be admitted to the

ministry of Christ. Of course, it is notmeant that the candidate

must stand well with the world because he is “ of the world ” and

worldly in his spirit and character . That would run counter to

all the spiritual and heavenly -minded qualifications elsewhere

required in such candidate, and which have been heretofore dwelt

upon herein . It is not meant that any ridicule or scoff or inso

lence of the worst part of the world cast upon him as a " saint"

is to be regarded by the Church as any reason against his admis

sion to her ministry. They may sometimes, and with proper

discriminations, be regarded as testimonies in his favor. But the

truemeaning is, that hemust have a good report from the world

as to those virtues which the world and the Church unite in ad

mitting to be virtues, such as honesty , truth -telling, integrity in
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business so far as he has come into contactwith worldly business,

courtesy and proper attention to the rights and feelings of others,

and that sober-minded prudence and sound judgment as to world

ly affairs, the want of which “ those that are without” are not slow

to detect, and to impute to ministers as a serious hindrance to

their usefulness in their high vocation .

Fifth . Having completed the survey of such qualifications

in candidates as the New Testament requires rather as conditions

precedent— as foundations for their subsequent training than as

that training itself, we are now to examine the teachings of this

inspired word as to the actual education or studies through which

the candidate must pass before he can be rightfully and safely

endued with the ministerial office. Therefore, next we say that

the Scriptures require him to be well acquainted with and able

to use his own language, his own vernacular, as a ready vehicle

of thought. Even if he is to be a foreign missionary and preach

to the heathen , he ought first to be well acquainted with his own

language, because otherwise he will never be able to deliver in a

foreign tongue thoughts which have theretofore always presented

themselves in the words of his own language. All the apostles

and primitive ministers were, in a very real and important sense ,

foreign missionaries. But we must carefully note that before

they were miraculously and for a tempory purpose taught other

tongues , they had all learned their own native tongues, and those

who had attended upon the personal ministry of Christ had heard

in that native tongue (the Syro -Chaldaic ) which he used, lucid ,

beautiful, and soul-moving discourses and parables which they

were expected afterwards to use in teaching their hearers. Mark

v . 41 ; vii. 34 ; xv. 34 ; Acts ii. 1 - 11; xxi. 40 ; xxii, 1 , 2 ; 1

Cor. xiv . passim . But in general the minister is expected to

spreach the word” in the language of his own country. He is

therefore to master that language, its grammar, its rhetoric, and

so much of its literature as will best enable him , with his oppor

tunities and in his sphere, to proclaim salvation by expounding

the holy word to those to whom heministers . He is never ex

cusable for using false grammar, or incoherent rhetoric, or offen

sive pronunciation or emphasis. For, while many in his congre
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gation may not be thereby offended , one or two or three may be,

hy such violations of the purity of their language, so shocked and

wounded , that all the teachings and appeals of the sermon will

be lost to them , and their only recollections of it will be painful

and discouraging. The inspired words of God never violate the

laws of sound grammar or rhetoric . If, from time to time an

ellipsis or unwonted construction occurs , causing obscurity to hu

man minds, it is susceptible of final vindication , and is intended

only to increase the disposition to study the word .

Sixth . The candidate for the high functions of the Chris

tian ministry is required by the principles laid down in the New

Testament, to study the original languages in which the inspired

word was written . He is not required so perfectly to master

those languages as to be able to read them , speak them , and write

them as well as he can his own vernacular . Neither is he re

quired so to study them as to becomea professed philologist there

in and to spend his days and nights in studying their difficulties

and niceties . All that oughtto required is that he shall diligent

ly study the grammar, the constructions, and the vocabularies of

those languages until he is able, with such reasonable aid of lex

icon and grammar as he may provide for himself, to test the

translation into the forms of his own language, which the received

or any revised version may give of any passage of the Old or

New Testament, and to obtain from his examination such sugges

tions and aids as to the true meaning of the Holy Spirit in using

or authorising the original words as may help him rightly to ex

pound to his congregation the word of truth .

Less than this cannot ordinarily be required of the candidate ,

consistently with the teachings, direct or inferential, of the New

Testament. It is known that the inspired Scriptures of the Old

Testament were originally recorded in Hebrew . The few pas

sages from the books of Ezra and Daniel which appear in Chal

dee or East Aramaic, are so little different from the pure Hebrew

of the restof the Old Testament, that very small additionalstudy

is needed for them . And all the inspired books of the New Tes

tament are in Greek ; for if a Hebrew copy of the Gospel of

Matthew was ever in existence, it has long since disappeared .
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Therefore, the study of the Hebrew and Greek languages, and

the reading and careful grammatical examination of considerable

portions of both the Old and New Testaments in those languages

respectively , is indispensable to the candidate who intends to con

form his education to the New Testament standard. For that

standard lays down the fixed rule that the great duty of themin

ister of Christ is to " preach the word ;” and by the word is

meant the inspired word of God ; all those Scriptures which are

given by inspiration of God , and are " profitable for teaching, for

reproof, for correction , for instruction in righteousness ; that the

man of God may be complete, furnished completely unto every

good work .” 2 Tim . iii. 16 , 17. It is obviously impossible that a

man unacquainted with the original tongues in which theinspired

Scriptures were given , shall know that he is “ preaching the

word .” For if he be compelled to trust entirely to a translation,

hemay be preaching the word of man , and not the word of God ,

and no means are in his hands to avoid this grave error.

In the New Testament, six distinct verbs are used in expressing

the duties of the minister in proclaiming the salvation of Christ.

These verbs are all significant ; and although they are all used

in reference to the same high duty , they all stand apart, each with

its own separate meaning. In order to obtain all the light as to

the education of candidates which the inspired Book furnishes,

we must pass these six words in review before us. They are :

ɛvayyɛžítw , to evangelise, to declare the glad tidings.

kopícow , to herald , to proclaim as a herald .

dudáckw , to teach, in the widest, purest sense .

patinteiw , to disciple, to instruct as a disciple.

Taldeów, to train up, to educate as a child .

karnxéw , to sound out, to instruct orally .

Of these, the first is used in the New Testament fifty- seven

times ; the second, fifty -nine ; the third , ninety ; the fourth , four

times ; but its derivative noun, uadintus, a disciple, is used two hun

dred and fifty -three times ; the fifth , twelve times, and the sixth ,

eight times. This simple recital of facts will plainly manifest

how important the subject of education for the ministry is in the

view of the Holy Spirit. And from every one of these words
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thus used to indicate the function of teaching , which is the para

mount function of the Christian minister, the duty of acquiring

a competent knowledge of the original languages of inspired

Scripture is legitimately derived . For the gospel— the glad

tidings of Christ, the Messiah, and of salvation through him

appear in the Old Testament from Genesis to Malachi. They

appear in forms gathering brighter and brighter light in type

and emblem and slain lamb and sprinkled blood and in Him who

was wounded for our transgressionsand bruised for our iniquities ,

and who hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows, until, in

the closing book of the Old Testament, we comfort our souls with

the coming light of the Sun of Righteousness with healing in

his wings. How are these premonitions of the gospel — the glad

tidings — to be understood and brought out in their divine force,

without knowledge of the vehicle and form of holy thought which

originally conveyed them ? And the word meaning " to proclaim

as a herald ,” gives the true idea of the Christian minister . He

is not a priest in any other sense than that in which every true

Christian is a priest. He is a herald , commissioned by the court

of heaven to proclaim terms of peace and reconciliation to the

revolted province of earth . These terms are set forth in the

Holy Scriptures in all their inspired fulness of meaning. No

herald ever employed has been considered competent, even accord

ing to the standards of earth , unless hewas well acquainted with

the language in which the commission and terms of peace in

trusted to him by his sovereign were expressed . The word

didáckw ,teach , necessarily implies a competent knowledge of the

original languages of Holy Scripture ; for how shall a man teach

who has not learned ; and how shall he learn if he be ignorant

of themeaning of the very wordswhich the Holy Spirit originally

used or suggested in conveying the messages of God to man ? The

word meaning " to instruct as a disciple” is still stronger in its

inferential requirement. For the disciple is not only onewho

has entered , by gospel invitation , the school of Christ, but who

continues in it as a learner through all the rest of his life ; and

for his continuous instruction the minister needs all the lessons,

illustrations, analogies, precepts, warnings, and promises that
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he can draw from the holy word in its entirety ; and how shall he

master these, if he know nothing of the meaning of the words in

which they were originally written ? The word meaning “ to

train up, to educate as a child ,” is equally strong in its exaction

on this point ; for all experience has shown that, in order to edu

cate a child , a deeper insight into the true nature, both of the

pupil and of the truths to be taught to him , is required in the

teacher than in the case of an adult. The teacher ought not to

attempt to teach the child Hebrew and Greek ; but he must

himself read and understand Hebrew and Greek , in order to

draw out the genuine teachings of the word of God ; to distil

them to their purest essence ; and, in that form , to saturate

in them the young and receptive mind, so that they shall never

be forgotten . And finally, on these six expressive words, that

which means“ to sound out, to instruct orally ," conveys the in

most idea of " preaching the word,” rather than reading it, or

reading discourses founded on it, and presupposes a competent

knowledge of that word , which can only be obtained by know

ing its original forms, and what ideas they convey.

But we have in the New Testamenteven a more potent require

ment on this point than any yet presented. Paul, in his Second

Letter to Timothy, exhorts him thus : “ Study to show thyself

approved unto God ; a workman that needeth not to be ashamed ,

rightly dividing the word of truth.” 2 Tim . ii. 15 . ( N . B . The

revised version , 1881, is pitiably faulty on this verse.) The

original Greek here is very significant : ορθοτομούντα τον λόγον της

ányfeiaç. The idea indelibly impressed is, “ cutting straight," or

“ cutting correctly ,'' or, in thehappy words of our common version ,

" rightly dividing the word of truth .” Now , the lesson here con

veyed is, that the minister of Christ shall, by previous study, know

how to divide aright that marvellous book called “ The Bible," so

as to understand , himself, and to teach to his hearers its truemean

ing, and each meaning in its true proportion and in its relation to

other truths. Todo this aright, a competentknowledge ofthe orig

inal forms of the inspired teaching is indispensable, and is even

more important now than it was in the days of Paul and Timothy.

For, in our day, every version ofthe Holy Scriptures in common
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use has been divided up into chapters and verses, by well-mean

ing but uninspired mer ; and though their work has, in general,

been well done and has contributed much to the convenient study

of the word ; yet in many instances the division has been not only

not right, but specially unfortunate, so as to obscure the meaning

intended by the Holy Spirit. For this, the only adequate remedy

is such knowledge of the inspired original and of its meaning as

will enable the candidate for the ministry rightly to divide the

word of truth .

Seventh . The New Testament teaches to the visible Church ,

not in direct and express words, nor by any necessary inference

from such words, but by suggestions and intimations which the

Church ought to notice, that her candidates for the ministry

ought to acquire a competent knowledge of the Latin language.

Although no part of the inspired Scriptures was originally re

corded in Latin , yet facts pointed at and statements made in those

Scriptures tend to prove that a knowledge of that language is

needed by the man who is to teach the truth of God , and to dis

tinguish it from the conflicting errors and falsehoods which man

has invented and sought to maintain as truth . It was not with

out a profound and far-reaching lesson that the Holy Spirit has

inspired the Evangelists Luke and John to record the fact that

the Roman Procurator, Pilate , caused a superscription to be placed

over the head of our Lord and Redeemer, Jesus Christ, even

while he was yet alive and hanging on the cross , “ lifted up and

to draw all men unto him ," John iii. 14 , 15 ; viii. 28 ; xii. 32 ;

and that this superscription declared him to be King of the Jews,

and was written in three languages — in Hebrew and Greek and

Latin . Luke xxiii. 38 ; John xix . 20 . No hesitation is here

felt in declaring that this fact is testified to by Luke as well as

by John . It is true that the learned Doctors Westcott and Hort

exclude this statement from the text of Luke, in their critical

edition of the Greek Testament on which the revised version of

1881 is supposed to be founded . But the principles of recension

confessedly acted on by these erudite editors have never yet

gained the assent of the best students of the holy text, and have

been openly condemned by many such students, and have be
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trayed those editors into patent errors which have already shaken

faith as to the soundness of their work , and of the English ver

sion founded on it. Drs. Westcott and Hort, in their “ notes on

special readings,” give no reasons for excluding this statement

from the text of Luke; and as the " Textus Receptus” and the

most generally approved editions retain them in Luke, we are

not yet at liberty to discard them . The very fact that Luke

gives his testimony on this point in a different form from John 's ,

is evidence of original and independent record.

The use of these three languages on this occasion by Pilate

was doubtless, so far as he was concerned, only the result of a

desire to perpetrate a grim sarcasm at the expense of the Jews,

and to give it currency in languages, one or another of which

would be intelligible to all present. But the declaration of the

Kingship of Christ thus made on the hill of Calvary, and re

corded in Hebrew and Greek and Latin , gave to those three lan

guages a Christian significance never afterwards lost. From the

time of the death of the Apostle John , onward, all ministers of

Christ who have really desired to be workmen that need not to be

ashamed, have diligently studied those three languages.

And we have in the New Testament other teachings tending to

show the value and importance of a competent knowledge of the

Latin tongue to the minister of Christ. In the time of our

Redeemer's life, death , resurrection , and ascension, and in the

days of his inspired apostles, Rome had become the mistress of

the world , and she continued so for many centuries afterwards,

and, in an important religious sense, claims to be so to this day.

Paul looked on the city of Rome and her secular dominion ,which

was then spread over most of the civilised world , as presenting

the fairest of fields and prospects for extending the gospel of

Christ. Hence, he valued very highly his freedom as a Roman

citizen , and availed himself of it for his own protection , and

for the furtherance of the cause of Christ. Acts xvi. 37, 38 ;

xxii. 25 – 29 ; xxiii. 27. In all his previous journeyings and evan

gelistic tours, he never forgot the city of Rome, and always made

it the objective point towards which he persistently tended .

Hence, we read that " Paul purposed in the spirit, when he had
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passed through Macedonia and Achaia, to go to Jerusalem , say

ing : After I have been there, I must also see Rome.” Acts

xix . 21. And so through many perils by land and by sea , he

made his way to Rome, and long abode and preached there, until

the gospel of Christ had even penetrated into Cæsar's household .

Philip . iv. 22. And even before Paul ever visited Rome, that

church of the faithful was collected in that city to whom was

addressed from Corinth that wonderful Epistle which, in all sub

sequent ages, has moulded the religious thinking and inspired

the hopes of the people of God .

From that timeonward, throughmany subsequent ages, Rome,

her influence, and her language, becamemore and more important

in their bearing on the Christian Church. The Latin language

was not only the language of the city of Romeand ofmillions in

the vast empire over which she ruled as head , but during the

Dark Ages, and the dawning light of the Middle Ages, and the

clearer light of the Reformation ages, it was the language in

which all Christian thought and doctrine and admonition found

expression . It was the vehicle for conveying, not only precious

and saving truth , but pernicious and ruinous error, to theminds

and hearts of men . And when we remember how large a part

of all the best and the worst of human thought concerning the

truths taught in Holy Scripture, and especially concerning the

doctrines and ethics of Christianity , yet retains its genuine

original form only in compositions existing in the Latin language,

it is not easy to see how a candidate for the Christian ministry

can be soundly prepared for his work without any knowledge of

this tongue.

But, having said thus much , we feel it to be our duty also to

say distinctly , that we do not herein claim that the New Testa

ment, either by express words or by good and necessary infer

ence , teaches that the visible Church is bound to require in her

candidates a knowledge of the Latin language in order to their

admission to the ministry of the word and ordinances . Holy

Scripture often suggests and intimates as desirable and important

what is not absolutely required as a duty .

And this leads us logically to the admission of the rightwhich
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the visible Church has, in all ages, exercised of inducting, in

extraordinary cases and for extraordinary reasons, men into the

sacred office and functions, who are not fully equipped with the

needed education, but who, being men of proved piety and Chris

tian zeal and being well grounded in their own vernacular and

having shown themselves to be “ apt to teach ,” may be, in extra

ordinary emergencies, sent forth as licentiates or evangelists to

preach the gospel of Christ and to draw sinful and needy men

into his kingdom . This provision for “ extraordinary cases "

seems to find its sanction in the example of Christ and his apos

tles, and in the primitive ages of the Church . Yet, when we

come to look at the actual facts recorded in the New Testament

which may be supposed to require , or at least to justify , such ex

traordinary departure from the safe line of precedent, established

in Holy Scripture, we will find it difficult to demonstrate , by

competent evidence, any such exception to the sound general

rule .

Those who contend that such extraordinary cases ought, in our

day, to be so much recognised and acted upon as to become the

rule instead of the exception , and who seek to support such

opinions by telling us that even the Apostles Peter and John were

spoken of, after they had fully entered upon their ministry, as

" unlearned and ignorantmen,” Acts iv . 13, will find the ground

they thus attempt to take and hold, give way beneath them .

Peter, filled with the Holy Ghost, had just delivered that brief

but powerful and incisive discourse of which the very words are

recorded . Ibid , verses 8 – 12. Now , it does so happen that this

short discourse is not only on fire with mingled fact and logic for

Christ, but that it contains a quotation from the cxxviii. Psalm ,

and quotes it in such form as to show that Peter was not only

familiar with the lessons taught by the lips of Christ himself, but

familiar with the Greek Septuagint version of the Scriptures.

This certainly was not the vernacular, the rude native language

of Peter. And we have something even more decisive on this

subject. Although the narrative tells us that the " rulers, elders,

and scribes” had perceived that Peter and John were " unlearned

and ignorant men ” (the epithets used are åypáuparol kaì idtūrai,



1883.] 675Candidates for the Christian Ministry.

meaning illiterate and private men ; i. e., men in a private and

humble sphere of life ), yet it is evident that this notion had been

obtained, not from what they saw and heard of Peter and John

on that occasion, but from what they had otherwise seen or

learned about them . For we have immediately the significant

statement, " and they took 'knowledge of them that they had been

with Jesus.” Here was the fact as to their education. They

had been for three years in a theological seminary taughtby

Christ himself ! And their education had been completed on the

day of Pentecost by the Holy Ghost ; so that, instead of being

confined to their own vernacular, they spake all tongues of peo

ples then within proximate reach of the gospel call ! Were these

“ unlearned and ignorantmen” ? When such men, so educated ,

shall present themselves to the visible Church , and ask to be in

ducted into the ministry , no appeal to the principle of “ extraor

dinary cases ” will be needed for their admission .

It seems evident, therefore, that when the Church is requested

to dispense with the education required by the New Testament,

and to admit an applicant for ordination upon the ground that his

is “ an extraordinary case,” it ought to be proved that it is , in

deed, “ extraordinary." Weare not, in this brief treatise, deal

ing with such cases. They must be dealt with by the Church as

exceptions, and exceptions like angels' visits, “ few and far be

tween ." Each of such cases must stand on its own merits, and

be separately disposed of. Our duty now is to continue the

presentation of the form and the substance of the educational

qualifications of candidates for the ministry, required in the New

Testament. Therefore we say that ,

Eighth . The candidate for the high office of teacher in the

Christian Church must, by careful reflection and study, acquire

adequate knowledge of mentalphilosophy. Hecannot expect to

gain the attention of, and influence healthfully the minds of,

others, unless he knows the faculties and powers of mind, and

especially those laws which regulate association of ideas. The

New Testament has its own system of metaphysics, partly ex

pressed in plain words, partly suggested by fair inferences. When

Christ our Saviour declared that the first and great command
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ment of the law is " to love the Lord thy God with all thy heart

and with all thy soul and with all thy mind and with all thy

strength” (Matt. xxii. 37 ; Mark xii. 30), and commended the

scribe who interpreted his words as meaning “ to love God with

all the heart and with all the understanding and with all the soul

and with all the strength ," he recognised those distinctionsin the

spiritual nature which mental philosophy designates as the affec

tions, thememory, the imagination, or representative faculty, the

reason , and the will. Moreover, without some sufficient and sys

tematised knowledge of the powers of the mind or spirit, it is

hardly possible to study intelligently the seventh and eighth

chapters of Paul's Epistle to the Romans, in which the Holy

Spirit led the greatapostle into the very " arcana” of the human

soul in its fallen state , and in its renewed and partially sanctified

state, wherein the conflict between the opóvnua rns oapkós, the spirit

ual product of the flesh, and the opóvnua ton Ilvsvuaroc, the spiritual

productof the Spirit, begins and continues unto the day of the

Lord Jesus, of perfect sanctification . In truth , as the paramount

function of the minister is to bring human souls to a saving re

ception of the truth as it is in Christ Jesus, a knowledge of the

distinctions between intellect, judgment, memory , imagination ,

affections, and will, is indispensable , in order to enable the minis

ter to expound to his hearers that faith of the heart (Romans x .

10), that is , of the whole spiritual nature — which saves the soul,

and which is different from and far beyond the mere assent of the

intellect to the historic facts concerning Christ. A sound sys

tem of mental philosophy, therefore, lies at the foundation of all

knowledge, and of all faith, whether it be merely intellectual

assent, or the faith that is unto righteousness and salvation . And

mental philosophy, in its widest meaning, embraces a knowledge

of logic , which is neither more nor less than knowledge of the

laws of the human mind soundly applied to the process of reason

ing from premises to conclusions, so as to elicit truth . The dis

courses of Christ and the inspired letters of the New Testament

exhibit constant illustrations of the rules of sound logic applied

to the conceded facts of mind and matter.

Ninth. The New Testament, by necessary implication, requires
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the candidate for the Christian ministry to obtain a competent

knowledge of mathematical and natural science. He need not,

indeed, aspire to be either a finished mathematician or a profound

scientist, especially in the modern sense of that word . But at

the time when Paul lived and wrote, Euclid and Hypsicles, Plato

and Aristotle, had all lived and written, and therefore it is cer

tain that exact science had arisen and made considerable progress ,

and that natural science had at least made its appearance. And

already materialism , which denies the existence of Spirit, and

therefore of God and of individual immortality , had been taught

by Democritus and Epicurus of Greece , and by Lucretius of

Rome. The Greek word yvūors had already passed beyond its

primitive meaning of “knowledge,” and had taken to itself the

idea of “ science ,” in itsmodern sense, viz ., knowledge formulated

into system . There was abundance of science falsely so called in

the civilised world then as there is now . Hence the indispensable

necessity that the minister of Christ should be able to distinguish

between true science and false science; and the only effectual

mode of doing this was to study and learn true science ; for it is

certain that theman who has never seen and carefully examined

true and honest coins, will never be able to detect their counter

feits.

Therefore Paul, by necessary inference, admonishes both Tim

othy and Titus to make themselves acquainted with true sci

ence. As far as exact science, whether arithmetical or geometri

cal, was known at that day, it was as truethen as it is now . But

natural science had made very little progress, and pretensions to

it had already seduced many bright minds into atheism and its

inevitable pollutions. Hence Paul warns Timothy with an inter

jection of solemnity : “ O Timothy, keep that which is commit

ted to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppo

sitions of science falsely so called ,” rīs pevswvójov zvátews. 1 Tim .

vi. 20. And the same lesson in substance is repeated in chap. i.

4 , 5 , and iv . 7 , and 2 Tim . ii . 14 , 16 , 23, and Tit. i. 14 ; iii. 9 .

The word rendered “babblings,” both in the common and revised

versions, means, literally , “ empty sounds," “ vain disputings,"

and conveys a lively prophetic idea of what was coming from
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false science in our age. These oppositions of science falsely so

called, led men away from divine truth in that age as in this, for

we read in the succeeding verse as follows : “ which some profess

ing have erred concerning the faith .” How many modern pro

fessors of science falsely so called would this inspired description

include ? The indirect lesson , therefore, taught in the New Tes

tament to the candidate for the Christian ministry, is plain . To

detect and overthrow the errors and unchristian teachings of

false science, hemust study and know true science, with the fixed

assurance that no truth will ever be finally found to be in conflict

with a sound exegesis of the word of God.

Tenth . This naturally leads us to the fact that the New Tes

tament, by its whole tenor and its special teachings, requires the

candidate for the sacred office to study theology — that is, the

knowledge of God — both natural and revealed . Inspiration con

stantly testifies that the intuitions of the human soul and the

light of nature suffice to teach us the being of God , the leading

attributes of his nature, the substance of his law , our duty to

obey, our dereliction therein , and our consequent guilt and just

condemnation . Acts xiv. 14 – 18 ; xvii. 16 – 34 ; Rom . i. 18 – 32 ;

ii. 1 - 16 . But the deepest questionings of the soul and the voices

of nature are alike impotent to reveal how a sinner may be saved ;

how God may be just, and yet justify the ungodly . This " knowl

edge of God” can only be learned from his revealing word , ac

companied by his revealing Spirit. Therefore, the systematic

study of what the Holy Scriptures teach concerning God and his

divine Son and his Holy Spirit, and the part borne by each in

the salvation of sinners — this must ever be the duty of the minis

ter of Christ, not only during his preparation as a candidate, but

during all his subsequent career as a herald of salvation . John

xvii. 3, 17 , 20, 21; Rom . iii. 26 ; 2 Tim . iii. 15 , 16 , 17 .

Eleventh . From this required study of the holy word, the

candidate will learn all of the science of ethics thathe needs, es

pecially of Christian ethics, which hemust seek ,as rapidly as pos

sible and as far as his influence will extend , to substitute for every

system of so -called morality taught by the world . There is no

sound foundation for morality except the will of God, which is
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the active expression of his moral attributes. And so complete

are the teachings of the word, so vast is its sweep of thought, so

manifold are its illustrations,and so minute and pointed its moral

lessons that it may be safely declared that no ethical question can

arise in public or private life, in society, in business , in recrea

tion, or in work, to which this inspired word does not furnish a

sound and sufficient answer. 1 Peter ii. 1– 10.

Twelfth . This holy word will also teach the candidate all

thathe needs to know on the subject of Church government, and

it is his duty to seek for full instructions on this question, so as

not only to confirm his own preferences, whether they be tradi

tional or acquired , by the inspired teachings of the word ofGod ,

but to give light and information to all who need instruction on

this subject. 1 Peter iii. 15 ; Romans xiv. 5 ; Acts xiv . 23 ; xx.

17 - 31 ; 1 Tim . v . 17 ; Titus i. 5 – 9 ; 1 Peter v. 1 - 3 .

Thirteenth . The New Testament requires the candidate for

the sacred office to learn especially from the inspired word the

sacraments of the Church of Christ, their number, essence, nature ,

and design , in order that when he comes to administer them as a

steward of the mysteries of God (1 Cor. iv. 1 ) he may be able so

to explain and unfold and apply them that they may, being ac

companied by the blessed Spirit of God, carry with them grace

and mercy to the recipients. Mark i. 14 ; Luke iii. 3 ; xx. 4 ;

Acts xix . 4 ; 1 Peter iii. 21 ; Matt. ii. 11 ; Luke iii. 16 ; John

i. 33 ; Acts viii. 38 ; 1 Cor. i. 14 – 17 ; Acts ii. 38, 41; viii. 16 ,

36 ; xvi. 15, 33 ; Matt. xxvi. 26 , etc . ; Mark xiv. 22, etc . ; Luke

xxii. 19, etc. ; 1 Cor. xi.; John vi.

Fourteenth . The teachings , examples, and discourses set forth

in the New Testament all admonish the candidate for the

Christian ministry to inform himself thoroughly in history, both

sacred and profane. Christ in his impressive discourses, deliv

ered while he was on earth , constantly referred to the historical

characters and events recorded in the Old Testament, and did not

confine his lessons to the strict lines of Church history . Matt.

v . 21 –23, 33 – 36 , 38, 39, 43; x . 34 –42 ; xi. 20– 24 ; xii. 3 - 8 ,

38 –42 ; xv. 1 - 10 ; xix . 3 – 8 ; xxiii. 1 -4 , 13- 18 ; 34 – 39. Stephen,

the first Christian martyr, in his strong discourse to his persecu

VOL. XXXIV., no. 4 – 5 .
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tors, showed by an extended historical review the dealings of God

with the Jewish people, and the prophecy of the Messiah fur

nished by the person and character of Moses. And Paul, James,

Peter, and Jude frequently illuminated their divine lessons by the

light of past history. On the subject of Church history and secular

history, we cannot better sum up the true lessons of the New Tes

tament than in the words of one who has deeply studied them , and

who knows their value. He says: “ They differ as Church and

state , as Christianity and humanity, as the order of grace and

the order of nature ; yet they are inseparably connected, and the

one cannot be understood without the other. Among the Jews,

the spiritual and secular history together form one history of

theocracy . Both currents intermingle in the Byzantine empire,

in the European states, and the Latin Church during the Middle

Ages, in the period of the Reformation, during the colonial period

of America , and in all countries where Church and state are

united .” “ The study of history enables us to understand the

present, which is the fruit of the past and the germ of the future.

It is the richest storehouse of wisdom and experience . It is the

best commentary of Christianity. It is full of comfort and en

couragement. It verifies on every page the promise of the Sa

viour to be with his people always, and to build his Church on an

indestructible rock . It exhibits his life in all its forms and phases,

and the triumphant march of his kingdom from land to land and

generation to generation . Earthly empires , systems of philo

sophy have their day ; human institutions decay ; all things of

this world bloom and fade away like the grass of the field ; but

the Christian religion has the dew of perennial youth , survives

all changes, makes steady progress from age to age, overcomes all

persecution from without and corruption from within , is now

stronger and more widely spread than ever before, directs the

course of civilisation, and bears the hopes of the human race."

Dr. Philip Schaff, in Schaff-I [erzog Encyclop. of Rel. Knowl.,

I., 480 , 482.

Fifteenth . Finally , the New Testament, in assigning to the

minister of the word the high duty of preaching the gospel,

proclaiming salvation , and expounding orally the inspired Scrip
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tures, requires that the candidate shall study and, as perfectly as

possible, master the arts of composition and elocution . He ought

to learn , by previous study, reflection , and the use of his pen , to

construct language in its best, most incisive , most effective forms

for conveying thought. And after having thus faithfully studied

in private, he ought to strive to deliver orally (not by reading,

but by preaching) the thoughts thus prepared to his hearers,

with such earnestness , fire, and magnetic power, and with such

perfection of manner , gesture, pronunciation, accent, emphasis,

and ease, as will give all thehuman elements that the Holy Spirit,

may use and bless, so that the word of the Lord may have free

course and be glorified . 2 Thess. iii. 1 ; Acts xviii. 28 ; 2 Cor.

v. 11 , 12, 20 ; vi. 4 - 8 ; 1 Tim . iv. 15 , 16 ; 2 Tim . ii. 14 – 16 ;

iv . 1, 2; Titus ii. 15 . This, at the least, should be the ideal of

every faithful minister — the goal to which he should constantly

run , and to attain which his earnest, persistent, prayerful efforts

should be directed.

And now , having laid down the rules and principles set forth

in the New Testament for the selection , training, and education of

candidates for the Christian ministry, the question may well arise :

“ Who is sufficient for these things ?” 2 Cor. ii. 16 . The ten

dency of many in the visible Church is to ask : “ Is such a stan

dard practicable ? Is it not too high ? Ought not the Church

to avoid the delays necessarily incident to a scheme of education

so extended and complete, and to send outher ministers with less

of learning, less of intellectual culture, if she be satisfied only

that they are truly pious and regenerate men ?" And already this

theory of a lower standard has taken form and method ; and the

inquiry is pressed on the Church whether she ought not to be

content to ordain and induct her ministers when they shall be

furnished simply with the elements of a sound English education ?

To this we answer : No! never ! unless the Church of Christ

is prepared to reject the authority of her divine Master, to throw

off his laws, and to discard the teachings of himself and of his

inspired apostles and holy men who wrote the New Testament,

who spake and wrote as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.

That the Church has not come up to the full measure of her
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duty in her aggressive movements upon the world , is only too ap

parent, and is frankly admitted . That her subordinate officers

and functionaries, her ruling presbyters, her lay-readers, her dea

cons, her stewards, have not put forth the powers and energies

for impressing and converting fallen souls which legitimately be

long to such officers, and which it is their solemn duty to exercise ,

is sadly true, and is the cause of a large part of the inefficiency

attributed to the visible army of God. And that her private

members (each of whom has the warrantofholy Scripture for pro

claiming to others the joys of salvation , and seeking, by a Chris

tian life and Christian counsels, to bring others to Christ, Matt.

v . 16 ; 1 Peter iii. 1 ; Rev. xxii. 17 ) have fallen far below the

standard of their duty , is too plain for doubt.

But no considerations of supposed wisdom or expediency or

immediate efficiency can justify the Church of Christ in the

slightest lowering of the standards of training and education for

her candidates for the sacred office required in the New Testa

ment either in express words or by good and necessary inference

from such words. By whatever nameher ministersmay be called,

whether pastors, or rectors, or evangelists, or preachers, or her

alds, or teaching presbyters or elders, or bishops, or ambassadors,

or angels of the churches, their training and education , in order

to conform them to the requirements of the New Testament, must

be in substance what are herein laid down. So far from being low

ered , the exigencies of the age in which we live inexorably de

mand that they bemaintained.

When these requirements shall be disregarded and the visible

Church shall begin to admit men to the sacred ministry who do

not conform to them , then on her brow will be written the word

“ Ichabod " : " the glory will have departed from her;" and the

world will immediately begin to relapse into darker ages than any

it has yet known . R . R . Howison .
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ARTICLE III.

MARRIAGE WITH A DECEASED WIFE' S SISTER ."

We cannot hope to exhibit any remarkably original or novel

views in elucidation of the question before us — the marriage of a

man with the sister of his deceased wife. The subject has been

so long before the Church, and has been so thoroughly looked

into , that we can hope to presentno view of it that may not, in

some form , be found in the essay of some one or other of the nu

merous writers upon it . The most we can do is to present that

course of argument that has determined our own conclusions, and

which , wemay trust, will affect the judgment of others .

The word of God is the only authoritative rule with us for the

determining ofmoral questions. The passages of Scripturemain

ly relied on by those who think such marriages as we have under

consideration to be sinful, are in the book of Leviticus, xviii. 16 ,

18 , and xx. 21.

On the citation of passages from Leviticus, the first inquiry

that arises is, Are the teachings and directions of that book bind

ing upon the Christian Church ? They certainly were obligatory

upon the Israelites ; but do they continue of authority ? .

The institutes of Moses consisted of three classes of law — the

ceremonial, the civil, and the moral law .

The moral law , as contained in the tables of the Ten Command

ments , or in any precept elsewhere found that necessarily flows

from the Decalogue, or that fully comports with any of its be

hests, is unquestionably of universal and perpetual obligation .

* This article was presented to Charleston Presbytery in April last, in

the form of a report from a Committee previously appointed to consider

the subject. It was unanimously resolved by the Presbytery that the

Editors of the SoutHERN Presbyterian Review be requested to publish

it in the Review . Although at the meeting of the late General Assembly

it appears that the question discussed is virtually settled in our Church ,

it is nevertheless deemed desirable by members of the Presbytery that

the article be published, inasmuch as it may help to bring some who are

opposed to the expunging of the law , to acquiesce in the present state of

the matter in our Church .
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Moral principle is unchangeable. It is based in the nature and

will of God ; and to it, our nature, with all the relations he created

and established for us, is adapted. The same cannot be said of

the two other departments of law . They were enacted for tem

porary purposes. When the occasion for their application ceased

to exist, they , in consequence, ceased to be obligatory.

The ceremonial law, in all its aspects and bearings, was de

signed for the single purpose of prefiguring the Christ, the 'Re

deemer that was to come. All other aims that were to be effected

by it, were but subsidiary to that one great result. It fully ac

complished its purpose, and ceased to be of significance when

Jesus, suspended on the cross in the agony of death , said , “ It is

finished ! and bowed his head and gave up the ghost."

The civil law was for the regulation of the affairs of the Israel

ites constituted as a state. It consisted of laws adapted to their

peculiar condition and needs ; and exceptwhen they involve some

essential and moral precept, are in no respect obligatory on other

peoples . They ceased to be of force on the dissolution of the

inunicipal organisation of the Jews, which occurred at the coming

of Shiloh . Many of them , indeed , are worthy to be re -adopted

by peoples ; but the obligation ensuing would result from their re

enactment, not from their being embraced in the Hebrew civil

code. Any moral precept found amongst these laws is binding

upon us, not because it is a part of that law , but because it flows

out of that other great department of law , the moral.

Now , the passages in Leviticus which are assumed to be the

law regulating marriage are a section of the civil law, and what

ever be their import, except so far as they involve moral purity,

are no more binding on Christians than is the law forbidding the

eating of swine's flesh, the laws in regard to the division of lands,

the sowing of mixed seeds, the law requiring a Sabbath year's

rest to be given to the land , the law in regard to the cities of ref

uge, the law ofdivorcė, and many other laws. These views, it is

presumed , will be controverted by none.

The corollary from these propositions is this : Admitting that

these laws in Leviticus, to which we have referred, relate to

marriage; admitting that on this hypothesis they can properly
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be construed into a prohibition to the Israelite to marry his de

ceased wife 's sister ; still such prohibition is not of force now ,

unless it can also be shown that such marriages are essentially

immoral. This, we apprehend , cannotbe done. There is no use

in appealing to the sentiments of men in regard to the mat

ter; they are as discordant as are the northwest and southeast

winds; they vary accordantly with the variant circumstances

under which the men have been reared. One will declaim , as

with holy horror, against them , as though they were a violation

of all the finer feelings of humanity as well as of pure morality ;

another will approve of them as connexions eminently proper and

becoming. Our only sure appeal is to the Scriptures. “ To the

law, and to the testimony ; if they speak not according to this

word, there is no light in them .” What, then , say the Scrip

tures ? Their teaching on the question can perhaps be more

readily ascertained by prosecuting the broader, the more compre

hensive inquiry, Is there any moral force whatever in these in

junctions in Leviticus ? and if there is , What is it ? There is,

indeed, great moral force in these prohibitions, when rightly inter

preted , as we shall see, but in no degree has it the relation to

marriage that is assumed.

The first of the passages preconceived to forbid the marriage

of a man to his deceased ' wife's sister is this, “ Thou shalt not

uncover the nakedness of thy brother's wife ; it is thy brother's

nakedness.” If this passage be understood as relating to mar

riage, it must, in order to prove by it that marriage with a de

ceased wife's sister is sinful, be shown 1st, that the brother's wife

spoken of is his widow ; 2d, that marriage with a brother's widow

is incestuous, and therefore under any circumstances immoral;

3d, that marriage with a brother's widow is equivalent to mar

riage with a deceased wife's sister. Neither ofwhich positions,

we apprehend, can be established. These positions we will con

sider in inverse order.

First. Is marriage with a brother'swidow equivalent tomarriage

with a deceased wife's sister ? It is asserted thatby parity of

reason it is ; for that a wife's sister is of the same degree of affin

ity to a man as is a brother's wife. This statement, with the
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Hebrew law before us, does not seem to us valid ; but from that

law we infer rather that a brother 's wife stands to us in a very

different category from that of a wife's sister. The connecting

link of affinity between a man and his wife 's sister, is a woman,

his wife ; the connecting link between a man and his brother 's

wife , is a man , his brother. Now , under the Hebrew law ,

the status, the rights, relations, and influence of the man were

very different from those of the woman . Consequently , that

which may be true of connexions formed through the one,

may not with equal certainty be affirmed of connexions formed

through the other . If we keep not this difference in mind, we

may in our deductions be led into error. For instance, under

the law , a man was allowed to have, at the same time, several

wives ; by parity of reason, if such reasoning were valid , a woman

should be allowed to have, at the same time, several husbands;

but that was not the case. Again, because the law requires that

if a man die without an heir , his brother shall marry his widow

and raise up a family for his deceased brother, therefore, by par

ity of reason, if a woman die without an heir, her sister must be

married to her husband to raise up a family for her deceased sis

ter ; but that was not the case. It may be said , however, that in

this case there was a special reason for the difference ; that heir

ship came through the husband, not through the wife. Exactly

so ; and that, in this case, destroys the parity of reasoning, as in

all other cases, for specialand obvious reasons in each case, such

reasoning does not obtain . This failure of parity of reason in

any one case, precludes our acceptance of the statement that the

prohibition to marry a brother's widow with equal force, on this

ground, forbids one to marry his deceased wife's sister. If it be

so, i. e., if it be wrong to marry the sister of a deceased wife, it

is not sustained by this so-called parity of reasoning.

Secondly . We cannot admit that this passage forbids a man to

marry his brother 's widow , because by the law of Moses, Deut.

xxv. 5 , a man , in certain conditions, already incidentally advert

ed to, is required to marry his brother's widow , under the pen

alty, if he refused to do so , of being subjected to humiliating

indignities — that is, “ his brother's wife shall come unto him in
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the presence of the elders, and loose his shoe from off his foot,and

spit in his face,” and stigmatise him as having failed to meet the

obligations of one in his relation. Now , we cannot believe that

God would, in view of any conditions, or for any reason , specially

for the merely secular object of retaining the inheritance in the

family , ordain a law that involved an essential immorality, as this

manifestly would if it be in itself morally wrong to form such a

connexion. Evil might be tolerated , but never commanded .

Thirdly. Wemust believe that the word wife in the prohibi

tion means wife, not widow . Yet itmustmean widow if the sub

ject of the prohibition be marriage ; and for the same reason it

must mean widow in every case in this category. For it can

hardly be supposed that there could have been gravely embodied

in the code a series of laws forbidding a man to marry certain

female relatives while their husbands were still living . Indeed ,

the force of the deduction from this passage that it is wrong to

marry a deceased wife 's sister, depends wholly on the assumption

that the brother's wife spoken of is his widow . Further ; if the

word wife, in the passage before us, means widow , and a man is

forbidden to marry his brother's widow , it follows that a neigh

bor's wife that is spoken of in one of these laws must mean his

widow , and consequently a man is forbidden to marry any widow .

That would be simply preposterous, and directly contrary to what

every where in the Bible is admitted as right and proper.

The prohibition in the passage before us in regard to a brother's

wife, and in regard to the wife of any one of the kindred speci

fied, whatever it be, is a prohibition of such connexion with her

while the husband is still living.

We do not, therefore, understand this passage, or any part

of the paragraph in which it is contained , except in one case only

in which the phraseology employed is wholly different, as speak

ing even in the remotest degree of marriage. The paragraph or

section of laws, is a series of special prohibitions of illicit sexual

intercourse. This is illustrated by the case just mentioned , and

fully explains the seeming anomaly of that case , in which, while

at one time marriage with a brother 's widow is supposed to be

forbidden , at another time such marriage is enjoined. The seem

.
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ingly contradictory laws are rendered harmonious when weregard

illicit intercourse as the thing prohibited in the one case, while

marriage in the other case is enjoined .

But it may be asked, If these laws relate to illicit intercourse,

why such special prohibitions when there was before the people

one of the Ten Commandments that covered every case, i, e.,

“ Thou shalt not commit adultery” ? It is not for us to explain

the repetition of laws. There is in the second chapter following

the one before us, an almost identical repetition of the lawswe are

now considering. There was, no doubt, sufficient reason for such

repetition. But we may remark, that for the special expression

of the laws before us, there was a special and obvious reason to

be found in this : the sanctity of domestic intercourse is specially

to be guarded . The violation , in this way, of the confidence en

gendered in it is a crime far more heinous than simple adultery,

and is worthy to be branded as it here is (and as we shall pres

ently more specially note ) with a special term of infamy. It is

a crime here put in the same category with sodomy and bestiality .

Wemay add, as some judicious writers have suggested, that by

themanner in which the Hebrews were at this time living, temp

tations to evil in this direction were specially imminent. They

were in the wilderness , dwelling in tents , in closer and more

familiar intercourse than they would be were they in settled

homes, dwelling in houses more commodious. This unavoidable

familiar intercourse needed to have special guards thrown around

it, that that confidence amongst members of the same family ,

which is so necessary to domestic happiness, might be in no dan

ger of being violated . Still further; violationsof chastity in these

relations, as (on our interpretation of the passage) it is expressly

stated ,were prevalent vices amongst the peoples with whom they

were about to come in contact, and for which those peoples were

to be expelled from the land, yet by coming in contact with whom

the Israelites might be contaminated. .

This view of the character of the forbidden acts is beyond ques

tion established, as appears to us, by the signification of the He

brew word 797% , which is the emphatic word in these sentences.

It is the word in our version translated nakedness. It imports
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lewdness , not marriage. The equivalent word in the Septuagint,

in every instance of its occurrence in these passages, is doxnuogivn,

which signifies that which is unseemly , discreditable, base, dis

graceful. The signification given by Bretschneider is 1 , dis

honor; 2 , a base action, specially in illicit love; 3 , pudenda (or

that which one should be ashamed of).

That the word 77777, when it is employed as the subject of the

verb to uncover, as it is here employed, signifies illicit intercourse ,

appears in its use universally in the Scriptures. It is needless

to multiply quotations. Take a passage from Ezekiel xvi. 36 ,

“ Thou hast discovered thy nakedness through thy whoredoms."

The same reappears in ch . xviii. 18. Here the phrase, to un

cover, or to discover nakedness, is employed as equivalent to

whoredom . Indeed, it is confidently asserted by proficient schol

ars that there is not a single example in the Scriptures in which

the phrase has the sense of marriage, unless it can be shown to

have that signification in the passages we are considering, which,

in view of the argumentbefore us, it would , if we are not greatly

mistaken , be difficult to do. Moreover, if marriage had been in

tended in these passages, there is a word in the Hebrew express

ing that relation clearly, and an equally unambiguous equivalent

phrase , both devoid of any imputation of impurity , and both in

common use. Why, instead of these expressions, should a phrase

signifying only crime and disgrace have been employed ? It is

wholly incredible that Moses would have employed such terms to

designate that relation which on divine authority is pronounced to

be " honorable in all.”

There are some who lay considerable stress on the fact that in

Leviticus xx . 21, “ If a man shall take his brother's wife, it is an

unclean thing : he hath uncovered his brother's nakedness," the

term take, a part of the phrase equivalent to marriage, is used .

But besides that this passage is only a repetition of the law given

in ch . xviii. 16 , and therefore must have the same signification

with that, the term take does not when alone, as it is in this pass

age, necessarily mean marriage. Its meaning is dependent on its

connexions. “ The word never imports marriage of its own force:

never withoutbeing connected with the word wife as its subject, ex
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pressed or necessarily implied ; and that, not as in this case, the

wife of another.” Thus, to “ take to wife,” or “ to take a wife," un

mistakably meansmarriage ; butother connexions make it signify

uncleanness. As in Ezek . xvi. 32, by its connexions it is used

to express adultery — “ the wife that committeth adultery, that

taketh strangers instead of her husband.” The use of the word

take, as signifying marriage, appears in the 18th verse of ch .

xviii. of Leviticus: " Thou shalt not take a wife unto her sister,"

etc ., a passage which we shall presently have under consideration .

It is an effectual way to test the import of a sentence, to sub

stitute in it for a questionable word or phrase, a word or phrase

unequivocally expressive of the meaning it is supposed to convey.

If the substitution make noť sound sense, it becomes manifest

that we have mistaken the meaning of the sentence. If, there

fore, " to uncover nakedness" signifies “ to marry," let usmake

the corresponding substitution . Take this sentence, “ Thou shalt

not uncover the nakedness of thy father 's brother ; thou shalt not

approach to his wife.” For this read , “ Thou shalt notmarry thy

father's brother ; for this thou wouldst do in approaching to his

wife.” Or take this : " Thou shalt not uncover the nakedness of

thy father's wife ; it is thy father's nakedness.” For this read :

“ Thou shalt not marry thy father's wife ; for that would be mar

rying thy father." Or this : “ The nakedness of thy father, or

the nakedness of thy mother, thou shalt not uncover.” For this

read : “ Thou shalt not marry thy father ; thou shalt not marry

thy mother." You see the effect of the substitution is prepos

terous.

But if the substituted word gives the true meaning of the

original word, it will make sound sense in all its applications.

Now, according to the lexicons, “ to uncover the nakedness" of

one, signifies “ to dishonor” that one. Let us try this substitute

thus : “ Thou shalt not dishonor thy father's brother ; for this

thou wouldst do in approaching to his wife.” “ Thou shalt not

dishonor thy father 's wife ; for that would be to dishonor thy

father.” “ Thou shalt not dishonor thy father; thou shalt not

dishonor thy mother.” Here is good sense ; lucid , forcible. The

crime forbidden is of the deepest dishonor, the deepest disgrace
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to all concerned . In dishonoring the wife, the husband is dis

honored .

As, therefore, the terms so freely employed in these statutes

are such as convey only the idea of a disgracefully criminal con

nexion, we infer that they are not such terms as would have been

used if the design had been simply to point out that degree of

relationship within which marriage mightnot be contracted. We

hence conclude that this passage has no bearing upon the ques

tion before us.

Let us endeavor to ascertain themeaning of the other passage

that is regarded as forbidding themarriage of a man with his de

ceased wife's sister . Thatpassage is this : Lev. xviii. 18. “ Neither

shalt thou take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her

nakedness beside the other, in her life-time.” This passage is the

one to which we have referred as unmistakably signifying mar

riage. “ Take a wife," as we have noted , has no other meaning.

Yet this marriage, though real marriage, is impure. Therefore,

the other phrase, “ to uncover nakedness,” which is used to char

acterise criminal intercourse, is appended to indicate that such

marriage is no better than the grossest incest. Notice that this

phrase is here only appended to characterise such a marriage. It

is not, as in the other passages, the leading, and, indeed , the only

term employed to designate the relation .

The special inquiry that arises is, What kind of marriage is

that, or between what parties formed, that is designated by the

phrase " take a wife to her sister” ? There are those who tell us

that the term “ sister,” as here employed, signifies only “ one

who is an equal, or one who is in the same relation ; they are sis

ters by position .” This gloss is put upon the passage to make

it signify this : “ Whilst having one wife, thou shalt not take an

other.” They regard the statute, therefore, as designed only to

prohibit polygamy.

But this certainly cannot be its purpose , because, in another

portion of these samestatutes, polygamy is recognised as existing,

as being a thing common . And without rebuke, without any in

timation of disapproval, a law is given simply to regulate poly

gamy, as in Deut. xxi. 15 : “ If a man have two wives, one beloved
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and another hated ; and they have borne him children , both the

beloved and the hated ; and if the first born son be hers thatwas

hated , then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to inherit that

which he hath , thathemay not make the son of the beloved first

born before the son of the hated , which is indeed the first born ;

but he shall acknowledge the hated for the first born , by giving

him a double portion of all that he hath ; for he is the beginning

of his strength ; the right of the first born is his.”

Besides this, we know , from the history of this people, that

polygamy was common amongst them . To say nothing of the

practice as it prevailed before the promulgation of this law ,

Gideon, so highly esteemed of his people, and so manifestly

favored of God , had , as the record states, “ threescore and ten

sons, of his own body begotten, for he had many wives.” Elka

nah , the father of Samuel, pious and devoted to the service of

God as he was, " had two wives ; the name of the one was Han

nah ; the name of the other , Penninah .” David had many wives.

Indeed, the limit to the number of wives a man might have seems

to have been determined only by his ability to support them . We

cannot suppose that David knew of any law forbidding the hav

ing of more than one wife at the same time. Had he known of

such a law , he certainly would have obeyed it. He was a man

“ after Gol's own heart ;" and the law of his God was his “ medi

tation day and night.” To know of such a law , yet to violate it,

would havebeen iniquity of heart and life. But, said he, " If I

regard iniquity in my heart, the Lord will not hear me; yet

verily he hath heard me." We find David lamentingmany sins ;

some of them heinous sins; yet never does he give any intima

tion that he regarded this habit of his life as a sin . It was not

till the time of Christ that the original law of creation was re

vived , and polygamy authoritatively pronounced a sin .

What, then, is the meaning of the prohibition before us,

“ Neither shalt thou take a wife to her sister, in her life-time" ? It

is this : that a man having a wife shall not, while she is living ,

marry her sister . The burden of the prohibition lies on these

two clauses, which , by leaving out all adjuncts we have quoted in

juxtaposition, viz., “ wife to her sister , in her life-time.” “ Wife to
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her sister” — as itmeans not the having of more than one wife,

must mean, and mean only, the taking of a woman for your wife,

whose sister is already your wife. The clause, “ to vex her,"

implies the evil that would result from such a marriage. The

clause, “ in her life-time,” is full of meaning, as bearing on the

subject under consideration . Does not the prohibition to marry

a wife's sister in the wife's life -time imply that after her death

such a marriage is admissible ? It is a prohibition under certain

definite conditions. If the conditions do not exist, the prohibi

tion has nò force . This passage, then , so far from forbidding one

to marry his deceased wife's sister, by the strongest possible im

plication authorises such a marriage.

There is, then , according to the Scriptures, no impurity in the

marrying of a deceased wife 's sister. If this is not a fair and

just interpretation of the passage, we know not where the unfair

ness is.

Why is it that themarrying of two sisters at the same time is

characterised , as in this passage it is, by the term of infamy ? We

will not specifically assign a reason ; thatis needless. But, what

ever be the reason, it ceases to be of force on the death of thefirst

sister. “ A woman which hath a husband is bound by the law of

her husband as long as he liveth ; but if her husband be dead ,

she is loosed from the law of her husband. So, then, if, while

her husband liveth , she bemarried to another man, she shall be

called an adulteress ; but if her husband be dead, she is free

from that law ; so that she is no adulteress, though she be mar

ried to another man.” We conclude, therefore, that the law

which forbids the marriage at the sametime of two sisters, ceases

to be of force on the death of the first sister .

Itmay be said that, in the former part of this dissertation we

objected to parity of reasoning from husband to wife , and that the

same objection will apply to reasoning thus from wife to husband.

But not so . For that was reasoning from the greater privileged

person to the less, while this is reasoning from the less privileged

person to the greater . Examples of this greater privilege in the

husband were cited ; as that while the husband, under the He

brew law , was allowed to have more than one wife, the wife was
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restricted to the having of one husband. We may, therefore,

with perfect propriety, say, “ If the wife be loosed from the law of

her husband by his death , at least as fully is the husband loosed

from the law of his wife by her death .”

We conclude, in view of the whole argument, that even if the

Hebrew polity were to its full import binding on us, there was in

it no statute forbidding the marriage of a man with his deceased

wife's sister .

But the gospel is more stringentas to the law ofmarriage than

was the Mosaic law , as evinced in this, that monogamy, a mar

riage between oneman and one woman , the original law , was

restored ; and divorcement was allowed only in a single class of

unfaithfulness. Itmight, therefore, with great propriety , be in

ferred that like stringency would prevail in regard to the question

before us — the marriage of a man with the sister of his deceased

wife, if there be any impurity in such a marriage. But on this

subject not a word is to be found in the gospel. The gospel, on

its promulgation , went forth to nations and peoples amongst

whom such marriages were admissible, were common . Yet there

is, in the whole teaching of the New Testament, not one word of

disapproval.

It might be said in reply, that amongst the nations this custom ,

by its universal prevalence, had grown to be a politico -social cus

tom ; that, therefore, interference with it would array against the

gospel all the power and hostility of the state, as well as the op

position of the people. Consequently , that the gospel "winked

at” the matter . But the gospel is not a time-serving scheme. It

does not blink at crime because it is afraid to rebuke it. It un

hesitatingly levelled its shafts at “ wickedness in high places," as

well asatprevalentwickedness amongst the people, such as drunk

enness , debauchery, adultery, dishonesty, violence, murder ; and

against every one that “maketh or loveth a lie.” Idolatry , char

acteristically , was so interwoven with the authority of the state,

that to attack idolatry was to arouse the vengeful power of the

state. Yet the gospel did not hesitate to denounce idolatry in

unmeasured terms. No ; the fact that neither our Lord nor

his apostles ever uttered a word against such marriages, and
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specially so when at least one proper occasion for the utterance of

such a rebuke occurred, when the Jews propounded to our Lord

the question touching themarriage of a man with his brother 's

wife, evinces that in such marriages there is nothing to reprove .

Itmay be said that the rebuke of John the Baptist to Herod, for

having his brother Philip 's wife , is such direct denunciation . But,

for themoment, admitting that a brother 's wife is equivalent to a

wife 's sister, no such denunciation of the case in hand can be

affirmed in face of the fact that, as Josephus, Book 18 , chap. 5 ,

informs us, he took her from his brother by treachery and strata

gem , and had her for his wife while her husband was still living

His own wife, also , though repudiated, was living.

Now , if in the whole of the Scriptures there is no prohibition

of such marriages, how is it that such marriages ever came to be

prohibited by ecclesiastical law ? It is easy enough to give a

satisfactory answer to this inquiry.

Says an able writer : “ Although in the New Testamentwe find

no prohibition of such marriages by Christ ; although wehave no.

evidence that the apostles discountenanced them , or that in the

primitive Church they were condemned ,” it caine to pass, in the

course of two or three centuries, that “ Christians, in the spirit of

Oriental enthusiasm , became dissatisfied with Christian principles

of ethics, and invented for themselves new rules of continence

(and of piety in general), which God never imposed.” And , we

may add, so far so , indeed, as to brand the second marriage of

a widower, no matter how far remote from him might be the wo

man whom he married, as “ legal adultery.” They taught,

still further, that celibacy and absolute continence was neces

sary to the attainment of holiness. The Romish Church , through

which the error in question became entailed on Protestant

Christendom , when it was constituted , finding such notions in

vogue, adopted and fostered them ; and with a still greater refine

ment of fanaticism conceived what is called spiritual affinity ,

which, as they taught, was contracted in the sacraments of bap

tism and confirmation . According to this chimerical affinity , a

man may not marry his god-daughter, nor her mother, nor her

sister, nor her cousin . The only difference of opinion amongst

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 4 — 6 .
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the doctors was, whether the prohibition should extend only to

the fourth , or bemade to embrace the seventh, degree.

Atthe Reformation, the law of marriage was in great degree

expurgated ; butsuch is the tendency of the human mind to cling

to superstitions of long standing, and such was the respect paid

to the convenience of Henry the Eighth of England, in the mat

ter of Catherine, the widow of his brother Arthur, that the pro

hibition was retained by several of the Protestant States and

Churches of the period.

The laws of States, and the mind of the Church have, within

the last hundred years, undergone a great change, and many

Churches and States have repudiated this error of the ages.

· In 1851 there was instituted in England a society having for

its object the purging of the English municipal law of this error.

The society is called “ The Marriage Reform Association .” It is

composed of persons distinguished for their scholarship or their

position . By their, influence, the matter was in 1858 brought

under consideration in Parliament. The lower house voted to

rescind the law ; the house of Lords, however, dissented . In

1862, the same thing was repeated, the house of Commons voting

for repeal, the house of Lords sustaining the law . The members

of the Reform Association are concerned in this matter, we have

no reason to believe, because of any bearing it has on their per

sonal relations. They profess to regard the law as a grave error,

and as injurious in its effects upon the community. Therefore

have they continued their efforts to have it repealed . Their num

ber is constantly increasing, and their influence extending. They

have caused the question of repeal to be several times, of late

years, renewed in Parliament. In the last vote that was taken ,

besides that the Commons voted strongly for repeal, the Lords,

in a house of 260 members, gave a vote of 128 in favor of repeal,

132 in the negative. A change of three votes to the affirmative

would have reversed the result, and throughout the British do

minions the prohibitory law would have been abolished.

The Provinces of Great Britain by no means follow the lead

ing of the mother country in retaining the law . The Dominion

of Canada has lately rescinded it ; and the Queen has declined to
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disallow the annulling act, or as we say in this county , to veto it.

Wemay here, in passing, remark , that it is affirmed by those who

are in a position to know , that her Majesty, Queen Victoria, and

also the Prince of Wales, are in favor of full liberty in this mat

ter. The only importance we attach to this fact is, that the opin

ions of these royal personages are formed , in all probability under

the advisement of those who are learned on the subject. Per

haps a more important fact is this, that of the almost nine mil

lions of square miles of her Majesty 's dominions, the people of

nearly seven millions of square miles have either annulled the

prohibitory law , or refused to enact it.

All the Protestant States of continental Europe,we are in

formed, have annulled the prohibition .

Although, in this country, under the colonial regime, the pro

hibitory statute was universally in force, there is now no such

law on the statute books of any oneof the States of the American

Union .

Of the Churches, the United Presbyterian Church in Scotland

has repealed the prohibition ; likewise have the Protestant

Churches on the Continent.

The Dutch Reformed Church in America, with which our

Church enjoys such close fraternal relations, and with which , a

few years ago, our Church so cordially agreed to coöperate in

Church work, in 1843 repealed the prohibitory law .

The Protestant Episcopal Church, in which, if in any Church

in our land, a law or canon prohibiting such marriages might be

expected to be in force, has no statute or article of belief touch

ing the matter. Their house of Bishops did some years ago ,

recommend their clergy to follow the English law in such cases.

But we are informed by one of their best informed clergymen ,

that this is not regarded as of authority in the Church ; that it is

merely a recommendation , and that some even of the bishops, as

well as the body of the clergy, ignore it in their practice, and

determine their action by their personal convictions.

There is no law prohibiting such marriages in the Methodist

Episcopal Church, nor in the Baptist Church , nor amongst the

Congregational churches ; nor in the Lutheran Church ; nor, we
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presume, in any Church in our land except in the Presbyterian

Church, North and South , and, it may be, in one or two of its

congeners. We stand almost alone in America, and in Protes

tant Christendom , in upholding this mythical dogma of Rome

and of the Dark Ages .

We cannot but regard the action of our Church on this subject,

or rather that of the “ Presbyterian Church in the United States

of America ,” of which at the time we were a constituent part,

and through which we derived our existence , as singularly infeli

citous, because so remarkably inconsistent.

The first act that we note was in 1782, by the United Synod

of New York and Philadelphia, prior to the formation of the Gen

eral Assembly, but which , being the act of the whole Church

then existing , is an authoritative precedent. In the case of the

marriage of a man with his deceased wife's sister, when the ques

tion was in regard to the restoration of the parties to the mar

riage to the privileges of the Church, from which for their mar

riage they had been debarred, in the language of the record ,

" After full and deliberate discussion the question was put, “Shall

these parties be capable of Christian privileges, their marriage to

the contrary notwithstanding ?' the question was answered in the

affirmative by a large majority.” The Synod adds, “ Neverthe

less the Synod in consideration that such marriages are of ill re

port in many parts of the Church , do recommend it to their peo

ple to abstain from them , in order to avoid gross offence." They

base their advice , and it is mere advice, not on this, that it is

contrary to Scripture, nor even on this, that it is contrary to our

standards to contract such marriages, but on this, that public

opinion is against them !

Again , the United Synod in 1783 ( recommended to their mem

bers (i. e., to their ministers ) to abstain from celebrating such

marriages and to discountenance them by all means in their

power." Mark , this, as in the former case , was only a recom

mendation ; and that recommendation was based, so far as Scrip

ture is concerned , on what they themselves regarded as doubtful

authority, for thus they say, “ Although the marriage of a man

to two sisters, one after the death of the other,may notbe a direct
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violation of the express words of the Levitical law , yet as it is

contrary to the custom of the Protestant Churches in general, and

may through the prejudices or generally received opinion of the

members of our Church, be productive of very disagreeable con

sequences,” etc. This certainly plants the standard of Christian

morals and practice on a very insecure basis. Nothing is more

uncertain , more unreliable, than public prejudice and opinion ,

whether in the Church or out of it. And, as to " the custom of

the Protestant Churches in general,” whatever it is worth , it is

now , as we have shown (after sober second thought and considera

tion ), wholly on the other side of the question.

The only inquiry with the Church should be, as several times

we have said , What says the word of God in the case ? If there

be clearly ascertainable instruction in the word ofGod, follow it ;

if not, take no step, assume no position, maintain no attitude,

under the dictation of public prejudice and opinion .

In 1810, “ A reference from Bethel church, S . C ., was over

tured " (we quote from the record ), “ requesting the decision of the

Assembly in regard to a case in which a person had married the

sister of a deceased wife. On motion, Resolved , That this refer

ence be answered by the decision of the Assembly of 1804.” The

only case that was before the Assembly in 1804 was that of James

Gaston , which , though it appears under a different category, we

must suppose to be the case cited . The principle involved in the

decision of that case is thus expressed : “ The Assembly cannot

advise to annul such marriages, or pronounce them to such a degree

unlawful as that the parties, if otherwise worthy, should be de

barred from the privileges of the Church .”

In 1821, themost that the General Assembly was willing to

affirm in a case then before it, was this : " In the opinion of

this General Assembly, themarriage of a man to his deceased

wife's sister is highly inexpedient.” Again : “ This Assembly is

by no means prepared to decide that such marriages are so plainly

prohibited in Scripture as necessarily to infer the exclusion of

those who contract them from church privileges."

This was reaffirmed in 1822.

Yet in 1842, in the case of Rev. McQueen , and again in 1848,
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in the case of Ruling Elder John Cathey, the Assembly sustained

the action of the lower courts in their suspending from the privi

leges of the Church these persons who had contracted such mar

riages .

The specially notable case that engaged the attention of the

Church from 1812 to 1845, was one of the instances just ad

verted to — that of the Rev. Archibald McQueen , of Fayetteville

Presbytery, N . C . Mr.McQueen was, as was universally said of

him , a minister of otherwise unexceptionable character. Having

married the sister of his deceased wife, he was for this deposed

from the ministry by his Presbytery, and debarred from church

communion. The sentence of the lower court was sustained by

the General Assembly . But in 1845, only three years later, the

Assembly, on the ground that, by the submission of Mr. Mc

Queen to the decree of deposition, the ends of discipline had

been attained , directed the Fayetteville Presbytery to restore

him to his former standing . The Presbytery accordingly placed

him rectus in ecclesia .

Now , the anomaly of the action in this case is twofold : 1st. The

deposition of Mr.McQueen, and his suspension from church privi

leges, is contrary to previousdecisions as quoted above . 2d. While

the Assembly, in concurrence with the judgmentof his Presbytery,

degrades Mr. McQueen from the clerical office for what it regards

as crime that renders him unworthy of that office, and while he

is still unrepentant for that reputed crime, and continues to live

in the practice of that so-called crime, it restores him in full to

his office ! The Constitution of the Church decides that while

crime continues, there can be no restoration to Christian privi

leges or standing. Its language, in Chap. 24, Sec. 4 , is emphat

ically this : “ Such incestuous marriages can never be made law

fulby any law of man or consent of parties, so that those persons

may live together as man and wife.”

Dr. Thornwell, Works, Vol. IV ., page 493, commenting on

the case of Mr. McQueen, says : “ According to the Constitution

of our Church , the marriage of a man with his deceased wife's

sister is null and void , from the simple fact that the parties are

incompetent to make the contract. The only satisfactory evi
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dence, therefore, which can be furnished that the parties have

repented , consists in separation ; they cannot live together asman

and wife . It is just as wicked to perpetrate the contract as to

make it. Hence, according to our standards, Mr. McQueen has

never repented, and the ends of discipline have never been an

swered in the punishment to which he has submitted. He is as

guilty to-day as he was before the Presbytery deposed him .” Dr.

Thornwell continues : “ If the law of our Church is more strin

gent on this subject than that of the Bible, it ought to be changed ;

but as long as we profess to believe that our standards faithfully

exhibit the mind of the Spirit, our practice and our creed ought

to be consistent." If we act otherwise, “ we make our Church

the jest of themocker and the scoff of the profane."

This view of Dr. Thornwell is eminently just. Wedo not un

derstand him as advocating the repeal of the law of our Church

as a thing in itself wrong ; nor as giving the slightest intimation

of his judgment for or against it on its own merits. But he

forcibly shows that the restoration of Mr. McQueen was a prac

tical ignoring of the law . In our view , it was a practical annul

ling of the law .

The highest court of our Church further, by its treatment of

and by its direction for the official conduct of ministers in the

premises, virtually again makes null and void the law of the

Church . We reason thus : If it be a crime for a man to marry

his deceased wife 's sister, it is also criminal for a minister to “ aid

and abet” the parties in their doing wrong, by his performing for

them the marriage ceremony. Again, as he acts professedly under

the authority of God and in the name of God, as well as that of

the State, by lis act he proclaimsthe divine sanction to that which

the law of our Church asserts to be incestuous. Yet no one of

our ministers has ever been arraigned for thus aiding and abet

ting crime, nor for thus arraying himself against the authority of

the Church . Nor does our Assembly forbid ministers to marry

such parties , in terms such as should be used to prohibit a crim

inal act. It recommends our ministers to abstain from celebrating

such marriages , and that mainly as a matter of expediency, be

cause public opinion is against them ! This is a strange position .
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It despoils the law of all right of magistracy ; it is a lowering of

the high authority on which , as is assumed, the probibition of

our standards is based , to that of the variable and ever varying

current of public opinion ! This is, indeed, a practical voiding

of the law .

The only solution of the inconsistent action of the highest

court of our Church that we can conceive of is, that those whose

business it was to vote in such cases were perplexed. They were

in a dilemma, as willbemany others who may be called on to give

a verdict on the marriage of some offending brother, if the law re

mains in our Book . They were not fully convinced — as the As

sembly itself frankly says — that there really is divine authority

for the prohibition ; yet, inasmuch as such marriages in our Book

are prohibited, they felt it incumbent on them to maintain the

authority of the Church . Still, in respecting the majesty of law ,

they would so frame their action as to avoid, as far as possible, the

doing of that which might be an act of injustice, which might be

an act of cruelty.

This certainly was amiable, and challenges our admiration ;

but still the question recurs, As the law in our Book stands, was

it right ? What is the law is law ; and the administrators of law

have no right to go behind the law , and question the principle on

which it is based.

In conclusion , we again cite the judgment of Dr. Thornwell.

“ Our practice and our creed ought to be consistent. If the law

of our Church is more stringent on this subject than that of the

Bible , it ought to be changed .” Our conviction is that the law

of our Church on this subject is without support from the Scrip

tures, and that, therefore, it ought to be expunged from our

standards. FERDINAND JACOBS.
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ARTICLE IV .

THE METAPHYSICAL AND THEOLOGICAL APPLI

CATIONS OF INDUCTION AND ANALOGY.

It is to be lamented that Mr. Mill, after teaching so much

valuable truth , and displaying so just an insight up to this point,

should then assert a view of our universal judgment of cause ,

which, if true, would destroy his own science. He believes, after

the perverse metaphysic of his father, Mr. James Mill, and of

the school of Hume, that the mind has no such universal a priori

judgments. He believes that our general judgment of cause is

itself empirical, and is gotten simply by combining a multitude of

inductions enumerationis simplicis. But these , he admits, are

not demonstrative ; and the whole and sole use of all the canons

of induction is to lead from these invalid colligations to certain

truths. And he has confessed that this is only done by assuming

the universal law of cause ; so that his conception of the whole

inductive logic is of a process which assumes its own conclusion

as its own premise ! That he is not misrepresented, will appear

from the following cititations from his Logic, Book III., Chap.

21 : “ Aswas observed in a former place, the belief we entertain

in the universality throughout nature of the law of cause and

effect, is itself an instance of induction , and by no means one

of the earliest which any of us, or which mankind in general,

can havemade. Wearrive at this universallaw by generalisation

from many laws of inferior generality .” P . 100. “ Is there not,

then, an inconsistency in contrasting the looseness of one method

with the rigidity of another , when that other is indebted to the

looser method for its own foundation ?" P. 101. “ Can we prove a

proposition by an argumentwhich it takes for granted ?" P . 96 .

This question , Mr. Mill then says, he has " purposely stated in

the strongest terms it will admit of,” in order to reject the doc

trine of a belief in causation as a necessary intuitive law, and to

assert his (as we think erroneous) doctrine, which attempts to

make the inductive process prove its own fundamental premise .

His apology for this violation of the very first principle of logic
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and common sense is, that the belief in causation , while only an

empirical induction , is “ an empirical law coextensive with all

human experience ; at which point the distinction between em

pirical laws and laws of nature vanishes, and the proposition takes

its place among themost firmly established as well as the largest

truths accessible to science." P . 103.

One question dissipates this attempted solution. Is a process

of inductive demonstration only valid , then, to one whose em

piricalknowledge “ is coextensive with all human experience" ?

No. Mr. Mill, for instance, when explaining the proof of a

natural law by the “method of difference,” made these two cor

rect statements : that this method is rigidly conclusive when its

conditions are observed ; and that it is by this method the com

mon people really infer the commonly known laws. It appears ,

then , by his own statement, that a beginner in inductive reason

ing, long before he has widened his knowledge until it is " coex

tensive with all human experience,” may make, and does make,

inductions to general laws that are valid . Whence does he pro

cure his universal major premise ? Again : the empirical knowl

edge of the most learned observer in the world , bears but a

minute , almost an infinitesimal, ratio to the multitude of consecu

tions of events which take place outside of his knowledge. The

idea that mere empirical observation can ever establish a law as

universal, is therefore delusive. It proceeds upon the supposition

that, as the number of agreeing observed instances is widened ,

the probability grows towards a certainty that their agreement

expresses the universal law , because the cases actually tested bear

a so much larger ratio to the cases not tested . But it must be

remembered, if the intuitive and original character of our judg

ment of cause be denied,we haveno means, except the empirical,

to know whether the cases of sequence still untested , and there

fore uriknown , will conform to our supposed law or not. And

the belief arising out of this supposed calculus of probabilities is

utterly deceptive. For the number of cases tested , however large,

is still, in the mind of the most learned physicist, infinitesimally

small, compared with the number of the unknown cases occurring

in nature, not to speak of themore multitudinous cases in past
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ages. When the physicist has observed for years, the number of

instances empirically tested does bear a larger ratio to the number

with which he began . True, and this is precisely the delusion

which cheated Mr.Mill's mind. But it is the increased ratio of the

empirically known to the unknown which is nécessary , for the pur

pose of even grounding a probability. But this still remains in

finitesimally small. Mr. Mill obviously has in hismind some con

ception of concurring witnesses, confirming each other's testimony.

The analogy is plausible, but it should be carefully considered

whether it is just and exact. When a court of law would ascertain

the truth as to a crime, we máy suppose that more or less doubt

rests on the competency or credibility of the first witnesssum

moned . Buthis statementis taken ; yet it is no sufficient ground on

which to condemn a citizen . A second witness, whose credibility

is also imperfect, is called ; and his statement concurs with the first.

If it is manifestno collusion exists, the correspondence of his state

ment with the first lends it confirmation. If many witnesses of

this kind , each independent, tell the same story, although neither

onewould have been trustworthy enough, alone, to condemn a

man, yet the concurrence begets a practical certainty , on which a

court might even proceed to convict. Now , Mr. Mill's thought

evidently is, that a similar cumulative process goes on, as one in

duction is added to another, with results which appear mutually

confirmatory. According to him , the uniformity of nature is

assumed as the general premise in each of these inductions. But

it has to be employed as a major premise , while it is still only an

assumption without proof. But this, that, and the other process,

grounded in it , turn out so as to correspond with each other and

with experience, until at last the inference in favor of it becomes

sufficiently cumulative to be taken as a practical certainly.

The remarks already made, when considered , will show that

this analogy is deceptive. Why does the judge, after examining

many witnesses, each of imperfect credibility , yet conclude from

the concurrence of their statements, that he has the truth ? Be

cause he deems the number examined such as is nearly exhaustive

of the whole body of possible evidence . Suppose that judge,

after examining even ten such witnesses, were taught that the
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whole number of spectators of the crime was not, as is cus

tomary even in public cases, sometwelve, or possibly twenty , by

standers, but that the number of equally near eye-witnesses was

ten thousand,and that there was in each of the unexamined nine

thousand nine hundred and ninety , any, even the slightest, ten

dency to contradict possibly the statement of the ten . The judge

would in that case feel that he had no certainty . There is the

concurrence of the ten thus far examined ? Yes ; but there is

also some possibility that the next ten may concurrently contra

dict them ; and the same possibility is repeated with nine hundred

and eighty other tens. Had the case been this : the whole num

ber of possible witnesses being twelve, or possibly twenty, ten

have been actually examined and found concurrent without col

lusion, the cumulative probability arising out of this concurrence

of the ten, mightweigh very potently against any surmise or ex

pectation of a contrary testimony in the two, or even the ten, not

examined. This is the case which has deceived Mr. Mill. But

it is not the case at all which the inductive reasoner has in hand .

The number of sequences tested by physicists bears a mostmi

nute ratio to the untested sequences, in which, on Mr. Mill's

theory, there is an à priori possibility of a contradictory law . He

has himself given us a remarkable confession of this, Book III.,

Chap. 21, in his assertion that, after all our inductive researches,

we still have no evidence that this uniformity of nature is the law

of the universe . We may assume it only of “ that portion of it

which is within the range of our means of sure observation .”

Again , the postulate of the uniformity of nature would not be,

on Mr. Mill's theory, even one that might be provisionally as

sumed , because it is obnoxious at its first suggestion ,and through

out our provisional course of inquiry , to apparent contradictions.

To the merely empirical eye nature appears variable and capri

cious almost as often as she does constant. So that, had our in

ductions only an empirical basis, instances of apparent testimony

against this general premise might multiply as fast as instances

of seeming concurrence in its favor. The real reason that the

results of induction are not thus embarrassed is, that true induc

tion is not merely empirical, as Mr.Mill supposes. Once more,
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if the general premise underlying each case of induction is only

an assumption, then it is a priori possible it may involve an error.

If it does, why may not that element of error be multiplied and

spread itself through the body of connected processes in a geo

metrical degree ? Then, the body of supposed science is always

liable to turn out, after all, like the Ptolemaic hypothesis of the

heavens, an inverted pyramid, an ingenious complication of pro

positions forced into a seeming harmony by their common trait of

involving the radical error ? Science has often shown that a hy

pothetic structuremay be widely built out, and may stand long

in apparent strength , and yet be overthrown.

We close this refutation with this testimony from Esser ,

adopted by Hamilton (" Logic,” Lec. 32 , end) : “ It is possible

only in one way to raise induction and analogy from mere proba

bility to complete certainty , viz ., to demonstrate that the princi

ples which lie at the root of these processes, and which we have

already stated , are either necessary laws of thought, or necessary

laws of nature. To demonstrate that they are necessary laws of

thought is impossible, for logic not only does not allow inference

from many to all, but expressly rejects it . Again , to demonstrate

that they are necessary laws of nature, is equally impossible .

This has, indeed , been attempted , from the uniformity of nature ,

but in vain . For it is incompetent to evince the necessity of the

inference of induction and analogy from the fact denominated the

law of nature, seeing that this law itself can only be discovered

by the way of induction and analogy . In this attempted demon

stration there is thus the most glaring petitio principii. The re

sult which has been previously given remains, therefore, intact.

Induction and analogy guarantee no perfect certainty, but only a

high degree of probability , while all probability rests, at best, on

. induction and analogy, and nothing else .”

Hamilton and his German teacher, Esser, here do two things,

oneof which is right and the other is wrong. They utterly refute

Mill's attempt to ground an apodeictic induction in his false meta

physics as to man's primitive judgment. This is the right thing.

They also deny to the inductive logic allapodeictic character. This

is their wrongteaching. ' Surely this conclusion is asmuch against
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common sense and the universal practical convictions of mankind,

as it is against their experience. Men assuredly believe thatthey

have a multitude of certain demonstrated inductions. They are

right in believing so . On these practical inductions, simple and

brief in their processes it may be, yet realinductions, men are pro

ceeding with absolute confidence, in their business, every day of

their lives . It is by an induction that we all know we shall die .

Does any man think his own death only a high probability ? All

know death is certain . Here are all the modern triumphs of physi

cal science, which civilised mankind regard,as much their assured

possession as the pure propositions of geometry. No one regards

their laws as of only probable truth . The world intrusts its

wealth , health, life, to them with absolute faith . Butmost of the

laws of physics are truths of induction. Hamilton 's conclusion,

then , while right in denying a foundation for their certainty

where Mill and his predecessors propose to place it, in the unifor

mities of nature, is wrong in allowing to the inductive logic only

probable force. He, like the rest, overlooked too much the con

cern which our primary judgment of causation has in these pro

cesses. They did not correctly apprehend the relation of this

great intuition to them . It is humbly claimed that, in explain

ing that relation , by means of a rigid and exhaustive analysis

of the inductive methods, this branch of logic has been recon

ciled with itself, and with the practical convictions of mankind.

Its complete exploits of proof are discriminated from its incom

plete ones. The former are lifted out of their uncertainty, to the

prerogative of the syllogism , by showing that they do not con

clude from some to all; but from a universal and necessary judg

ment to particulars and individuals. Why should it be thought

a strange thing that this primary judgment should be found to

hold so fundamental a place at the very corner-stone of the

sciences ? The farther philosophy is rightly pursued, the more

is the unique importance of this great norm of the reason , Ex ni

hilo nihil, in all the departments of human thoughts disclosed .

It is the regulative notion of the reason.

In defending the intuitive quality of this judgment, then , we

are defending the very being of the natural sciences, and also
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of theology. This is the principle of the reason, on which both

the cosmologic and teleological arguments for the being of a God

are founded Hume, the great finisher of the Sensationalist

metaphysics, saw that in denying to the mind an intuition of

cause, he was undermining those arguments. Teach with him ,

that this judgment is only an empirical one, learned from expe

rience; and his cavil against those arguments: that the world, if

an effect, is one too singular and unique to be argued about aswe

argue of common experienced effects, at once becomes formidable.

To undermine theology was his purpose . But we have shown

that his metaphysics also undermines the sciences. The induc

tive method , on this philosophy of Hume, becomes as baseless

and uncertain as he wished theology to be ; and its doctrines are

degraded from certainties to guesses. The history of the induc

tive sciences illustrates this influence. When they were prose

cuted by the Boyles , Newtons, and the illustrious company of

Christian physicists , whose metaphysic was that of Cudworth ,

Clarke, and Butler, they gave the world those splendid and solid

results which constitute the wonders ofmodern civilisation. But

when the votaries of the inductive sciences, like Dr. Huxley, have

embraced the empiricism of Hume, Comte, and Mill, they stag

ger and grope, and give the world , in place of true science , the

vain hypotheses of evolutionism and materialism . In asserting

the true nature of induction we have been pleading the cause of

science, no less than of theology.

FINAL CAUSE AND INDUCTION.

If wemay judge from the gentleman last named, the hostility

of the empirical school is particularly directed against the theistic

doctrine of Final Causes. They see how intimately it is connect

ed with the teleological argument for the being and attributes of

God . The Aristotelians, it will be remembered , were accustomed

to say that an effect, in order to be fully thought,must be consid

ered in its material, its formal, its efficient, and its final cause.

No intelligent agent acts without an aim ; for he cannot, as intel

ligent, act without motive. The purpose of coördinating the

effect he produces to some end which , in his view , has some value,
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is implied in his action ; and the supposed value of that end is

his motive for the volition. In this sense it may be considered

as the (psychological) cause, aitía, of the effect. This is finalcause .

If the universe is the product of intelligence, and is governed by

intelligence, then it follows that every physical effect has also a

final cause. This is the doctrine which is the especial object of

the empiricist's opposition . He is fond of quoting the words of

Bacon , Nov . Org., L . II., Ap. 2, “ At ex his causa finalis tan

tum abest ut prosit, ut etiam scientias corrumpat, nisi in hominis

actionibus.” But farther examination of Bacon 's system would

have shown them that it was not the belief in final causes he dis

approved ; but that illicit assumption of a particular purpose of

the Creator in a particular effect, in advance of inductive proof,

which he had found corrupting physical science in the hands of

the scholastics . When , for instance, he saw them arguing that

the " waters which were above the firmament" must mean a lit

eral transparent ocean of water in the inter-planetary spaces,

because God's final cause for placing it there was to arrest and

temper the beams of the sun , which otherwise would scorch the

planets too much, Bacon very properly objected to this assump

tion of a final cause, in the midst of the inquiry into a physical

fact. In its proper place he does due honor to the doctrine of

final cause. He was too wise to reject it. For it is the meeting

point of theology, philosophy, and the inductive logic. Mr. Du

gald Stewart (Vol. III. Collected Writings, Ch . IV ., $ 6 ) has

elegantly explained Bacon's true position , cited the approbation

of Boyle, Cudworth , and Newton for the study of final causes,

and shown their importance as a guide to inductive inquiry. Des

cartes professed to decline their consideration , on the ground that

it was presumptuous for a creature, so short-sighted as man, to

undertake to impute designs to God 's actions. This objection is

met at once by distinguishing between the lawful and unlawful

uses of this inquiry . To assume that God always has somede

signed rational end for all his creations and actions, this surely is

not presumption , but only the necessary respect for his wisdom ;

to suppose that he had not always such designs, this would be the

See De Augmentis Scient., L . III., c. 4 , 5.
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presumption , yea , the insult, for it would ascribe to him the ac

tion of working when he had no rational motive ; a surmise neces

sarily disparaging to his wisdom . Which particular design God

has in a given structure, this we are not to presume, buthumbly

to learn from his teachings through his works, in such cases as

they disclose their end ; and in all other cases we are to remain

modest in our ignorance. But the doctrine that each thing has

some final cause ; that a wise Creator did not make it aimlessly ;

this is the main guide of induction. It is by its light we are

guided to the discovery of the laws of cause and effect. The

illustration given by Dr. Harvey' s discovery of the circulation of

the blood is equally splendid and familiar. He himself informed

Boyle, that he was led to it by the fact that he found in the veins

membranous valves opening towards the heart, and in the arte

ries similar valves opening the other way. He reflected that

nature never does anything in vain (which is the same thing as

saying that every structure has some final cause) ; and he was

thus taught that the blood flows inward to the heart from the

parts of the body by the veins, and outwards by the arteries. In

likemanner, the doctrine that every structure has certainly some

function , is the very lever of the construction of comparative ana

tomy. But what is this function but the final cause of the struc

ture ? To discover the function is themain task this science pro

poses to itself. This is the end pursued through all the compara

tive dissections. And when the function, or final cause, is dis

covered , the physiologist knows that he has discovered a general

law , not only of that variety or species, butof all species possessing

that organ. Cuvier argued : No animal devoid of canine teeth

will ever be found with its feet armed with prehensile claws.

Why ? Because the function of the canine teeth is to masticate

living prey ; but nature, after depriving the mouth of such teeth

and equipping it only with graminivorous teeth , will never per

petrate the anomaly of arming the feet with claws whose function

is to catch living prey. Such is the character of the arguments

of this great science. Deny the doctrine of final cause , and it

has no basis.

Indeed , if final causes are discarded , there is no longer any

VOL. XXXIV ., No. 4 — 7 .
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basis for any inductive demonstration . The object of this pro

cess, in every branch of science, is to discover a general and

permanent law . How do weaccomplish this ? Let the admitted

answer be repeated : It is accomplished by distinguishing from

among the seeming antecedents of a given effect, that one which

is the “ invariable unconditional antecedent" (Mill). For, the

very nature of inductive logic is to assure us that when wehave

truly found this invariable unconditional antecedent in some cases ,

it will infallibly introduce that effect in all similar cases. This

is what is assumed as the “ natural law .” But how are we author

ised to infer this ? By our general premise concerning the uni

formity of nature.” But the system which discards final cause

also denies that there is any intuition of a necessary law of cause .

It denies that there is any cognition of an efficient power in cause ;

for the senses perceive nothing but a sequence. It teaches that

the belief in the invariability of natural law is itself but an em

pirical conclusion, and one which cannot possibly be proved to be

universal or necessary, since it begins in no necessary first truth ,

but only in probabilities. Then , it is impossible the mind can

validly conclude the connexion between any antecedent whatever,

and any consequent, to be universal and necessary . For, where

does that connexion abide ? On this system it can abide only in

the material things which exhibit the phenomena. But they are

dead , senseless, unknowing, unremembering, involuntary matter;

matter which, as it is empirically observed , exhibits itself to us

as infinitely variable, and unaccountably variable. From such

premises the expectation of any permanent law whatsoever is un

warranted, and scientific induction out of the question.

Now , if there were no other ground for invariable uncondition

al sequence, would an intuitive expectation of the universality of

any law of cause be better grounded than this empirical one ?

Let this be pondered (our main effort has been to show that this

expectation is intuitive, and notmerely empirical, and thatthere

fore it is the inductive inference holds good). Could the intuitive

or a priori reason consistently hold this expectation if it saw in a

true cause no efficient power ? Obviously not. This would be

to expect the first link certainly to draw in the second, when
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there was no certain connexion between them . But again , if ef

ficient power in a second cause is not the expression of any final

cause whatsoever, in any intelligent agent, would the reason ever

regard it as a certain connexion between the parts of the se

quence ? Obviously not. For, the first lesson the reason has

learned about the material bodies which are the seats of the phe

nomena, is, that they are blind, inert, unintelligent. All the

education the reason has received about these bodies is, that they

are subject to variation . Our whole discussion is about “ effects.”

But what is effect save change ? The very problem of all science

is, Nature's changes. How did the reason learn from nature's per

petual variations, then, to trust in the invariability of nature ?

And especially when this nature is material, and too blind to have

consciousness either of her own changes or stability , of her ob

servance or violation of her supposed laws ? To explain this

intuitive expectation of the invariability of causal changes, as a

healthy act of the reason, there must be somewhere a sufficient

cause of the law in nature . And the only sufficient cause is the

final cause which is the expression of the intelligence which made

and governs nature . Webelieve in the stability of a natural law ,

when we discover it, only because we believe in the function

which a stable intelligence has designed in endowing that thing

with that law . Why are we so certain that “ like causes always

produce like effects” ? Because the same reason tells us that the

power deposited in that natural cause was put there by a supreme

intelligence , and, therefore, for a final cause ; and that the wis

dom which planned will certainly regulate, on the same consistent

plan, themachinery of causation there established . The postu

lates of theism are necessary to ground the inferences of induc

tion . The doctrine of divine purpose , and that of the stability

of the law of true causes, are the answering parts of one system

of thought. When this is asserted , it is not designed to retract

the proposition so often asserted as fundamental, that our belief

in the regularity of the law of cause is intuitive, or to represent

that judgment now , as a deduction from the propositions of the

ism . What is meant is this : that while the Creator did fashion

the human reason so as to be intuitively necessitated to believe in
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cause, that he might be consistent in doing so he also gave it

the evidence of his own causation and intelligent design in all his

works. The two judgments are complementary to each other ;

the suppression of the latter would leave the other inconsistent.

God's constancy to his own ends is the only explanation of that

stability, which he has necessitated us to expect in the laws of the

second causes by which he designs to effectuate those ends. Or

else, the alternative explanation must be, that the causal ties in

physical sequences are eternal and necessary, essentially imma

nent in the very being of thematerial bodies acting and acted on ,

and this is fatalism . Let the Huxleys and Comtes, then , choose

between this absolute fatalism and the doctrine of final causes.

They have no other alternative.

EXPERIENCE AND ANALOGY.

It has been debated , what relation the popular arguments from

experience bear to inductions. If the reader has accepted the

view of the inductive logic here taught, he will answer that ex

perimental arguments are identical with inductive. That is to

say, they are nothing butpopular attempts to reason inductively ;

and they differ from scientific inductions,only in the simplicity of

the process attempted (which is most frequently by the “ Method

of Difference” ), the homeliness of the cases argued, the smaller

number of the particulars colligated , and the heedlessness or in

accuracy commonly practised . So far Macaulay was correct in

his amusing application of the Baconian method. A moment's

consideration shows that the attempt made by the experimental

argument is either an imperfect induction per enumerationem sim

plicem , or else it is an attempt to develop a law of cause among

experienced instances, by some canon of inference. " It is ob

served that rains often follow the new moons" (so the populace

suppose ). “ Therefore, the changes of the moon somehow cause

rain .” Such is the most imperfect and invalid form of the pro

cess. In the picture drawn by Macaulay, an attempt is made by

the plain squire to apply a canon of inference. “ I ate minced

pies on Monday and Wednesday, and I was kept awake by indi

gestion all night." This is the comparentia ad intellectum in
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stantiarum convenientium . " I did not eat any on Tuesday and

Friday, and I was quite well.” This is the comparentia instan

tiarum in proximo quae natura data privantur. “ I ate very

sparingly of them on Sunday, and was very slightly indisposed

in the evening. But on Christmas day I almost dined on them ,

and was so ill that I was in some danger.” This is the compur

entia instantiarum secundum majus et minus. “ It cannot have

been the brandy I took with them . For I havedrunk brandy for

years, without being the worse for it.” This is the rejectio natu

rarum . Our invalid then proceeds to what is termed by Bacon

the vindemiatio, and pronounces that minced pies do not agree

with him .

So the most of the practical truthsmen use in their daily life,

are but easy inductions by the Method of Difference. That fire

burns, that water quenches thirst, that alcohol intoxicates, that

emetics nauseate — these common judgments are made, and usu

ally made so early and so easily in our experience, that we cease

to analyse them by comparing our conscious antecedents in the

instances when we were burned , or satiated, or intoxicated , or

nauseated , with the instances when we were not, and noting that

the only difference in the antecedents was the presence of the fire ,

or the water, or the alcohol, or the emetic.

The question , What is the analogical argument ? has been

greatly confused by varying definitions of the word Analogy.

Some of these, as the one from Quinctilian , prefixed by Bishop

Butler to The Analogy ( Eius haec vis est, ut id quod dubium est

ad aliquid simile de quo non quaeritur referat, ut incerta certis

probet), are not incorrect, but are indefinite. Such , also , is Dr.

S . Johnson 's : “ A resemblance between things with regard to

some circumstance or effects, as when learning is said to enlighten

the mind.” It would appear that in popular language the word is

often used as a synonym of the word likeness or resemblance.

Things are said to have analogy because they have like proper

ties. It is obvious that, if this is all the word means,we have

no use for it. Some, seeing this , propose that where we see be

tween two objects diversity of qualities and yet a likeness in some

one quality , we shall term these analogous. According to this
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view , analogy would be resemblance in diversity . Butagain, it

is obvious that we have no use for the term ; for it only describes

what we have described already as partial or incomplete resem

blance. Moreover, the definition is fatally defective, in that it

fails to signalise the qualities or circumstances in which the anal

ogous things must agree, while differing in others. On that dis

crimination it is obvious the validity of an analogical argument,

from one of these things to the other, must turn . Stewart, in

one place , distinguishes resemblance from analogy thus: Resem

blance is similarity of property between individuals ; analogy is

similarity between species or genera . But he almost immediately

confesses that this is a distinction without a difference. The act

of comparison by which we colligate two agreeing individuals in

a species, does not differ from that by which we colligate two

agreeing species under a genus. As Hamilton has so luminously

shown by his discussion of " extension ” and “ intension ,” the only

difference is , that in making the sub- class, we cognise fewer in

dividuals and more agreeing attributes ; and in the larger class,

more individuals and fewer agreeing attributes.

Hamilton aims, after his favorite teacher, Esser, to discrimi

nate analogy very sharply ; yet his distinction is also unsatisfac

tory ( Logic , pp. 450, 455 ). He teaches that the inference of

induction is, when from observing that many individuals of a class

have a given quality , we predicate it of all the individuals of the

class. The inference of analogy is, when from observing that

several individuals agree in two or more qualities, we conclude

that they agree in all the qualities essential to the class, and we

collect them under it. The inference of induction may be illus

trated thus : A class is composed of A , B , C , D , E . Weob

serve in A , B , C , a given property , Z ; whence we conclude the

same property qualifies D and E . The inference of analogy

would be illustrated thus : Wehave a class which is defined by

the essential qualities X , Y , Z . Examining an individual, A ,

not yet grouped under this class, we find in it the properties X

and Y ; whence we infer, without examining farther, that A also

has the other property, Z , and thus belongs to the class. Of

this description we observe, first, that both inferences are from
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the some to the all, and therefore, as Hamilton admits, not

demonstrative. The first, which he calls the inference of induc

tion, is in fact sophistical, and has no proper place in logic . For,

how came D and E to be in the class supposed , when their pos

session of the essential class-property , Z , has not yet been

ascertained, either by observation or inference ? It must be ob

served that the places of D and E in the class are conceded first,

in order to prepare the way for the inference of induction , which

extends to them the class-property Z ; whereas, if that property

had not been already ascribed , they would not have place in the

class at all. Further, if there is any even probable authority for

extending the property Z to them , in advance of actual inspec

tion , that authority must come from the second kind of inference,

called the inference of analogy. The one inference, then , is only

a corollary of the other, instead of being a distinct logical pro

cess. This attempted distinction , therefore, gives us no help in

defining the argument by analogy. On pages 489 –493 , we ex

plained the real processes of the mind in the ascription of class

attributes and the formation of classes. The remarks there made

will sufficiently clear up this subject.

The only mode ofmaking the doctrine perspicuous is to restrict

theword analogy to a particular kind of likeness. While re

semblance, the basis of classification , is similarity of properties in

single objects, analogy should be defined as parallelism of rela : -

tions between cases. Resemblance is between an object and an

object (either individuals or classes ). Analogy is between a pair

of objects and a pair of objects. Both Stewart and Hamilton

mention this view of the matter, but seem to mention it only to

discard it. But Whately sees the value of this view , and defines

añalogy as parallelism ofrelations. The most definite conception

of analogy is given by a mathematical equation of ratios. Thus,

3 : 9 : : 4 : 12 ; or 9 : 3 = 12 = 4 . Neither of these pairs

of numbers is equal, nor are their sums equal. But there is one

relation between 3 and 9 which is identical with a relation be

tween 4 and 12. It is, that in each pair the smaller is one third

part of the larger. The “ mathematical proportion,” then, is a

perfect analogy ; and it gives us themost definite and exact con
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ception. And inasmuch as the relation between the two pairs is

not only like, but identical, the expression 9 = 3 = 12 = 4 is a

true equation , and may be used as a premise for demonstrations

as exact and rigid as any other mathematical proof. Let it, then ,

be agreed that our nomenclature shall be cleared of confusion by

using the word analogy in the sense only of resemblance of rela

tions between pairs, and we shall grasp a tenable conception of

the analogical argument.

Relations are multifarious. There may be,between all objects

qualified by quantity, relations of quantity, as ratio and equality .

There may be, again , between events connected in sequence of

time, relations of causality . There may be, between bodies, re

lations of space ; but as space is measurable , these would resolve

themselves into the first class. Again , between organisms, there

may be relations of function, and these being causal, resolve

themselves into the second class. Wehave seen that in a mathe

matical proportion, identity of ratios may give us demonstrated

results. So, in a causal analogy, that parallelism of relations

which is complete and amounts to identity , may give a demon

strative conclusion . What else is the demonstrative induction by

theMethod of Difference ? It is but the establishment of full

parallel or identity between the causal relation in a pair of terms,

the antecedent and consequent, namely , in an observed sequence ,

and other antecedents and consequents in future sequences not

yet observed . And this identity of causal relations is the ground

of our belief that the same sequence will recur. This is what

gives us the “ law of nature” as to that class of phenomena. But

if the parallelism of relations is imperfect, or imperfectly ascer

tained , then the analogical inference is only probable ; and the

probability diminishez a3 the parallelism of relations weakens.

If this perspicuous view of analogy is true, we are led to re

sults very different from those announced by the eminent logicians

criticised . But the results, if tenable, greatly simplify and unify

this department of logic. Instead of separating the analogical

argument from both the experimental and the inductive, we find

that the analogical is but the common method, including both the

others . We have already shown that the experimental inference
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is simply a plain and brief induction . An inductive argument

is simply an inference from that subdivision of the analogical

argument (from parallelism of relations between two or more

pairs)where the relations in question are the causal relations in

sequences . The inference from a complete parallelism in causal

relations is the apodeictic induction ; the inference from an im

perfect parallelism of causal relations is the probable induction,

that per enum rationem simplicem . Previous writers have been

mistaken , also , in deciding that the analogical argument cannot

rise above probability (as we saw Hamilton declare of the induc

tive ). In fact, the analogical argument, like the inductive, which

is a branch of it, may be demonstrative, or it may be only prob

able, according to the completeness of the parallel between the

relations compared or its incompleteness.

THE APODEICTIC INDUCTION .

In concluding this exposition , then , it is necessary to remark

on the looseness and confusion which have prevailed in the use of

the term induction, as of the word analogy. 1. Sometimes the

mere colligation of resembling cases has been called induction .

2. Sometimes the namehas been given to the mere tentative in

ference from the some of the observed cases to the all, including

the unobserved. 3 . Sometimes it has been used to describewhat

is in reality no process of argument at all, but the mere formu

lating in a single proposition of a class of observed facts, as

when , having seen by inspection a given predication true of each

and every individual separately, we predicate it of the class.

Thus Hamilton , more than once. 4 . But the inductive demon

stration is wholly another and a higher matter. It is the valid

inference of a law of nature, from observed instances of sequence,

by applying to them a universal necessary judgment, as premise,

the intuition of cause for every effect. It has been often said ,as

by Grote's Aristotle, for instance, that induction is a different

process from syllogism , and is, in fact, preliminary thereto ; that

induction prepares the propositions from which syllogism reasons.

This is true of that induction,abusively so called , which wehave

just numbered 1st and 3d. It is not true of inductive demon
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stration . It has usually been assumed that while induction is a

species of reasoning, it is a different, and even an opposite, spe

cies from deduction . The first and third actions of the mind,

abusively called inductions, do, indeed , differ from deduction ;

but they are not argumentative processes at all ; they do not lead

to new truth , either inwardsor downwards. They merely formu

late in general terms, or in general propositions, individual per

cepts or individual judgments already attained . True induction ,

or inductive demonstration , is simply one department of syllo

gistic reasoning , and is as truly deductive as the rest of syllo

gism ; giving us, namely , those deductions which flow from the

combination of the universal and necessary intuition of cause,

with observed facts of sequence.

This explanation of the nature of the Inductive Logic power

fully confirms the cautions of its wisest practitioners, as to the ne

cessity of painstaking care in its pursuit. It is a method of ascer

taining truth closely conformed to the divine apophthegm , “ With

the lowly is wisdom .” It is evidently a modest science . Only the

greatest patience, candor, and caution in observing, and the most

honest self-denial in guarding against the seduction of one's own

hypotheses, can lead to safe results. After this review , the charge

which Mr. Mill brought against much of the pretended inductive .

science of our day, quoted by us at the outset, appears every way

just. What else than unsafe results can be expected from per

sons who have never truly apprehended what the inductive argu

ment is ; when they venture to employ it, with the most confused

notions of its real nature, and under the stimulus of competition,

haste, prejudice, and love of hypothesis ? Time and the future

have a huge work of winnowing to perform upon the fruits of the

busy mental activity of this generation, before the true wheat is

gathered into the garners of science .

As Moses and our Saviour epitomised the Ten Commandments

into the one great law of Love, so the canons of valid induction

may be popularly summarised in one law . It is this: So long as

all the known facts can be reconciled with any other hypothesis

whatsoever than the one propounded as the inference of the in

duction , even though that other hypothesis be no better than an
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invention or surmise, the inductive argument is invalid to give a

demonstration ; it yields only a probability . This rule receives

an excellent illustration from the legal rule of “ circumstantial

evidence ” in criminal trials. And the illustration is so good for

two reasons: that there is so close a resemblance, in many points,

between inductive reasoning and circuinstantial evidence ; and

that the greatmen who, as jurists, have settled the principles of

the legal science of evidence, have brought to their problem the

ripest human sagacity, sobered and steadied by the consideration

that these principles were to have application, in dreadfulearnest,

to the lives and liberty of all citizens, including themselves. Let

us suppose, now , .a case in which a murder has been committed,

in darkness and supposed privacy , with a fire arm . No other

species of evidence is supposed to be available than the circum

stantial. The prosecution therefore collect every, even the most

minute fact, and, with great ingenuity and plausibility, they con

struct this hypothesis of guilt : that the dead man was feloniously

shot by A . B . So many observed facts seem to tally with this,

that all men lean to the conclusion A . B . is probably guilty .

But the learned judge instructs the jury that the prosecution are

bound to show , not only that the hypothesis of A . B .'s guilt may

satisfy all the observed facts, but to demonstrate absolutely that

it alone can satisfy them ; so that the logical result shall be, not

only that we may, but that we must, adopt this as the only true

explanation of the circumstances proven . And the judge will

authorise the defence to test that point thus : If another hypo

thesis than A . B .'s guilt, which, as a proposition, is naturally

feasible, can be even invented, though unsupported by any array

of proved facts, which may also satisfy the facts established before

the court, the prosecution have failed to establish the guilt of the

accused . The ingenuity of the lawyers on that side is no less

than was supposed, and the probability of A . B .'s guilt may re

main ; but it is not proved, and the man must be discharged.

This principle of jurisprudence is in strict accordance with the

logic of induction . The analysis of the judge's grounds of ruling

is this : no one can assert that every event, preceding and attend

ing the killing, has been ascertained and stated by the prosecu
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tion . That this remark is true, appears sufficiently from the fact

that both sides postulate that the killing was done in darkness

and the absence of spectators. Of course , then, the probability,

or at least possibility, always remains, that while the facts given

in testimony are all true, other circumstances also truly occurred ,

not appearing in testimony, and so not considered by anybody .

But may it not be that, if there were such other circumstances,

and if they were established in testimony, we should see them to

be material ? They might contain what would refute the hypo

thesis of A . B .'s guilt, or suggest some other. How shall we be

sure, in our ignorance, that the case may not be such, in truth ,

in its unknown circumstances ? Only by making an induction

which shall be positively exclusive of that other hypothesis ; that

is to say, only by showing that any unknown circumstances of

the killing, if brought to light, could not weaken the hypothesis

of A . B .'s guilt. And this is not shown, as long as circumstances

naturally feasible , which would supersede that hypothesis, can be

imagined or suggested. In other words, in order to raise the ar

gument on the circumstances to the grade of a demonstration , it

must be like the positive induction , by the “ Method of Differ

ence.” The effect investigated is the killing ; the cause assigned

is A . B .'s agency . To prove this hypothesis, it must not only

be shown that the presence of A . B . plus any cluster ofknown

or unknown antecedents, D , C , E , etc., could cause the killing ;

but it must also be shown that the presence of all those other an

tecedents, D , C , E , etc., minus A . B .'s agency , could not cause

the killing. See the Canon of the Method of Difference, p . 507.

And as the second killing of the same dead man is impossible, no

experiment can be exactly instituted to apply themethod of dif

ference in this case . The completion of the argument mustbe

by demonstrative deduction . Thus this scientific canon of induc

tion receives an apt illustration from this employment of it in

the rigid science of jurisprudence ; and the correctness and use

fulness of the canons is splendidly evinced in this great instance .

This seems the proper place, also, to state and explain the rela

tions between inductive inference and parole-testimony.' Wewill

do this by resuming our supposition . Just when the prosecutors
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are in the full tide of their ingenious and very highly probable cir

cumstantial argument to A . B .'s guilt, the defence introduce an

eye-witnessnamed M . On examining him , it is evident that M .

is naturally competent to have been an eye-witness of the killing,

that is to say, that no natural impossibility of his having wit

nessed it, as from a demonstrated olibi during the night when it

happened , exists. But M . testifies that he lodged in the room

with the dead man on that night, and saw him killed by another

agency than A . B .'s ; we will say, for instance, by the dead man 's

own suicidal hand. ( The prosecution may, of course, disparage

the credibility of this witness by raising the question, Why his

testimony has remained so long latent? Let us, then , to clear

away this complication, suppose farther, that M . explains this

reasonably ; as, by showing that as he rushed horrified from the

scene of the tragedy through the darkness to summon other wit

nesses and assistance, he had been suddenly kidnapped and de

tained by his own enemies.) What is now the effect of this parole

evidence as against the circumstantial ? The learned judge rules

that, unless the prosecution have valid grounds for impugning

M .'s credibility , their circumstantial evidence breaksdown wholly

before it. They reply that they cannot impugn M .'s credibility .

· The judge then instantly decides that they have no case ; declines

to hear farther argument, and if the prosecution will not take his

advice to discharge the accused by a " nolle prosequi," instructs

the jury to acquit. The industry and ingenuity of the prosecu

tion are no less than they were. But it is logically worthless

against the knowledge of an admitted eye-witness. The analysis,

on which this correct conclusion grounds itself, is similar to the

previous. It is admitted by all that this killing may have been

preceded and attended by other circumstances than those ascer

tained in the circumstantial evidence. Unless the induction is

of that exclusive and demonstrative sort which proves that the

possible unknown circumstances cannot have been material to the

causation of the killing, and therefore could not, if known, shake

the conclusion that A . B .'s act was the cause ; then there is a

remaining probability that the cause was not in A . B ., but in

those omitted antecedents. Hence,when M . testifies, he places
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the causation there , where confessedly there is room for it to be

placed . His testimony is legitimate, and goes with the whole

weight of the moral credibility he deserves, to establish the fact

against the hypothesis.

We thus learn that unless the induction be positively demon

strative, it must give way in the presence of any adequate intelli

gent parole -evidence affirming a different cause for the phenome

non . Another more popular reason supports this conclusion ,

Does one say, “ The living witness may be dishonest or de

ceived ; butmy facts and inductive argument are wholly dispas

sionate, impartial, and valid " ? He forgets that his facts also

have no better foundation than the professed eye-witnessing of

some human witness. Does he say, “ They are facts ; for I saw

them " ? He is but a human witness. Or if he derives his facts

from the observations of others, they are mere human witnesses .

But the facts are a premise of his inductive logic. The inference

cannot bemore valid than its premise. It thus appears that it is

wholly unreasonable to claim superiority for an induction over

testimony, for this is as though one should claim that “ testimony

is stronger than testimony." The only consistentmeaning would

be the arrogant assumption that “my testimony is honest and the

other's dishonest.” This conclusion , that competent testimony

is superior to any except an absolute exclusive induction, is prac

tically accepted by all sound physicists. Let all the facts previ

ously known tend to refer the effect to a supposed cause, so that

the scientific world is almost prepared to accept it as a law ; if

one competent observer arises, testifying to another actual cause

for the effect, seen by him to produce it in a single case, the other

hypothesis is withdrawn . For science admits that here is a case

which cannot be reduced under it. An illustrious instance will

be remembered in the first telescopic examinations of Galileo.

He saw that the planet Venus was gibbous at a time and in a way

she would not have been according to the Ptolemaic hypothesis.

That one observation , with men of true science, made an end of

the Ptolemaic theory. The only alternatives were to surrender

it, or to say that Galileo did not see Venus gibbous at that part

of her orbit .
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The nature and methods of the inductive logic have now been

discussed purely in their formal aspect . So far as the views ad

vanced differ from the best writers, the difference is in favor of a

simplification of the principles, a closer conformity to sound philo

sophy, and a natural explanation of what had been left by others

as either imperfections or mysteries of the results. Especially

is it claimed , that the inductive logic is, by our exposition , res

cued from that fatal accusation of incompleteness of demonstra

tion, with which the greatest previous logicians, as Hamilton,

close their discussions of it. Whereas they decide so positively ,

that no inductive inference can rise above probability ; the com

mon sense of mankind has always insisted that some inductive

inferences do rise above probability, and mankind have, in all

ages, persisted in venturing their lives and interests upon some

inductive inferences, without having their confidence in their

validity refuted by events. Here was a most awkward contradic

tion between common sense and philosophy. This contradiction

we claim to have reconciled , by showing that some inductive in

ferences are apodeictic , not being in truth inferences of an ille

gitimate order “ from the some to the all,” but inferences in a

regular syllogism , from a universal necessary judgment. It is

always one of the soundest features of a philosophy that it ratifies

and explains the conclusions of common sense . Our theory of

induction also bears this signature of truth , that while it earnestly

claims for that branch of logic some demonstrative conclusions, it

gives a natural explanation how men, and even able scientific

men , are continually advancing with confidence so many faulty

and erroneous inductions. This is because the methods of the

demonstrative inductions are few , because they require a rigid

compliance with their conditions, and because, amidst the fasci

nating complications which so many physical problems offer, the

observance of these safe conditions is often difficult, and demands

unusual patience, perspicuity , and candor. Especially is the

confused state of these sciences accounted for,by the fact that the

investigators were proceeding upon erroneous theories of induc

tive logic, which failed to discriminate the valid from the imper

fectly valid processes. Mr. J . S . Mill has treated the subject
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with superior insight, in the main , to any other British or Ameri

can writer , because he comes after his able competitors, and be

cause he brought to this branch of logic the resources of great

learning and acuteness . Now , the reader is requested to note,

that while truth has compelled the criticism and correction of his

error as to the necessary and universal judgment underlying the

inductive syllogism , the essential and vital features of his system

are retained ; and that in a form even more practical and useful

than his. These are : 1. That there is a demonstrative induc

tion . 2 . That its essential basis is the universal judgment of

cause and effect. 3 . That there are no othermethods of discrim

inating the valid induction from the invalid , than the five he

enumerates; and that these are only valid when guarded as he

directs . The practical applications of his system are obviously

not disturbed , but confirmed , by the theory asserted here against

him , that the fundamental premise is not an empirical but an in

tuitive judgment.

THE INDUCTIVE ARGUMENT ILLUSTRATED BY APPLICATION TO

CASES.

This discussion will be concluded by applying the principles of

logic taught above to a few physical doctrines which have recent

ly interested the scientific world .

1. That the theory of the equivalency and transformation of

energy has not yet been made more than a hypothesis, was inti

mated on page 495 . What is denied is, that it has been ex

tended as a valid induction to all the energies of inorganic mat

ter. We have never seen, for its supposed extension to vital

energies, any portion of evidence whatever, or anything more

than groundless assertion . It cannot claim to be an induction ,

even as to the forces of inorganic matter, even when tried by the

popular criterion . It does not preclude the rivalhypothesis , that

there are as many permanent and distinct powers in matter, as

there are essential properties; which powers are not annihilated

on the completion of their effects, but only restored to an equili

brium , in which they exist still as potential tendencies. This

theory is not only not excluded , but accounts for many cases for
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which the other theory of the " equivalency and transformation of

energy” does not account. The first also solves successfully the

very cases, like that of the absorption of so much sensible caloric,

reappearing in the form of so much elasticity , which are claimed

as so favorable to the latter . Let us suppose that caloric is a per

sistent and distinct molecular energy, which never really trans

forms itself into and disappears in elastic force ; but that the ap

plication of the caloric is only the cause of release of the elastic

force from the state of potential tendency to activity ; while the

caloric, having done that work, is itself remanded , for the time,

to its former potentiality . Then , the equivalency between the

caloric recalled and the elastic force released, would of course

follow . It would be the old case of the correspondency of action

and reaction . But a more serious defect is, that the theory has

not been extended to some material energies, as that of gravita

tion , by any collection of sequences giving even the invalid in

duction per enumerationem simplicem . Next, we have seen that

the theory cannot meet the question , What becomes of the forces

radiated outwards from the exterior bounds of the universe ; and

how , on that theory , can we escape the conclusion that the total

aggregate of force, instead of being persistent and identical, as

the theory wishes to claim , is diminishing, and tends to total ces

sation and stagnation ? Thus the theory fails to meet the grand

final test stated on p. 720. Nor would any one individual in

stance of the theory (as this : that it is the heat, and not the dis

tinct power of elasticity released by the heat,which lifts the pis

ton in the steam -cylinder) stand the test of either one of the

canons of induction . Let the reader attempt it, and see for him

self. And once more; the verification of the equivalency of what

this theory calls the transformed force, has never been attempted

even , except as to the related energies of caloric and elasticity ;

and we suspect the farther verification will ever be impracticable.

It is worthy of inquiry also whether this hypothesis, if adopted ,

would not destroy the very foundation of the inductive process.

That foundation is, “ Like causes, like effects.” The plurality

of effects is accounted for by referring them correctly to their

different causes. But, according to this theory, there are no dif

vol. XXXIV ., NO. 4 – 8 .
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ferent causes — there is but one cause. The search after efficient

cause, which has been proved to be the vital problem of induction ,

must be degraded into the inquiry after the uniform antecedent;

an inquiry which, as we showed, could lead to no assured result.

2. The laws of refraction revealed by the spectroscope are now

supposed to be so established for all worlds as to be relied on to

teach us the chemistry of the heavenly bodies. Let us see first

to what extent those laws are demonstrated for the material ele

ments of our planet. The analyst proceeds thus, for instance:

When vapor of sodium is present in an incandescent flame, the

rays of white light coming through that flame, being enlarged

into a spectrum , exhibit certain black lines in certain places.

When the sodium vapor is removed from the flame, those lines

disappear from the spectrum cast by those rays. Now , it may be

claimed that this is a proof, by the method of difference, the

most rigid of all, that sodium always causes those lines in the

spectrum . It is conceded that this may be a valid induction , to

a certain extent. Let us refer to pp. 506 -508, and we see that,

provided the experimenter can be certain he has made no change

whatever in the flame inspected, nor in the refraction, save the

removal of the sodium vapor, it is proved that sodium is a cause

of these lines . But it is not yet proved to be the only cause ;

for similar effects may be produced by more than one cause. Let

the analysis be extended , then , to all the sixty -six simple sub

stances catalogued by analytical chemistry ; and let it be tested by

experiment, that none of the others produce the same lines in the

spectrum . Then it may be considered proven that sodium is not

only a cause , but alwaysthe cause, of those lines ; just so far as, and

no farther than, it is proved that chemistry has already discovered

all the elementalmaterial substances in this world . In the present

advanced stage of chemical research, it is admitted that the pro

bability is very strong, thesodium vapor is the only cause of those

particular lines in the spectrum . It is certain , by themethod of

difference , that it is a cause of them . That is to say, the causa

tion of those lines is certainly connected with that metal,

either directly by its efficiency of them , or relatively , by the

constant connexion of both of them with some other efficient still
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undetected . A law is revealed , which may be relied on as to this

earth.

But, as Dr. William B . Carpenter cautioned the admirers of

the spectrum analysis, in his inaugural lecture before the British

Association, the induction does not hold when extended to other

worlds. Its invalidity is not now inferred from the facts that the

pencils of light from the stars are so exceedingly slender, and

that they have to pass through unknown possible influences in

penetrating the whole thickness of our atmosphere, nor from the

exceeding difficulty of making so entire a separation of these

minute and faint pencils of light in the tube of the spectroscope

from other very minute rays, direct or refracted , travelling on lines

which vary from them by infinitesimal angles, as is necessary in

experiments so delicate ; for these difficulties concern rather the

practical manipulator than the logician. But the chasm in the in

duction is this : all that themost valid application of themethod of

difference can by itself prove is, that A is one efficient of X . It

does notdisprove this proposition : that nature may contain other

efficients of X . It may prove that, cæteris paribus, all As will

produce X . But it does not prove that all Xs are produced by

A . The concession which we made as to earthly chemistry , that

all so-called sodium lines are produced by sodium , rests on a

farther fact (which is an enumeration of facts only , and not an

induction) that all the other known simple substances have been

tried and failed to produce the sodium lines, coupled with the

probable inference that analytical chemistry has been carried so

far on this earth , it is not likely any substance capable of pro

ducing sodium lines remains undetected among earthly materials.

But as to other worlds, we havemade no chemical analyses ! We

know not what unknown simple substances, endued with we know

not what properties, would be found there. And obviously ,

to infer an analysis from this feature of a spectrum of that world 's

ray , and then reason about that spectrum from that assumed

analysis, is but " reasoning in a circle .” As a demonstration, it

is worthless. Nor does it seem likely that this fatal chasm in its

logic can ever be bridged . All that we can be taught is a possi

bility of the presence of the same simple substances, in part, in
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our world and other worlds. This possibility receives some pro

bable confirmation from the fact that some of those substances, as

iron and nickle, are found in meteoric stones ; that is, if the

theory is valid that these are fragments of planetary bodies .

3. Another very important application of these logical princi

ples is to the inductions of geologists concerning the mode of

formation of strata and mineral deposits. The rule has just been

recalled , that the law , “ Like causes, like effects,” does not au

thorise its converse, " Like effects reveal the same cause.” For,

as is so obviously clear, two independent causes may produce

effects exactly similar. Now , much of the supposed inductive

reasoning of treatises on geology is, in reality, but an application

of this vicious converse. Observation shows us a given stratum

of rock or indurated sand and slime, resulting from sedimentary

deposition from water. The inference is, therefore all stratified

rocks are sedimentary . And some treatises on geology assume

this unsafe and invalid surmise so absolutely as to use the words

" sedimentary ” and “ stratified ” as synonyms. A very plain

and useful instance of this sophism is given by the case of the

Italian savant who inferred an immense age for the strata in

a volcanic spot of South Italy, by examining a well. The

sides of this little excavation showed certain strata of volcanic

earth superposed on lava. The savant's assumption was, that

all this earth was formed gradually by disintegration of hard

lava ; and as the process is notoriously slow, the thickness of

the beds of loose earth denoted a vast lapse of time. Now ,

had he been certain that disintegration was the only cause of

volcanic earth, his inference might have been worth some

thing. But the heedlessness of his logic was put to shame by

a very simple statement of fact, made by the peasants. Dis

integration of hard lava was not the only cause of volcanic earth.

Another cause was dust and ashes, showers from the neighboring

volcano. These peasants hadbeen actual eye-witnesses of several

such emissions, which , guided by a favoring breeze, had covered

their fields with an inch or two of new soil in a single night.

And by the simple light of this other cause, which the great savant

had not thought of, it was clearly shown that the accumulation
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for which he required many scores of centuries, had been the

actual work of about two hundred years.

To the candid mind these hints are enough. The most careful

observer is most fully aware of these facts : that our knowledge of

the terrestrial energieswhich have exerted themselves in our globe,

is imperfect ; that the grade of speed at which known forces are

now observed to act, may have been exceedingly different at other

times and under other conditions of temperature and climate ;

that the causations which would need to be accurately determined ,

in order to settlemany of these physical questions, were probably

complicated beyond all reach of our observation and ascertain

ment at this late day.

4 . The evolution theory presents a most interesting and instruc

tive case for the application of this logic. Its main points are :

that what we supposed to be distinct genera of animated beings did

not originate in the creation of first progenitors, from whom all

the subsequent individuals descended by a generation which

transmitted , by propagation, precisely the properties essential to

the genus ; but that higher genera were slowly evolved from

lower ; that the causes of the differentiations wherein the more

developed individuals differ from their less developed progenitors,

are to be found in three unintelligent physical influences, hered

ity, the influence of the environment on the being's powers, and

the survival of the fittest. The observed facts from which this

hypothesis claims to derive its induction, may be grouped under

these generalstatements : that in fact the known genera of ani

mated beings form a continuous ascending scale, from the most

rudimental up to man, the most highly organised ; thus suggest

ing the ascent of organisation along this ladder, from a lower

stage to a higher ; that a multitude of organs and limbsare actu

ally seen to grow from their infantile to their adult states, under

the interaction of their environment and the instinctive animal

exertions of them ; that the conditions of animal existence are, in

the general, such that the individuals possessing most of the

natural vigor, qualifying them to reproduce a strong or a devel

oped progeny, are most likely to survive, while the less qualified

perish ; and that observed facts in the breeding of animals pre
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sent cases in which the rule does not hold that “ Like produces

only its like,” bụt often it produces the slightly unlike, differing

from itself by a slight shade of improvement or deterioration .

These facts, the theory claims, when a very long time is allowed

for the slow and irregular, but in the main progressive, action of

the forces they disclose, prove that all animated genera can be ac

counted for as the ultimate progeny of the most rudimental

protozoon .

The task in hand here is not to give a full refutation of this

theory, but to criticise it in the light of the logical principles estab

lished , simply in order to see whether it is an induction . It ap

pears at once that it has no claim to comeunder the head of either

methodof induction , not even of the loosest, the method of agree

ment. Indeed , it cannot be said to have a single instance (much less

an agreeing multitude) in the proper sense of inductive instances .

To resort for simplification to our notation , let A stand for the ag

gregate of supposed evolutional agencies, which are the combined

cause; let X stand for the effect, a new genus. There has not

been presented one instance, as yet, in which A has been followed

by X , even seemingly , A being accompanied or unaccompanied

by other antecedents, B , C , D , etc . The utmost which can be

claimed is, that a few “ varieties" have been evolved , butno per

manent species or genus, which can meet the tests of generic

character . Even these “ varieties” cannot be proved to be the

effects of the supposed evolving physical causes, since it does not

appear that they have evolved themselves, except when these

unintelligent influences were guided by a rational purpose, as that

of the stock -breeder or bird -fancier. Again , the theory fails as

to man, the rational, and the highest result of the supposed evo

lution , in that its energies are unintelligent and blind ; but man

has a reason . There must be enough in the cause to account for

the effect. And it fails as to man and all the lower animals, in

that their organs all display, even down to the lowest, the work of

thoughtful design and the intelligent selection of final cause ;

whereas the evolving energies are all blind and unintelligent.

Nor has the first instance been found where the influences of " en

vironment" have evolved a single new organ or physical faculty ,
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in the sense necessary to the theory. The facts observed are

these : that when nature has implanted the generic organ or func

tion by regular propagation, but in the infantile state , the “ envi

ronment" has presented the occasion , not the cause, for its growth ,

by its own exercise up to its adult strength . The fish's fin grows

by beating the water , in this sense ; the bird 's wing by beating

the air ; the child 's arm by the wielding of his toys. Butwhere

is the first instance that the environment has evolved a new organ

over and above the generic model ? Where has environment

placed a new fin on a fish 's back , or an additional finger on a

youth 's hand ? The instances ought to be of this nature, to give

any show of an induction. And the organ evolved ought to be

come not merely an individual peculiarity, but a permanent trait

transmitted uniformly by propagation .

The canon of the inductive logic requires, again , that all other

possible causes, other than the one claimed in the hypothesis, shall

be excluded by at least some of the known instances. But the

theistic account, which is made entirely probable, to say the least,

by arguments in morals and natural theology, presents another

sufficient cause in the creative power and wisdom . Since the

origin of species antedates , confessedly , all human observation

and history, this cause for it is probable , until atheism is demon

strated . Even were the evolution theory an induction from real

instances, in which these evolving influences were truly adequate

to the effect, there would be no valid induction until the theistic

cause was positively excluded by a demonstration of atheism .

And to offer the conclusion which would flow. from such an in

duction , when completed, as sufficient for that atheistic demon

stration of the non -existence of a Creator, which alone would

complete the induction ; this would plainly be " reasoning in a

circle.” The conclusion would have to be assumed , in order to

make out the process leading to it. But supposing there may be

a Creator of perfect wisdom and power and full sovereignty , it is

always supposable that hemay have seen reasons for clothing his

creatures with those very qualities on which evolution argues

against a Creator. Is it said that the regular gradations of or

ganised life suggest the belief that the higher formswere evolved
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from the lower, along the stages of this ladder ? But the theistic

hypothesis suggests, with more probability, the belief that the

Creator had reasons for filling all the stages of this ascending

scale with genera and species which are yet distinct. To lift the

former surmise to the faintest approach to an induction , the latter

hypothesis must be precluded .

Once more, the scheme is fatally defective in that it has no

verification . Not a single new genus, or even individual, has

been presented, or can be evolved by experiment, to confirm the

hypothesis. Indeed, it is impossible, from the nature of the case ,

that there can be a verification, since the advocates of the scheme

admit that the latest evolution , that of man, was completed long

before the earliest human history. The most that can be said for

this theory is, that it is an ingenious collection of guesses, which

bear a fanciful but deceptive likeness to reał analogies.

So far the pretended argument goes in its simpler form . Its

manifest invalidity constrains some evolutionists, as LeConte , to

surrender it. But these assert that deeper researches into the

parallelisms of organic relations give a truly inductive ground for

their theory. It is claimed that the likeness between the stages

which Agassiz (chiefly ) disclosed in embryology, paleontology,

and our existing gradations in natural history, now called the on

togenic , the phylogenic, and the taxonomic gradations, establishes

evolution by a solid induction. The animals now upon the earth

form a gradation , through the four grand divisions of radiates ,

molluscs , articulates , and vertebrates , from the lowest and sim

plest up to the most complicated and highest. So, evolutionists

assert, the living creatures made known by the fossils as once

having lived in paleontologic ages , show the same gradation .

And third, the transformations through which the foetal organ

isms, even of the highest species, pass from the ovum to the adult,

exhibit the same gradation . The proposed argument is, that

these analogies give an inductive proof that species are evolved

from species by an equally natural law of evolution .

Let it be again observed that allwe need attempt, in criticising

this supposed argument by the principles of induction , is to show

that the process is invalid . And we would preface the farther
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criticism by the caveat that wedo not admit the parallelism of

the three sets of instances, in the sense claimed by evolutionists .

The paleontologic series, for instance, in order to support this

pretended evolutionist induction, should be a series of higher and

more complete animal forms succeeding the more rudimental in

time. But such it is not. At each paleontologic period , some

of the four groups of living creatures are found coexisting , in at

least some types of each, and not merely successive. The

palæozoic strata are found to contain vertebrate fishes , along

with the radiates and molluscs of that first period. And , if we

may trust Agassiz's assertion, there is no evidence that the em

bryonic changes of any individual animal of a higher group ex

emplifies all the gradations from the lowest group up to its own.

These mutations of its foetal life only illustrate fully the grada

tions of the species in its own group.

But, waiving for the time these questions of fact, we show , in

this pretended induction , this vital defect: it mistakes an analogy

(an imperfect one) in the method of action of certain vital ener

gies for a causal identity . The essential link of a demonstrative

induction is lacking. If we take, for instance, the embryonic

order of development, all that is proved by themultitude of cases

colligated is, that the individual ova are all endued with a vital

energy which causes, and thus insures, the growth of each indi

vidual into the matured type of its own species . For such , and

such alone, is the result, as observed. In no single case has an

individual ovum , be its analogy of mode of development to that

of other species what it may, résulted in an evolution into a dif

ferent species from its own . Hence, there is not a particle of

inductive evidence that this causal energy which we see at work

is competent to such evolution . Each individual gives an in

stance of a development through an embryonic series ? True.

But in every instance thedevelopment terminates within the strict

limits of its own species ; and the induction from the latter set of

facts is precisely as broad and as inexorable as from the former.

Again , the analogies noted all receive their sufficient solution

from another hypothesis, namely this, that they are the expres

sions of a common plan of thought, by which the creative Mind



736 (Oct.,The Metaphysical and Theological

voluntarily regulates its creative and providential actions. Now ,

as we saw , the conclusion from an induction is not demonstrated ,

unless the instances collected preclude all other probable, and

even possible, hypotheses. Here is the other hypothesis, not

only probable and intrinsically reasonable, but, in the light of

other arguments, certain — the theistic one : that the reason why

the vital energies wrought in paleontologic creatures in a way

analogous to the way they work now is, that the same God cre

ated and governed then , and that he sees good reasons for follow

ing, in the different ages, similar types of working. It might be

conceded that the analogies under discussion, if viewed alone,

would be insufficient to prove the existence and action of a God .

Yet they do suffice to show that solution a probable one. This

alone is enough to prove the evolutionist conclusion invalid .

The argument, then , is not a demonstrative induction. Ilere

our logical criticism might stop . But it will be instructive to

show how it is confirmed by the positive refutation which other

laws and facts of natural history inflict upon the evolution theory.

This is excluded , as a tenable explanation of the organised uni

verse, by the following instances , which do have, what the pre

vious analogies have not, an application in strict accordance with

the principles of induction .

1. No existing species has displayed a particle of tendency

towards the change in a single truly specific attribute, within the

longest period of human history. The mummies, as well as the

effigies, of the living creatures associated with the oldest Egyptian

remains,were found by Cuvier and by Kunth specifically identical

with the same creatures now existing in Egypt. Researches into

antiquity have everywhere led to the same result. Now, if evo

lution of one species from another is to be inductively proved ,

someinstances at least tending to the result must be adduced .

The fact that all human knowledge through three or four thou

sand years presents no approach to a single instance, is fatal.

2 . In paleontology, each species, so far as known from its

fossils, has remained absolutely fixed during the continuance of its

period . It is very true, that a species may be found in a subse

quent cosmical period, showing resemblances to, and improve
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ments on, a given extinct species of the previous cosmical period .

But this fact makes nothing for evolution , because science shows

that there has been , between the two periods and their two sets

of living creatures as two wholes, a clear breach , interrupting the

natural and regular forces of reproduction . The evolutionist

must show some instance where, within the limits of some one

cosmical period, a different species has been naturally evolved

from one simpler than itself.

3. If the existence of the higher forms of life were accounted

for by slow evolutions from the lowest, then the paleontologic

history should unquestionably present us with this state of facts :

First, with a period of the simplest forms, as the radiates ; then,

afterwards, with a period of more developed forms, as molluscs ;

then with the still higher, as the articulates ; and then with a

period of the highest. But the state of the facts is exactly the

opposite. All the paleontologic periods give us some of the

four groups contemporaneously .

4 . The methods of nature , in the formation of the four groups ,

are essentially different. While some of the species belonging to

one group have a higher organisation than others, they all display

a .community of plan in their structure. But when we pass to

another group, wemeet a different plan . Hence we infer that

even if we could do what has never been done, find an actual case

of theevolution of a species from a lower one of the samegroup ;

the barriers separating the groups as grand divisions, would still

be insuperable. Their several plans of structure are too different

for the transmutation of one into another.

5 . Men speak of organic life as if its different species

formed one regular and continuous series “ from themonad up to

man .” This is found to be a misconception . The animal king

dom is composed of a number of partial series . When the at

tempt is made to range all these in one single continuous series ,

fatal dislocationsappear. The line of progress is not a continu

ous ascending line.

6 . The theory of evolution assigns great force to the influence

of “ environment," in developing organs into those of a new

species. But naturalists tell us that they find a number of the
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most diversified types existing and prospering together for long

ages, under identical circumstances. But, were evolution true,

the identity of the whole environment ought to be working an

assimilation of the various types subjected to it. Again , identical

species are found persisting for long ages under the most diversi

fied environments . These facts show that there has been de

posited within each species its own form of vital energy, which

resists differentiation, and insists, against any influence of a

changed environment, on reproducing only its own type. The

rational inference is, that either each species is eternal, an impos

sible proposition, or else each points to an extra -natural Power,

which deposited its specific vital energy in it at its beginning.

And that Power, in the last place , was Mind, because every

adaptation of organsto their functions,every reappearinganalogy

of structures in successive cosmical periods, every relation insti

tuted between the individual and its environment or its fellow

creatures, discloses thought. But evolution is claimed to be only

a physical process.

Such is the use of the observed facts of the animal kingdom ,

as sanctioned by the true principles of the inductive logic. The

result of this correct colligation is to show that evolution cannot

be true.

Let usmake another application of these logical principles, and

that themost important of all. It concerns the limits of the a

posteriori inference from similarity of results to identity of cause,

concerning the origin of the structures composingthecrust of our

earth . If theism is admitted to be not demonstrated, but even

possible, then , according to the rules of induction , such inference

from naturalness of structure to natural origin , is inconclusive.

This follows from two of its rules : first, the analogical argument

from similarity of result to identity of cause, must give way be

fore competent and credible parole evidence . The supposed but

invalid argument is : we see natural agencies producing this and

that structure ; therefore, all similar structures are of natural

origin . But if there may be a creative God, there is a different

sufficient cause for the origin of the earlier. And if a witness

appears who may be naturally competent to testify, his testimony



1883. ]
739

Applications of Induction and Analogy.

wholly supersedes the evidence of the supposed analogy. The

only way to uphold it is to attack the credibility of that witness.

If his credibility is not successfuly impeached , the analogical ar

gument must yield before it.

But such a parole -witness appears in the book known as the

Christian Scriptures. It assumes to testify that there is a Crea

tor, and that he here gives his own witness to his supernatural

creation of the first structures. The value of any induction from

naturalness of traits to a natural origin of those structures, must

depend therefore upon the other question : whether this witness

is competent and credible. Some persons attempt to evade their

logical obligation here by saying, that these are theological ques

tions with which physical science, as such, has no concern ; that

they restrict themselves properly to the lights of this department,

and , in assigning a natural origin to these structures, speak

only for science . But this is a violation of the principles of nat

ural induction , which must necessarily include some adjustment

of the relations between analogy and testimony ; seeing the truth

of the very facts, claimed as analogical, itself rests on testimony .

Farther, the questions, whether there is a Creator, and whether

there have been creative causations, enter into this argument, not

as theological, but as natural questions. In their relations to

the inductive problem , they are as purely physical questions, as the

question whether a given rock is the result of fusion or sedimen

tary deposition from water. A moment's reflection will show the

justice of this statement. And hence it follows, that an a poste

riori analogical argument on this topic is entirely fragmentary and

inconclusive, until the claims of this parole-witness are entertained

and adjusted . The historical and the physical parts of the argu

ment cannot be thus rent asunder and legitimately pursued apart.

The second rule of induction which applies to show this rea

soning invalid , is that pointed out on p . 508 . If there may be

two antecedents, either of which is competent efficiently to pro

duce an effect (naming one of them A , and the effect X ), the

closest possible induction can only prove that all As will, cæteris

paribus, produce X ; but cannot prove that all Xs are produced

by A . Now , until atheism is demonstrated , another competent
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cause for natural structures may be supposed as possibly existing

in the existence and action of a God . And whatever is the

strength of the probable or demonstrative evidence that there is

a God , from whatever valid quarter drawn, there is just so much

probability of error in the attempted induction , which assigns a

natural origin to all structures. To attempt to exclude the di

vine cause by the force of this a posteriori analogy is to reason

in a circle ; because the validity of the analogy depends wholly on

the prior exclusion of the divine cause. Second, a wise Creator

must have had some final cause guiding his action. Weshould

not be so presumptuous as to surmise in advance what particular

final cause prompted a given creative act, but when his own sub

sequent action has disclosed it, we are on safe ground. It is al

ways safe to conclude that the object for which a wise and sove

reign Creator produced a given thing is the object to which we

see him devoting it . When, therefore, we see him in his subse

quent providence subjecting all things to the reign ofnatural law ,

we may safely conclude that, when he created them , he designed

to subject them to natural law . But that which is to be ruled by

natural law must needs be thoroughly natural in traits. Hence

this Creator must have made the first structures, which in their

origin were supernatural, in their properties entirely natural.

Whence it follows that the inference from naturalness of qualities

to a natural origin would be , as to those structures,wholly worth

less. Let it be repeated also : that whatever probability or cer

tainty there is of God 's existence, from any source of evidence,

just so much evidence is there of this defect in the naturalistic

argument. Or, in other words, to make it conclusive, its advo

cate must demonstrate (not surmise ) the truth of atheism . But

John Foster has shown that this is impossible.

Third . The argument is peculiarly conclusive as to living crea

tures. If there was a Creator, he created the first individuals of

a species to be, by reproduction , the heads of the species. But

in order to do this, these first parents must have been created

natural. What are the qualities connoted by any name of spe

cies ? The most accurate answer which the science of natural

history itself can make is : they are precisely those which are
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transmitted regularly from parents to progeny in the propagation

of the species. Then , these first individuals, in order to fulfil

their final cause, to be the heads of their species,must have been ,

while supernatural in origin , as thoroughly natural in qualities

as any of their natural offspring.

Fourth . If this be denied , then wemust assign a natural parent

before the first parent of each species. Thus we should be in

volved in infinite series, in a multitude of instances, without cause

external to themselves ; a result which science herself has dis

carded as an impossible absurdity . Suppose, for explanation ,

that an observer has found somepart of the very organism of one

of those first heads of species, which, on the theistic scheme, was

directly created by God . He would , of course, find in this fossil

every property of the natural structure. Yet he cannot infer

thence a natural origin for it, because on the hypothesis it is ab

solutely a first thing. But suppose that hemay assign for it a

natural origin . That origin then will be, propagation by birth

from prior parents. And should a fossil organ of that parent be

found, the same argument would apply again ! Thus we should

be driven to a ridiculous regressus. It is concluded, therefore,

with the most perfect logical rigidity , that the argument from

naturalness of structure to a natural origin is inconclusive, until

the impossibility of creative agency in any age prior to authentic

human testimony is demonstrated.

Fifth . This absurd regressus may be shown in a general way,

by testing this analogical argument upon the “ nebular hypothe

sis ;" that guess which the atheist La Place suggested as only a

possible hypothesis for the origin of the universe, and which some

Christian physicists now seem so ready to adopt, without proof,

as the real account of the matter. Let us suppose the scientific

observer from some other system watching this vast incandescent

mass of " star-dust,” rotating around an axis of motion, with

which the nebular hypothesis begins. If he uses the analogical

reasoning we are criticising, he must proceed thus : Matter is

naturally inert ; momentum must therefore be derived from some

prior material force. This rotary motion, which the nebular hy

pothesis supposes to be the first state, cannot be the first state.
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Again , vapor implies evaporation. Sensible heat suggests latent

heat. Hence this other first state of incandescent volatilisation

cannot be the first state . Thus, on this logic, before each first

state there must have been another first state.

“ Beneath the lowest deep,

Another depth still threatening to devourme,opens wide.”

This, then , is the eternity of “ Naturalismus” - it is Atheism .

This wholesome limitation of analogical inference has been

sometimesmet with disdainful resistance. It has been said that

it would subvert the very basis of natural science. It is ex

claimed, “ Ifwemay not securely reason, 'like causes , like effects,'

the very lever of scientific discovery is taken from us." The

answer is very simple : that there is no intention to rob science

of her prime organon, “ Like, causes, like effects." The main

drift of this treatise has been to defend and explain it. Only.we

do not desire to see the votaries of inductive science disgracing

themselves by the very shallow blunder (a blunder which the

schoolboy's class-book of Logic points out) of mistaking an all

important proposition for its erroneous converse, “ Like effects

the same cause.” This is really the extent of our caution. The

inductive logic is in no danger of being cramped or restricted by

theology, within the proper domain of natural science. That do

main is the known present and the known past of human history,

where testimony and experience give us sufficient assurance of

the absence of the supernatural. In this field natural induction

is useful and legitimate ; it has been the honored instrument

of splendid and beneficent achievements. Let physicists con

tinue to employ it there, to the full, for the further benefit of

mankind and the illustration of the Creator's wisdom and glory .

But in the unknown eternity of the past prior to human history, it

has no place. It is like the mariner's compass carried into the

stellar spaces. We know that the poles of this globe have a cer

tain attraction for it, and, therefore, on this globe it is a precious

guide. But away in the regions of Arcturus or the Pleiades,

where we are not certain whether the spheres have poles, or

whether they are magnetic, we are not authorised to follow it .

Onemore application will be made, and this to a supposed so
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cial and moral induction ; in order to exhibit the fitness of the

logical canons for ethical as well as physical science . The case

is that of the colligation of instances , so often presented by the

enthusiastic fanatics in the cause of secular education , as a proof

of their proposition that this species of education promotes virtue

and suppresses crime. The supposed evidence is, that the statis

tics of prisons, penitentiaries, and criminal convictions usually

show a ratio of illiterate to educated criminals considerably larger

than the ratio of illiterate to lettered citizens in the common

wealth . The governor of an American commonwealth , for in

stance, reported that of all the convicts in his state- penitentiary

for ten years, only a little more than ten per cent. could read and

write . And he presented this as a conclusive demonstration that

illiteracy was the cause, and a knowledge of letters would be the

sufficient cure, of crime.

Now , a very simple application of the logical criticism discloses

the inconclusiveness of this popular argument. The effect to be

accounted for is, breaches of statute laws. The observed antece

dent to this effect is, in a large majority of cases in this State ,

ignorance of letters. Obviously, this is but an induction per enu

merationem simplicem ,which gives no proof whether the sequence

gives a post hoc or a propter hoc. The argument offers neither

canon of induction to complete the separation. We have in this

enumeration nothing whatever to teach us whether the true effi

cient of the crimes does not lie, hitherto unnoted, between the

supposed antecedent, illiteracy , and the effect. The pretended

argument gives us no ground whatever for excluding this other

obvious hypothesis, that something else may have been the true

cause of the crimes, of which cause the illiteracy itself may be

also another coördinate effect.

As soon as another equally authentic enumeration is compared

with the previous one, the justice of this suspicion is fully con

firmed . Farther study of the statistics of crimeshows, that while

American prisons contain a larger percentage of illiterate crimi

nals than American society contains of illiterate free citizens, yet

the ratio of criminals to the whole number of citizens in any

given community is uniformly far larger where all, or nearly all,

VOL. XXXIV., No. 4 – 9 .
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adults can read and write , and far smaller where fewer of the

adults can read and write. For instance , in Boston , the boastful

metropolis of free schools, with scarcely an adult who could not

read and write , the census of 1850 showed that the white persons

in jails, penitentiaries, and alms-houses bore to the whole white

population the ratio of one in every thirty -four. But in Rich

mond, the capital of a State endlessly reviled for its illiteracy ,

the same classes ofwhites bore to the whole number of white citi

zens the ratio of one to every one hundred and twelve ! The

difference in favor of the less lettered communities, as revealed

by subsequent censuses, is stillmore astounding ; and this, when

extended to the whole South , as compared with the North, and

as deduced by Northern students of statistics .

Now , were these enumerations of sequences employed in the

same illogical way, they would seem to demonstrate exactly the

opposite conclusion : that the knowledge of letters causes crime,

and illiteracy causes virtue. This is a sufficiently biting de

monstration of the worthlessness of the pretended induction .

The true solution , to which the comparison of the two enu

merations points, is this: that neither letters nor illiteracy

cause crime in America , but another combination of moral

causes, to which these states of the population are themselves

related as effects. In any given prison will be found a major

ity of prisoners who cannot read and write. This does not

prove that the possession of these arts is preventive of crime,

as the other statistics show . But as American society happens

to be constituted , the rearing of children without a knowledge of

letters has happened to be the usual accompaniment of a domes

tic condition of penury and moral degradation, while families of

substance and domestic morality have usually given letters to

their children . Thus it is made plain that it is not the illiteracy ,

but the penury and domestic degradation which are the real

causes of crime. The illiteracy ,turns out not to be cause at all,

but an incident or appendage which the domestic habits of

Americans have connected with the real cause, the combination

of want and domestic degradation .

But when , by the intrusive activity of the civil government,
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the children of destitute and morally degraded families are uni

versally invested with the arts of reading and writing, without

that moral and economical elevation of the parents and children ,

to work which the State and State schools are so nearly impotent,

then the result is a fearful increase in the ratio of criminals to

the whole number of citizens. The explanation is, that it is the

want and family degradation which togetherare themain efficient

cause of crime, and which the knowledge of letters, while those

continue, rather aggravates than checks. R . L . DABNEY.

ARTICLE V .

THE LIGHT OF ASIA , AND BUDDHISM .

Since Mr. Arnold , in 1879, gave to the reading public his

“ Light of Asia,” forty editions of his poem have been published

in England alone, and the avidity is scarcely less with which it

has been seized by readers on this side the Atlantic. Such suc

cess is almost unparalleled , but it is not surprising. No contem

porary poem equals it in loftiness and novelty of theme, and in

brilliant execution .

The poem is usually styled an Epic, but the classification is

hardly critically accurate . No plot awaits development, no inci

dents are essential to the narrative, and no subordinate charac

ters in the slightest degree influential appear upon the scene.

It is the biography of a teacher, grand in the sincerity of his love

of truth , in his self-abnegation in seeking for it, in his boundless

compassion towards his fellow -men in proclaiming it, when as he

believed he had found it, and grand as he stands before us, the

historic founder of the most ancient and most prevailing of ethnic

religions. But one could hardly write an Epic , and take for his

hero John the Baptist, Luther, or Loyola . It is, however, of

small importance by what technical namewe designate this superb

poem . It finds an immense audience, in an age that praises, but

does not read , any one of the three or four acknowledged Epics of
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the world 's literature, From " The Light of Asia,” more people,

we venture to say, will form their notions of Buddhism , than from

all themany learned works upon the subject.

The Orient has always been the wonder-land of the world , and

nothing reported since the time of Sir John Mandeville has been

too large for Western credulity. The legends of Buddha contain

material of tropical luxuriance, and hardly could they have fallen

into any hands better skilled for moulding it than Mr. Arnold 's.

In a recent notice a writer says of him — “ Mr. Arnold is an im

passioned lover of India . Early in life, fresh with honors as a

classical student at Oxford, he went to India , and became Prin

cipal of the Deccan College at Poona. There he resided for

seven years. He acquired a knowledge of Sanscrit and other

Indian languages, and translated what is known as the ' Hitopor

desa ,' which has long been a valued text-book for Sanscrit schol

ars . He has published several volumes of poems besides the

presentone, among them , the exquisitely beautiful · Indian Song

of Songs. ” How much Mr. Arnold is indebted for his success

to his happy choice of a subject, may be inferred from the fact

that, according to the critics, he has failed in his late attempt,

“ The ninety -nine beautiful names of Allah," to treat the life of

Mahomet as he has treated that of Buddha.

Ofthe eight books which compose the poem , six are taken up

with the legendary biography of Gautama — his miraculous birth

and superhuman childhood, his brief love- life, the awakening of

irrepressible anguish in his great soul as he contemplated the

ceaseless misery that clings inevitably to human existence, his

renunciation of throne and palace and the peerless Yasodhara,

in search of the truth that should make him the Redeemer of the

race. The seventh and eighth books give an exposition of the

doctrines of Nirvana, Dharma, and Karma.

Thus the author has occasion to set before his readers the gor

geous scenery, the glow of passion, the subtle thought, and the

mystic superstition of the East. This, Mr. Arnold's expansive

scholarship , strong imagination, and his profuse fancy, with his

command of picturesque words woven into harmonious metre,

have enabled him to do most effectively. His word -painting in
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description might at once be transferred to canvas. Some ex

tracts, as samples , will give, better than anything we can say, a

just idea of his power. Those who are familiar with the poem

will not begrudge the space allowed . Take this of an Eastern

morning :

" And in the east that miracle of day,

Gathered and grew . At first a dusk so dim

Night seems still unaware of whispered dawn,

But soon - before the jungle cock crows twice

A wbite verge clear, a widening, brightening white ,

High as the herald star, which fades in floods

Of silver , warming into pale gold , caught

By topmost clouds, and flaming on their rims

To fervent golden glow , Aushed from the brink

With saffron , scarlet, crimson, amethyst :

Whereat the sky burns splendid to the blue,

And , robed in raiment of glad light, the King

Of Life and Glory cometh !" P . 113.

Who that has watched the tender dawn of a summer 's morn

ing grow into the glory of sunrise, does not recognise the truth

fulness to nature of the poet's rendering of the scene ?

But we have not, any of us, ever looked upon the gorgeous.

luxury of the interior of an oriental palace, and therefore can only

gaze with ignorant delight upon the luscious fresco Mr. Arnold

gives us in his description of the ante -chamber of Princess Yoso

dhara . It is too long to quote entire, and thus preserve the full

impression , but the portions given will serve as specimens of its

beauty :

* * * " All the chosen ones

Of Prince Siddartha's pleasure-home were there,

The brightest and most faithful of the court,

Each form so lovely in the peace of sleep,

That you had said , 'This is the pearl of all !'

With careless grace they lay, their soft brown limbs

Parthidden , part revealed ; their glossy hair

Bound back with gold or flowers, or flowing loose

In black waves down the shapely. nape and neck .

Lulled into pleasant dreams by happy toils,

They slept, no wearier than jewelled birds

Which sing and love all day, then under wing
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Fold head, till morn bids sing and love again .

* * * “ Here one lay full-length ,

Her vina by her cheek, and in its strings

The little fingers still all interlaced ,

As when the last notes of her light song played

Those radiant eyes to sleep and sealed her own.

Another slumbered folding in her arms

A desert-antelope, its slender head

Buried with back -sloped horns between her breasts

Soft nestling ; it was eating — when both drowsed —

Red roses, and her loosening hand still held

A rose half-mumbled , while a rose- leaf curled

Between the deer ' s lins. * * *

Thus lay they on the clustered carpets, each

A girlish rose with shut leayes , waiting dawn

To open and make daylight beautiful

This was the ante-chamber of the Prince.” P . 85 .

At the close of the eighth book, Buddha in set form explicates

his doctrines. Oriental scholars debate with wide difference what

is meant by Nirvana. Whether Mr. Arnold has shed much light

upon the vexed question must be determined from the following

lines :

* * * " Seeking nothing, be gains all ;

Foregoing self, the universe grows ' I' :

If any teach Nirvana is to cease ,

Say unto such, they lie .

If any teach Nirvana is to live,

Say unto such they err ; not knowing this ,

Nor whatlight shines beyond their broken lamps,

Nor lifeless, timeless bliss." P . 231.

Now to what are we to attribute the uncomfortable feeling left

in the minds of some Christian people after the reading of this

delightful poem ? And the more the poem has been enjoyed , the

more uncomfortable is the feeling.

The answer to this question may perhaps be given better by

illustration than by analysis. The reader of “ Ivanhoe” rises

from its perusal strongly impressed with a sense of the reality of

the characters of that unmatched historical romance. His mind

is thoroughly saturated with the spirit of chivalry ,and with admir

ation for it as depicted by Scott. He has surrendered himself

willingly to the magic of the writer, and accepts with delight the
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impression intended to be conveyed. And this, all the more

readily , because the ground-work of the story is indubitable his

toric fact. King John was occupying the throne of his brother

Richard, absent as a royal crusader in the Holy Land ; the feu

dal system with its hierarchy of monarch , knights, squires, and

vassal followers armed with lance and bow , was the actual form

of government, state of society, and style of war in Europe; the

struggle in England between the Saxon and Norman was ended ,

but the spirit of jealous animosity survived in the breasts of the

yet unamalgamated people ; chivalry was the flower of Feudalism ,

and the gracious tournament was the fitting arena for mimic war.

To paint into this historic frame-work vivid pictures with the

coloring of truth, so that all should blend into one powerful im

pression, was the recognised purpose and prerogative of the nov

elist, and the more thoroughly we give ourselves up to the illu

sion , the greater our enjoyment. We do not care to consider the

probability of the feats-at-arms of Ivanhoe and Front-de-Beuf,

the woodcraft of Robin Hood , the queenliness of Rowena, or the

devotion of Rebecca . Much less do we concern ourselves with

the question of the comparative excellence of Feudalism and the

government of the United States.

Analogous in enjoyment is our experience when we read “ The

Light of Asia .” Mr. Arnold has displayed to our view a cartoon

of Orientalism far more magnificentthan that of Feudalism . India

is presented to us in the midst of a weird antiquity at an epoch

many centuries before the conquest of Britain , and as giving

birth to a new religion , seventeen centuries and more older than

the Catholicism of Scott. The principal figure, far grander than

Richard, is Gautama, whose naine will be living in the mouths of

men when Cour de Lion will be an archaic title, and whose life

and doctrine now influence potentially one-third of the human

race.

How impressively the poet has treated his theme, we have al

ready seen .

But our enjoyment is not, as in reading Ivanhoe, unalloyed .

Weare aware of a current of uneasiness rising in ourminds,

which increases as we proceed , to be augmented at the close into
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positive anxiety . When we endeavor by reflection to make

clear to our own consciousness the particulars which have given

origin to this feeling thatmars our enjoyment of the power and

beauty of the poem , we will,wethink, first pause upon the fact

that so many of the characteristic events given in the inspired

narrative of the life of our Lord are found in these legends of

Buddha, who was born more than five hundred years before our

era. The only solution that occurs to those (and they are not a

few )who have had but little previous acquaintance with Buddh

ism , is that Mr. Arnold has, for poetic effect,made unwarranted

use of Sacred Writ. In a writer of his standing, this would be

astounding and unpardonable . The mere supposition does him

great injustice. In point of fact, there is not to be found in

“ The Light of Asia ” a single incident not contained in the sacred

books of Buddhism . Let the following summary of apparent

coincidences be sufficient to exonorate Mr. Arnold on this score.

We quote from Dr. Eitel, for many years a missionary at Hong

kong, of the London Missionary Society.

Dr. Eitel says (Lecture, p . 14) :

" Shakyamuni Buddha - we are told - came from heaven ,was born of a

virgin , welcomed by angels, received by an old saint who was endowed

with prophetic vision, presented in a temple, baptized with water and

afterwards baptized with fire ; he astonished the most learned doctors by

his understanding and answers ; he was led by the Spirit into the wil

derness , and having been tempted by the devil, he went about preaching

and doing wonders. The friend of publicans and sinners, he is trans

figured on a mount, descends to hell, ascends up to hearen ; in short,

with the single exception of Christ's crucifixion , almost every character

istic incident in Christ's life is also to be found narrated in theBuddhistic

traditions of Shakyamuni Gautama, Buddha. And yet this Buddha

lived and died 543 years before Christ !"

These coincidences are so numerous and so startling, that to

account for them is a matter of great concern. Did the Scrip

ture narrative imitate earlier legends of Buddha ? Let Dr. Eitel

answer :

“ . . . The doctrines of Buddha appear to have been handed down

froin generation to generation, orally . . . . The very earliest compilation

of themodern Buddhist canon that history can point out is that of Ceylon .

Part of it was reduced to writing about 93 B . C . The whole canon ,how
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ever, was first compiled and fixed in writing between the years 412 and

432 of our present Christian era . . . . It can be proved that almost

every single tint of Christian coloring which Buddhist tradition gives to

the life of Buddha is of comparatively modern origin . . . . Nearly all

the above given legends which claim to refer to events that happened

centuries before Christ, cannot be proved to have been in circulation

earlier than the fifth century after Christ."

Dr. Kellogg, of Allegheny Seminary, in a comprehensive and

thorough examination of the subject, says:

“No competent scholar professes to be able to prove that the [earlier )

legends had a single feature of detail coincident with the later gospel

story . . . . Not to enlarge further, it is the significant fact thatnearly

all of the existing original authorities for the legend of the Buddha were

written about the time of that great missionary activity ofthe Nestorian

Church in Southern and Eastern Asia , and none whatever antedate the

known existence of Christian churches in India . Here, then , was the

opportunity required for a transfer of details from the story of Christ to

a preëxistent legend of the Buddha. Of the existence of any realagree

ment between the two stories before the establishment of Christian

churches, we have no evidence at all."

The chronological proofs for these statements are given by Dr.

Kellogg, and the question ably argued from other points of view ,

and he concludes thus :

" Someof the coincident features are either in part or wholly super

ficial and apparent, others merely accidental; others again , mayreason

ably be ascribed to the influence of a tradition of the promise of a Re

deemer; and a remainder,more or less numerous,may with good reason

be attributed to an actual transfer to the original legend of Buddha of

certain elements in the story of Christ, as preached through the East in

the early centuries of our era."

Mr. John T . Perry (in the Critic, February, 1882,) says :

“ The Buddhistic legends, at least the mock-Christian and other ex

travagances, cannot be traced back beyond the Christian era . The rock

cut inscriptions of King Aroka, the Buddhist Constantine, contain none

of these resemblances, and the inscriptions and carvings on temples and

topes do not begin to present Christian legends until the third or fourth

century of our era . Finally , the Buddhistic books come to us with

changes which may have been introduced more than eight centuries after

their subject's death , four or five centuries after Christ.”

These are testimonies from Christian writers. We will add

to them the following from Mr. Rys Davids, a recognised authority
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upon Buddhism . His opinion upon the important question in

hand is of themore weight, inasmuch as he does not occupy the

Christian standpoint. He does not allow to Christianity a divine

origin more than to Buddhism . He treats each religion as the

independent outgrowth of the human mind . Mr. Davids writes :

" I have carefully considered the subject throughout with a candid

mind , quite open to conviction , and can find no evidence whatever of any

actual and direct communication of these ideas from the East to the

West. Where the gospel narratives resemble the Buddhist ones, they

seem to me to have been independently developed on the shores of the

Mediterranean and in the valley of the Ganges."

The reader will not censure us for the copiousness of our ex

tracts, since they at once dissipate the most serious difficulty in

themind of the perplexed admirer of “ The Light of Asia ,' and

at the same time relieve Mr. Arnold from an injurious suspicion .

Hemight, indeed ,have notified his readers that he was rendering

the later legends, and have given an estimate of their historic

value ; butperhaps he considered thathe had given a sufficient

caution in his preface , where he states that he has mainly followed

Mr. Spence Hardy's work . This, the erudite know , was trans

lated from the “ Pujawaliya," written between A . D . 1267 and

1301.

A charge of unfairness, less in degree, but not slightly repre

hensible, may bemade against Mr. Arnold . It is of the occa

sional illegitimate use of the very words of Scripture. We

adduce two instances on the authority of Dr. Kellogg. In giv

ing thelegend of the worship and blessing of the babe Gautama by

the old saint Asita , which bears some resemblance to the blessing

of the infant Jesus in the temple by the aged Simeon, Mr. Arnold

introduces a startling verbal coincidence in the lines

" Yet not all-happy, for a sword must pierce

Thy bowels for this boy."

Dr. Kellogg says :

" Weventure to raise the question , whether the above phraseology can

be justified by any original authority whatever. Again , in the lines

“ If thou be'st Buddh,' she said , ' let others grope

Lightless .

“ For this verbal agreement, we have been able to find no warrant in
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any original authority . Except such warrant can be clearly shown, we

must protest, in the name of cominon honesty , against this inischievous

practice as involving gross misrepresentation of the siunilarity between

the story of Buddha and the life of Christ.”

If we allow that in his poem Mr. Arnold has not transcended

the limits of poetic license, we must still hold him to a stricter

account for the personal convictions which he has avowed in his

brief preface. He speaks of Gautama as

“ A personality the highest, most gentle, holiest, and most beneficent,

with one exception , in the history of thought. [ The 'oneexception ,' as

it stands in the sentence, has a slight suggestion of a pro forma limita

tion . ] A teacher who united the truest princely qualities with the intel

lect of a sage and the passionate devotion of a martyr ; . . . securing a

stupendous conquest of humanity , the love and gratitude of Asia , along

with (contrary to his mandate ) her ferventworship. . . . Most other

creeds are youthful, compared with this venerable religion , which has

in it the eternity of a universal hope, the inmortality of a boundless

love, an indestructible faith in finalgood, and the proudest assertion ever

made of human freedom ."

Now , this strikingly erroneous estimate of Buddhism , along

with the extravagant eulogium of its founder, so beautifully ex

panded in “ The Light of Asia ,'' might be overlooked in one who

has been characterised as “ an impassioned lover of Asia ,” were

it not for the false impression made upon the minds of some read

ers. We have known some young Christians say : “ Hardly can

we perceive any essential difference between this noble religion

and our own. Wemay well spare ourselves the labor of missions

to the Buddhists, until the Church at home has risen to a higher

plane of faith and practice.”

We trust we shall be able, in the remainder of this article, to

disperse the glamor of such an impression . And we may as well

dismiss any special reference to Mr. Arnold , as it has long been

a common method of assailing Christianity to exaggerate the sup

posed excellence of other religions, especially those of the East.

The French Encyclopædic philosophers vied with each other in

extolling the writings of Confucius, in order to disparage Chris

tianity , and later philosophers have exhibited the same spirit.

To establish this last observation, we will quote from Mr. Davids

(Hibbert Lectures, 1881). It will be observed with what sys
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tems, and how , he classifies Christianity. Having called Buddha

the great thinker and reformer of Asia , the teacher of enlighten

ment, of purity , and of universal love, in another paragraph

he says :

• " It may be added that each of the various systems can also be said , in

one sense, to have practically failed . Stoicism , Christianity , Confucian

ism , Buddhism , Comteism , and all the rest, have so far disappointed the

hopes of their founders, and of their early disciples. Though alike in

many essential points, they differ from one another, not only in details,

but in other things which their followers held to be of the first impor

tance. And the reason why they differ is the one thing in which they

are most essentially alike. Each . . . is the natural outcome of an im

measurable past."

This is the undisguised animus pervading Mr. Davids' whole

volume.

Let us consider briefly , and therefore most inadequately , what

justification there is for this high claim for Gautama and the reli

gion of which he was the founder. We make no pretence to a

complete exposition of Buddhism , much less to argue its falsity ;

we aremerely endeavoring to remove needless doubts from minds

that may have been uncomfortably affected by the reading of

“ The Light of Asia .”

In order to disentangle the historical facts, as well as they can

be ascertained , of the life ofGautama from the gorgeous legends

which have grown up around them , and which have been so se

ductively rendered by Mr. Arnold , we will quote the following

résumé from Mr. Davids. It is rather long for our space, but it

contains information which will be of value to those who have

paid little attention to this interesting subject, and who may com

pare it with Mr. Arnold's story. As Mr. Davids is a great ad

mirer of Buddhism , and does not allow a divine origin to Chris

tianity , wemay feel assured that he has not unfairly reduced the

claims of Gautama. After speaking of him as a perfectly natural

man, he writes:

“ Gautama was the son of a raja , a kind of petty chieftain , of the

Sakya clan , who were settled some hundred miles north of the Ganges,

on the spurs at the foot of the Himalaya range. The date of his birth is

not quite certain , as the oldest authority on the point gives two inconsis

tent accounts. But it can be fixed with sufficient accuracy at between
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the middle and the end of the sixth century B . C ., a period during which

the valley of the Ganges underwent no material change. He wasmar

ried in early youth to his first cousin , the daughter of the raja over the

neighboring clan of the Koliyans, whose principal village was only a few

miles from the village of Kapila -vatthu, in which he was born. We hear

nothing more till his twenty -ninth year, when, after a long struggle the

causes and the nature of which wemay guess at, but shall never exactly

know , he finally abandoned his home. After first studying under teach

ers of repute, from whom he derived no satisfactory solution of the prob

lems of life, hedevoted himself for six years to the strictest penance,

by which men then thought that they could obtain the mastery over the

gods. Though his efforts in this direction were such that we are told of

his fame having spread abroad like the sound of a great bell hung in

the skies, this also led to no lasting peace. And in his thirty-fifth year

he passed through a second great mental crisis , the details of which , as

described in Buddhist books with all the poetry the Indian mind was at

that timemaster of, are curiously similar to those of the temptation in

the wilderness . The end of this struggle was reached when , under the

famous Bo-tree at Buddha Gaya , he attained to that state of mind which

was afterwards called Buddbahood , and found at last a final solution of

all his doubts and all his difficulties in the power over the human heart

of inward self-culture, and of love to all other beings. After a struggle

with the not unnatural hesitation whether it would be of any use to make

these views known to others, he decided to proclaim publicly the truth

he thought he had discovered ; and for forty - five years he walked from

place to place in the valley of theGanges, publishing the good newsand

gathering round him a small band of earnestand faithful followers, the

earliest members of his afterwards famous Order. At last, having gained

a considerable ineasure of success, he died peacefully in the midst of his

disciples in bis eightieth year, at Kusinagara, in Vesali, not very far

beyond the Ganges, the scene of his early studies.

“ Such are the simple facts of the career of the man whose life has

been more momentous in its influence upon a large proportion of the hu

man race than that of any other man who has ever lived ." Pp. 126 - 7 .

This is certainly not the Gautama of Mr. Arnold , nor of the

legends which he has adopted . Nevertheless, this outline, un

colored as it is, presents to our view a character that awakens

sympathetic interest, commands respect, and which in some as

pects we may admire and love.

Gautama possessed a deeply religious nature, an honest con

science , a true appreciation of moral beauty and love for it, a

strongly emotional temperament, quick and unbounded sympathy
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of every kind , with uncalculating self-abnegation , and courage to

act upon his convictions. In some respects he resembled the pure

and gentle Marcus Aurelius, but greatly surpassed him in manli

ness and force of character . He has been compared to Socrates,

but he lacked the practical sagacity of the Grecian sophist, and

moved in a plane of higher philanthropy. In his soul-agony, in

striving for light and peace, in his resort to bodily mortification ,

and in his final deliverance from the principal falsities of Brah

manism and the wiles of corrupt priests, he anticipated Luther ;

while after he had attained what he mistook for truth , his conse

cration to the work of proclaiming it was scarcely less than thatof

the Apostle Paul. Gautama was probably a partial contemporary

of Daniel. Had he only met with that inspired instructor of

troubled souls, and heard him say : “ Blessed be the name of God

for ever; for wisdom and might are his. He giveth wisdom unto

the wise, and knowledge to them that know understanding; he re

vealeth the deep and secret things : he knoweth what is in the

darkness, and the light dwelleth in him ” — and had been taught,

not the despairing conjecture of future annihilation , but the sure

doctrine, “Many of them that sleep in the dust shall awake, some

to everlasting life and some to shameand everlasting contempt” —

his hungry soul would have fed upon the divine doctrine, and

how different would have been his life, and how differentmight

have been this day the condition of the continent of Asia !

Notwithstanding all that has been said , we see in Gautama

nothing godlike ,and not enough of anything to justify the exalted

terms applied to him by Mr. Arnold and Mr. Davids. He was

not a sage, nor an enlightener, nor a deliverer. He held gross

and fatal errors of his own, and spent his long life in propagating

the absurd and ruinous Brahmanic superstition of transmigration,

an error which necessitates a false and pernicious view of man 's

present life, extinguishes the flickering light cast by natural rea

son upon futurity, and nullifies the instinctive hope of heaven .

His religious system has proved itself incapable of elevating the

character, purifying the morals, or (with a single exception) of

bettering the social condition of themillionswhohave accepted it.

Let us now turn from the founder of the religion to the religion
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nh .

itself — from Buddha to Buddhism . And we repeat the notice

that we are not attempting a systematic inquiry into Buddhism ,

but only for the sake of some readers of “ The Light of Asia ,"

an exhibition of its most prominent features in relation to Mr.

Arnold 's poem . For this purpose we think it will suffice to lay

down and establish the following proposition

Buddhism , in the fundamentals of its creed, is farther re

moved from Christianity than is any other of the non -Chris

tian religions of the world .

We will content ourselves with signalising three of its funda

mental principles. It would be waste of time to argue their direct

antagonism to revealed truth .

I. While Brahmanism is Pantheistic , Confucianism Agnostic,

Zoroastrianism and Mahommedanism Monotheistic, Buddhism is

Atheistic !

Mr. Davids says :

" For the first time in the history of the world , Buddhism proclaimed a

salvation . . . withoutany the least reference to God or gods, either

great or small."

Dr. Eitel :

" It is a religion withoutGod. . . . Buddhism knows no creative prime

agent,no supra-mundane or ante -mundane principle , no preëxisting spirit.

. . . When Gautama became a Buddha, . . . he was simply in a state of

moraldespair . He threw overboard all faith in God and moral conscious

ness ; he abandoned all hope for theactual world ,which appeared to him

radically and irremediably bad ; he saw no way of escape but that of

the extinction of existence itself.”

II. Buddhism rejects the doctrine of a soul in man .

Mr. Davids :

" It swept away from the field of its vision the whole of the great soul

theory,which had hitherto so completely filled and dominated the minds

of the superstitious and the thoughtful alike . . . . In no case, there

fore, is there any future life in the Christian sense . At a man 's death ,

nothing survives but the effect of his actions, and the good he has done,

though it lives after him , will redound not to his own benefit, as we

should call it, but to the benefit of generations yet unborn, between

himself and whom there will be no consciousness of identity in any shape

or way."

Dr. Kellogg :

“ When the Buddhist writings speak of the preëxistence of the Buddha,
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and of other men, they do not mean to teach their preëxistence in our

sense of the term at all. For when we speak of a previous or future

existence of any one, we mean , of course, the previous or future exist

ence of the animating soul. But nothing can be clearer than that Buddh

ism , according to its own authorities, denies in toto that there is such an

essence as the soul." .

Dr. Caird, of Glasgow , says :

“ It is a religion destitute of every idea that has lent, or that can be

conceived to lend , to any system of belief its power over the human

spirit. It is a religion which seems to deny the very being of God, and

which refuses to man the hope of immortality. It teaches, as one of its

cardinal doctrines, that existence is wretchedness, and the love of it a

feeling to be suppressed and exterminated ; that the highest happiness

attainable on earth is in extinction of all natural desires and affections,

and the only heaven beyond it utter and final extinction ."

III. It cruelly denies to its votaries , who are taught that exist

ence on earth is necessarily bitter misery, the consolatory hope,

instinctive in the breast of man, of a blissful existence in a life

to come. This is logically included in the denial that there is

such an essence as the soul ; but as it is the direct contrary of a

distinct and most precious article of Christian faith , to enumerate

it separately is not superfluous.

Nirvana is often spoken of as the heaven of the Buddhist.

What is Nirvana ? To this question , equally competent scholars

have given directly opposing answers. Some hold that it means

absolute annihilation, and others that it means everlasting bliss.

Dr. Eitel seems to present a fair view of the state of the question

when he says :

“ The most ancient sutras we possess coincide with the popular litera

ture of modern Buddhism , in describing Nirvana as a condition of con

scious personal felicity. . . . On the other hand, both ancientand modern

philosophical schools of Buddhism have always had a leaning to , and in

most instances have actually defined Nirvana as a state of absolute an

nihilation , where there is neither consciousness nor personality nor

existence of any kind. And I do believe that a consistent development

of the principles of Buddhism must always lead to the same negative

result. . . . It is impossible to decide which of the two views Buddha

himself actually held ."

A late writer in Blackwood thus characterises, in a striking

passage, the Buddhist faith :

" A resigned and tranquil pessimism , whose gospel for wearied human
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ity has no promise of life , but only of Nirvana, an eternal calm , ofwhich

nothing can be affirmed but the absolute negation of individuality and

consciousness. Self-restraint and purity, the knowledge of the 'noble

truths,' the realisation of Nirvana — this is the greatestblessing. Accord

ing to Buddhism , 'the path of the holy ones' is literally the path to

spiritual suicide ; for its goal is the annihilation of even the desire to

exist ; and the wise who attain it become like the flame of an extinguished

lamp. A religion , onemay well say, of sweetness (? ) without light, of

patience without humility, of morality without love, of self-abnegation

without hope ; the consecration of an innoxious apathy, reserving its

highest honors of canonisation for the houseless celibate, who is neither

pleased nor displeased with anything, cares not for learning, clings not to

good nor to evil, and has severed himself from all passion and alldesire.''

As far as weare informed, Confucianism is the only other an

cient religion which does not distinctly hold out to its followers

the hope of happiness hereafter.

It is quite remarkable how some of the great problems of life

most important to man are exhibited in reversed statements by

Christianity and Buddhism respectively . Christianity , upon the

authority of revelation , affirms that man is the creature of an act

of God ; that our condition in the life to comedepends upon our

character and acts in this life, and that death is the termination

of earthly existence . Buddhism , on the contrary, reaching its

conclusions by meditative thought, maintains that God (i. 'e.,

Buddha) is the result of man's acts ; that our condition in this

life has been determined by the character and acts in a prior life

of someone else, with whom we have no connexion by descent or

otherwise, and that death is the occasion of renewed existence on

earth . For the triumphant Christian , death is swallowed up in

eternal life ; for the Buddhist who attains salvation, life, other

wise endless, is swallowed up in death . The faith of the Chris

tian is immortality ; the hope of the Buddhist, annihilation .

Heaven is the Christian 's home ; Nirvana the Buddhist sepul

chre !

The object of this article has not been to attempt to handle the

argument for the truth of Christianity drawn from its immeasur

able superiority over all false religions, yet the fact that it is so

must ever be present to the mind of every intelligent believer.

This is eloquently expressed by Canon Farrar :

VOL . XXXIV ., No . 4 – 10 .
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" And we who can compare Christ's teaching with all that the world

has of best and greatest in philosophy, eloquence,and song, must not we,

too, add that, teaching as one having authority , he spake as never man

spake ? Other teachers have, by God 's grace, uttered words of wisdom ;

but to which of them has it been granted to regenerate mankind ?

What would the world be now , if it had nothing better than the dry

aphorisms and cautious hesitations of Confucius, or the dubious princi

ples and dangerous concessions of Plato ? Would humanity have made

the vast moral advance which it has made,if no great Prophet from on

high had furnished it with anything better than Sakyamuni's dreary

hope of a Nirvana, to be won by unnatural asceticism , or than Mahomet's

cynical sanction of polygamy and despotism ? . . . Is Christianity

no better than what Grece became, and what Turkey and Arabia and

China are ? Does Christianity wither the nations which have accepted

it, with the atrophy of Buddhism or the blight of Islam ? . . . Other

religions are demonstrably defective and erroneous ; ourshas never been

proved to be otherwise than perfect and entire ; other systems were esoteric

and exclusive, ours simple and universal ; others temporary and for the

few , ours eternal and for the race . Kung-footse , Sakyamuni, Mahomet,

could not even conceive of a society without falling into miserable

error ; Christ established the reality of an eternaland glorious kingdom ,

whose theory for all, whose history in the world prove it to be, indeed ,

wbat it was from the first proclaimed to be, the kingdom of heaven , the

kingdom of God.”

Let us conclude that wemay enjoy without alarm the beauties

of “ The Light of Asia.” Our faith is not disturbed . Let us

charitably suppose that Mr. Arnold did not mean to assail it.

Rather let us be filled with compassion for those who, groping in

darkness, are helplessly feeling after God , if haply they may find

him . And let our hearts swell with renewed gratitude that we

have not been left to follow cunningly -devised fables, but have

been taught by divine revelation the truth which the combined

wisdom of the ages has proved itself insufficientby searching to

find out ; that we worship the Triune God ; that we have an Al

mighty Father, Protector, and Benefactor, a divine Saviour, Re

deemer, and Mediator, and a gracious Holy Spirit, Regenerator,

Sanctifier, and Comforter, to make us meet for the inheritance

incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth notaway.

J . T . L . PRESTON .
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ARTICLE VI.

“ THE LORD' S DAY, AND NOT THE JEWISH SAB

BATH ,” REVIEWED .

It is with extreme reluctance that we enter upon a review of

the articles that appeared some time since in two consecutive

numbers of this REVIEW , on “ The Lord's Day, and not the Jew

ish Sabbath," by the late Rev. John Beveridge, as the hand that

penned them now lies cold in death , and therefore utterly power

less to defend itself. But as so many of the positions of our

tract on the “ Holy Sabbath " have been assailed, and its very ;

orthodoxy seemingly questioned , though with the imprimatur of

the Church upon it, ; and as the views presented in the above

mentioned articles are in so maay important particulars so radi

cally different from the commonly received opinions of the Chris

tian world , and, in our judgment, so unscriptural and hurtful in

their tendencies , that we cannot allow them to pass unchallenged .

The interest clustering around the Sabbath is of no ordinary

character. The foundation of this institution lies coördinate with

the foundation of the Church and the structure of society, and the

overthrow of the onemeans simply the overthrow of the other.

It is impossible, therefore, for its friends to stand idly by and see

any of its impregnable bulwarks undermined , either by the false

positions of its friends or the open assaults of its foes, without

lifting the voice in its defence. Whilst we shall endeavor to deal

with all tenderness with the memory of our departed brother, we

must be allowed to point outany error into which he has fallen,

and show the dangerous tendency of some of his positions.

Our reviewer contends for what he terms the Lord's Day in

contradistinction to the Jewish Sabbath . He maintains that

there was no express command to observe a day of weekly rest

before the exodus ; that the Jewish Sabbath was instituted in the

wilderness in connexion with the giving of manna, and having

nothing whatever to do with the creation as to its origin ; the fact

of God 's resting only being confirmatory of the appointment, and

not the ground of it, thatground being the giving of the manna ;
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that the Jewish Sabbath being a part of theMosaic ritual, it was .

fulfilled with the rest of that ritual, and abolished with it ; that

the Christian Sabbath is not a transfer of anything from the old

covenant— " not a patch on the old garment,” as he expresses it

but something entirely new , being an outgrowth of the new cove

nant, and no more a transfer than the gospel ministry is a trans

fer of the Levitical priesthood ; and we must therefore look to

the New Testament teachings, as confirmed by the Old Testa

ment types and the teachings of the prophets, for our warrant for

its observance.

· Before entering upon the consideration of his arguments, we

must be allowed to take exceptions to his method of putting the

question . He states it thus : “ The Lord's Day, and notthe Jewish

Sabbath.” . With all due deference, wemust assert that this is

not the issue. The alternative is not between the Lord's Day

and a Sabbath that originated with the Jews. No one, that we

are aware of, holds to the transfer of the Jewish Sabbath as

such . The orthodox view is that the Christian Sabbath is not

the transfer of a Jewish , but of the original ordinance, instituted

at the creation , and which was temporarily ingrafted into the

Mosaic ritual, as Fairbairn expresses it. The writer has correctly

stated our view when he says : “ Dr. Fairbairn maintains that a

seventh day of rest was given to the world at the creation, and

that it was engrafted into the Jewish system , which gave it a

symbolical and typical value, and that from thence the original

ordinance was transferred to the Christian system , with a new

day and a new name.” P . 92. That this is precisely the posi

tion of the Holy Sabbath , appears from the following : “ As the

day existed previously, it could not have originated with the

Mosaic ritual, and nothaving originated with that ritual, it could

not in any way depend upon it for its perpetuity. Like the law

of murder and the ordinance of marriage, having a previous and

independent existence, and being of universal application , it was

only united to the Sinaitic laws in a temporary union , and to

gether with them formed the statutory code of the land ; the

after -dissolution of that union could only leave it where it found

it. The only part that strictly belonged to the state was the
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death penalty which was afterward added, and which has been

repeated, being no part of the original law .” P . 30. It seems

strange , therefore, that with this interpretation of Fairbairn, and

this clear and emphatic utterance of the Holy Sabbath before

him , he should endeavor to confine the issue to a choice between

the Jewish Sabbath and the Lord 's Day. If the real issue be

the transfer of the original ordinance , then all thathe has said

about the death penalty , warm dinners, and our obligation to keep

the day as the old Jews did , at once falls to the ground , being

wholly irrelevant ; and wemight dismiss the further consideration

of the subject, were it not for the many untenable and erroneous

assertions and positions assumed in the course of the argument.

. 1. Before anything can be done towards upsetting the ortho

dox view , somedisposition must necessarily be made of that first

seventh day rest ; for there it stands in its isolated grandeur, a

Gibraltar of strength , upon the very opening pages of revelation.

Naturally, therefore, our reviewer makes this his first point of at

tack, and his weapon the periodic character of God's resting.

He argues that as God did not enter again upon the work of cre

ation on the eighth day, that the seventh could not be a day of

ordinary length , but a period , and reaching, as he defines it,

“ from the end of the six days in which creation was brought into

existence, down to the morning of redemption , when a still more

holy day was ushered in .” P . 617. The point of theargument

is simply this, that as the seventh day was a period, and wholly

disproportioned to the other six days, and extending to Christ,

when the Creator begins to work again , but in another field , the

field of redemption, the only solution is, that it must be a type of

the gospel rest; and if so , then it furnishes no foundation for a

seventh day rest of twenty -four hours.

In reply , we have to say, the Scriptures make no such distinc

tion between day and period . They apply the same term alike

to both . They say day each time. If you make the seventh day

a period ,why not the other six ? To use the same word in such

different senses, when in such close proximity, is a freedom in

the use of the sacred text which seems wholly unwarrantable.

Further, if the Sabbath day of Genesis be a period extending
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to Christ, then the conclusion is irresistible that the sacred period

is past ; for the blessing and the sanctifying which impart the

sacredness are to be coextensive with the day. When it stops, they

will also cease. Butwhy stop with redemption ? Did God then

cease to rest ? Is he not now resting ? Can any one see any

reason why the first four thousand years only of the world 's his

tory should be blessed ? If the simple ground of resting be the

ground of blessing , then all future timemust be blessed, for God

is now resting, and will ever continue to rest. And not only so ,

but as a question of fact, is it true that God waited four thousand

years before he commenced the work of redemption ? If he did ,

what became of the inhabitants of the old world ? Are they all

lost ? If saved , upon what ground ? We have always been ac

customed to think that initiative steps were taken for the salva

tion of man immediately after his fall. To say that the seventh

day is a period, and that period to be limited to the time of Christ,

seemsarbitrary in the extreme.

Then , if this be the only period blessed and sanctified, in what

did the blessing consist, and how sanctified ? To sanctify is to set

apartfrom a common to a sacred use. Butwhere is the evidence

of God's setting apart this first four thousand years for a sacred

use ? And for whom ? Surely not for himself; for all times

are equally sacred with him . And if for man, how was he to

observe it ? The writer tells us how it was blessed and sanctified.

“ He blessed it by walking with man at the beginning, and sanc

tified it by coming himself in human flesh to redeem man from

the curse of the fall.” P .617. Thus, according to our reviewer,

this period was blessed only at its beginning, and sanctified at its

close. But did Moses speak thus ? Did he say the blessing was

confined to the beginning, and the sanctification did not cometill

its close ? If blessed only at the beginning, we do not see how

that could be a reason for the Jews sanctifying the whole of the

seventh day ; and if the sanctification was withheld till its close,

we are equally at a loss to understand how a sanctification not

yet accomplished could be given as a reason why the Jews should

sanctify anything. And even if the whole of the period were

blessed and sanctified, we are still unable to seewhy the Jew or any
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one else should keep holy one-seventh of their time because the

Lord rested four thousand years ; and yet the writer so uses it.

He makes the resting confirmatory of the appointment of the

Jewish Sabbath in the wilderness. The giving of the manna the

ground, the resting the confirmation of the ordinance . They

were to rest, because God had rested .

And now we might just as well consider this period difficulty

here as at any other time. Let us admit, for argument sake,

that the seventh day was a period extending to Christ, and what

then ? May not the first six days be periods of similar length ,

and if so , what becomes of the argument based upon the ground

of disproportion ? Or even extend it to the final consummation of

all things, and those first six periods may still also have been

periods of similar length . We know nothing about the length of

days in the early cosmogony. As God's ways are not as our ways,

neither are his days as our days. And no matter how prolonged

they may have been, it is very easy for us to see how they could

be made to correspond in length with the period of God's resting,

though that period may have run through interminable ages to

the time when, in his inscrutable wisdom , he may begin the inau

guration of a new scheme of readjustment of his works, if not of

a new creation . If so , we at once have an answer to the argu

ment of disproportion .

But this idea of seven equal periods, though furnishing an an

swer to the argument of our reviewer , does notmeetthe realdiffi

culty in the case, and for the reason that nomatter whether we

adopt the geologic idea of six indefinite periodsor not, the difficulty

resting upon the ground of disproportion will remain , since God 's

resting does not stop with redemption, nor yet with the dawn of

heaven, but will continue for ever ; and his blessing, instead of

stopping, will only deepen and widen throughout the countless

ages of eternity . And though the first six geologic periods may

embrace millions upon millions of years, there will always be a

disproportion between them and the eternal rest of God.

The true and only solution of the difficulty , in our judgment,

lies in the typical and prophetic history of the Scriptures and of

the world . Any one who has given any attention to this subject,
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knows that the prophetic plan is that of a system within a sys

tem , a period within a period, and that the last period of any one

series includes all the series of the next period. Thus, the

seventh seal contained the seven trumpets, the seventh trumpet

contained the seven vials ; so the seventh day of creation con

tains the whole of redemption , both in its typical and actual as

pects. Like seven concentric circles, these periods lie within

each other, the innermost being the Sabbath of creation , inter

minable in its very nature, and having in its bosom other con

centric circles, representing redemption in all its phases, including

the rest of the gospel and terminating in the rest of heaven.

Even as the bark includes the concentric rings of the enclosed

body, showing the growth and development of the tree, and as

the court surrounded the tabernacle that contained in its bosom

the shekinah of the Lord , so the sabbatic rest of creation in

cludes the entire series to follow. Itswallows up in its vastsweep

all the other rests, till at last it merges into the rest of heaven .

Like the two opposite oceans, the complements of each, these two

rests, the rest of creation and the rest of redemption , though dis

tinct, are nevertheless bound together , and after all are one and

inseparable . The rest of heaven is but the completion and per

fection of the first rest of creation : the seventh day rest, the

rest of Canaan, the rest of the sabbatic year, and the rest of

jubilee, as well as that of Canaan , being but integral portions of

the first, and adumbrations of the second . Hence the expression

of Scripture, “ Enter into his rest,” which clearly began at cre

ation , but stretches illimitably into eternity. The seven days of

creation is emphatically the foundation of the whole scheme, giv

ing shape to the whole interior structure, as the rind or bark de

termines the configuration of the enclosed kernel. To make the

rest of the Creator cease with Christ, or to make the scheme of

creation simply confirmatory of the Sabbath appointment, in

stead of the ground of it, is certainly a misconception of the

whole scheme.

2 . The second step in the argumentof our reviewer is the giv

ing of the Jewish Sabbath . Having, to his satisfaction , destroyed

all foundation for the ordinance in the seventh day rest of creation ,
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his next step is to show that the Jewish Sabbath was peculiarly

a Jewish institution, and therefore not binding upon us. The

argument is this, that as the Jewish Sabbath was given in con

nexion with themanna, and as themanna was fulfilled in Christ,

the true Bread, so the Sabbath was fulfilled in the spiritual rest

that Christ brings his people. The force of this argument clearly

rests upon these two points: 1st. The implied ' assumption that

the Sabbath is now instituted for the first time. 2d . The indis

soluble union of the manna with it, and the fulfilment of the two

in Christ.

As the first of these is themain point in the whole controversy,

we invite special attention to it. And we at once raise the ques

tion, Was the appointment in the wilderness the initial point of

the institution ? This is what our reviewer asserts with emphasis

over and over again , and yet, with the increasing necessities of

the argument, he is compelled to modify and even deny the same.

“ Moses,” says he, “ tells the people : “ The Lord hath given you the

sabbath , therefore he giveth you the bread of two days ;' which

proves clearly that the Jewish Sabbath was a new institution ,

given with the bread, and that the manna, or its equivalent, and

the day of rest are so intimately united that they cannot be di

vorced .” P . 620. “ Counting from the tenth day of the first

month , when the passover lamb was chosen, to the twenty - second

day of the second month , that on which the Jewish Sabbath was

first instituted." P . 622. “ Now just as the Jewish Sabbath

was instituted forty -two days after the passover lamb." P . 623.

Here in these passages he makes the wilderness the beginning.

But in other places, as the necessities of the argument press upon

him , he locates the origin even of the Jewish Sabbath farther

back . In the January number he says: “ The Jewish Sabbath was

a terrible memento of death — death in Egypt. The destroying

angel was at work on that terrible night when Israel left Egypt,

and the Jewish Sabbath was instituted as a monument of the sad

events of that night.” P . 71. “ The carnal first-born lay in the

tomb in Egypt on that day which was the origin of the Jewish

Sabbath ." P . 71. “ It was in memory of a dark and terrible

nightwhen Israel went out of Egypt, that resulted in the institu



768 [Oct.,“ The Lord's Day,

tion of the Jewish Sabbath ." P . 74 . “ Just as Christ was forced

into his grave at the commencement of a Jewish Sabbath , that

Israel passed through the Red Sea on the Sabbath day also.” P .

74. ( The italics in the above are ours.) Here, then , at one time

it is distinctly asserted that the Sabbath was instituted for the

first timein the wilderness, at another just as distinct mention is

made of its existence in Egypt. At one time it is given in con

nexion with themanna, from which it can never be divorced, at

another with the deliverance from Egypt, and as a memento of

death , the children of Israel having “ passed through the Red Sea

on the Sabbath day also .” Now which does he mean ? Why

assert so positively that the ordinance originated in the wilder

ness, if the necessities of the argument demanded its recognition

in Egypt and at the Red Sea ? And if its existence be recog

nised in Egypt, why not at a still earlier period , in that “ proper

portion of their time,” which he had reason to infer that God

required of the patriarchs of old ? “ Weknow ," says he, “ that

God walked with the patriarchs, and no doubt taught them to

obey his will by verbal communications ; and we also know that

he had his servants, who, like Noah, were preachers of righteous

ness , or, in other words, teachers of the moral law ; and thus have

good reason to infer that he required of his children a proper

portion of their time in consecration to himself.” P . 618 . And

what would be a more proper portion than a seventh ? The very

fact that God afterwards by formal statute required that portion ,

is of itself sufficient to lead to the conclusion that that was the

portion then required . And, indeed, this is what our reviewer is

forced to admit, though in the face of his argument. Says he,

“ We have nowhere maintained that God gave the world no week

ly rest until he gave the manna to the Israelites in the desert,

we have admitted that from inference we understand that God' s

preachers of righteousness did teach the people to observe a week

ly rest. We think there can be no doubt about this, and we

should consider it a great error to say that the antediluvian world

had no seventh day of rest." P. 92. And what was this but the

Sabbath ? Here , then , according to the admission of the writer

himself we have traces of a Sabbath running back far anterior to

P . 92. the adi
hack far
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the time of Moses, wholly inexplicable upon any other supposi

tion than the existence of an ordinance, traditionally or verbally

communicated, as he expresses it ; but nevertheless in existence.

And whatmatters it whether verbal or written ? A verbal com

munication would be just as binding as any other . Can we sup

pose for a moment that there were no sacred rites and sacred

times; no Sabbaths of communion with God prior to the flood ?

Did God thus abandon his chosen seed for fifteen hundred years ?

No, says the whole analogy of Scripture. No, says our reviewer

himself. “ We consider it a great error to say that the antedilu

vian world had no seventh day of rest.” God doubtless did com

municate his will in this as other things of which we have no

mention in the Scriptures. Why, then should it be considered

an incredible thing that thatshould first be communicated private

ly and verbally to the line of the patriarchs which was afterwards

given by Moses publicly with all the formality of statutory law ?

But let us look more closely into this proposed origin of the

Jewish Sabbath , given in the wilderness for the first time, and

given in connexion with the manna. These wereunquestionably

given together, but in what order ? Onemust have preceded the

other. Which, then , the cause, and which the effect ? Did the

manna give rise to the Sabbath , or the Sabbath to the manna ?

Our reviewer adopts the former . Says he : “ The Sabbath day

was given to the Jews because God gave them food from heaven

for six days, doubling the supply on the seventh .” P . 621. How

different this language from that used by Moses will appear at a

single glance . Moses says : “ See , for the Lord hath given you

the Sabbath , therefore he giveth you on the sixth day the bread

of two days.” Ex. xvi. 29. Our reviewer says the Sabbath was

given because of the doubling of the manna on the sixth day.

Weunderstand Moses to say just the reverse : that the manna

was doubled on the sixth day because the Lord had given them

the seventh as a Sabbath . Look at the history : with the first

promise of manna is coupled the command to gather twice as

mych on the sixth day. For six consecutive days the people

gathered an homer apiece. On the sixth day they gathered two

homers. The elders report the fact to Moses, and he explains,
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“ This is what the Lord hath said , To-morrow is the rest of the

holy sabbath unto the Lord," and for this reason they were re

quired to gather double. With this explanation is coupled the

additional instruction to bake or seethe what they had and keep

the remainder for the next day. Then follows the standing com

mand to gather it for six days, with a double portion on the sixth ,

for there would be none on the seventh , and for the reason al

ready assigned, that " the Lord hath given you the sabbath, there

fore he giveth you on the sixth day the bread of two days.” Let

any one turn and read the history in the sixteenth chapter of Ex

odus and see if the idea of the pre-existence of a Sabbath does

not underlie the whole transaction .

The utter falsity of this manna theory will further appear, not

only from the explicit language of Moses, but its utter unreason

ableness. An institution that was to occupy such a conspicuous

position, and play such an important rôle in the after history of

the Church and world , being the adumbration of so much that is

grand and glorious, founded in the merest circumstance of gath

ering a double portion of manna ! How natural the inquiry,

Why was the quantity doubled on the sixth day more than on the

eighth or ninth ? and how impossible of explanation , according

to the theory of the writer. God has a reason for all that he does.

It is not for us to scan his plans and demand reasons of him .

But who does not see, with all the luminousness of a sunbeam ,

his finger pointing to the original rest as the foundation of the

appointment, the giving of the manna being simply the occasion

of the renewal of the original ordinance, he himself thus showing

respect to his own appointment : To make the manna-gathering

the foundation , and the rest of creation simply confirmatory, in

stead of creation the foundation and the rest in the wilderness

the after development, is simply to contradict the whole analogy

of nature which requires the embryonic cell to contain the germ

of all that is future.

Besides, if the original idea of the Sabbath be simply a rest from

manna-gathering, how account for the prohibition in other direc

tions ? They were not to do work of any kind, and wherefore ?

Because the manna was doubled on that day ? Is that any rea
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son why the people should rest all day and do no other work ?

The theory utterly fails to explain the universality of the prohi

bition. It explains why there should be cessation from manna

gathering, but not from other work. And is it not strange, if

manna-gathering be the foundation of the rest, that when God so

shortly afterwards thundered that law so loudly in the ears of

Israel, he said not one word about resting from manna-gathering ?

Six days shalt thou work and rest on the seventh , not because

thou rested from manna-gathering, but solely upon the ground

that the Lord thy God rested on the seventh day after six days

of labor . In view of the awful surroundings and proximity to

Sinai, to make the simple fact of resting from manna-gathering

the ground of the appointment is irrational and unsatisfactory in

the extreme.

This brings us to the second part of our reviewer 's argument,

the typical character of the manna, and its indissoluble union

with the Jewish Sabbath . These, we are told , were bound to

gether in a union “ from which they can never be divorced.” And

as the one was fulfilled in Christ, the true Bread, so must the

other likewise be fulfilled in the rest that he brings, and this, of

course, brings the termination of the Jewish Sabbath , it be

ingmerged in that rest to which it pointed, and in which it was

fulfilled .

One would suppose, from the prominence given this argument,

that surely there was no doubt in the mind of the writer as to the

true typical character of the manna . But let him speak for

himself. Speaking of Christ, he says, “ That true Bread from

heaven ofwhich themanna was an imperfect type, if type at all,

gives not life to the body, but life to the soul.” P . 623 . Again ,

“ It is usually supposed that the manna was a type of Christ.

This can hardly be true. If it were, it would not become filled

with worms, nor would the gathering of it be prohibited on the

Sabbath day.” Again , “ The manna ceased when the Israelites

entered Canaan ; does Christ's presence leave us when we enter

the rest of his kingdom ?” P . 625. Here, then, we have an ar

gument based upon an assertion , the truth of which is afterwards

doubted, if the assertion itself be not retracted . If the typical
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character of themanna be the thing that limits the fulfilment of

the Jewish Sabbath in the gospel rest, and that be surrendered ,

then what becomes of the limitation ? Furthermore, can any one

see any reason why things so diverse as the manna and the Sab

bath should be indissolubly bound together ? Besides, as a mat

ter of fact, that union was not indissoluble. Themanna gave out

in Canaan and the Sabbath continued. They can never be di

vorced , says the writer, and yet they were divorced . What, then ,

becomes of the argument based upon the indissolubility of the

union ? And still further, if the Sabbath survived the manna,

why may it not in its essential features still and ever continue to

exist ? And this must necessarily be the case, unless fulfilled in

something, What, then , did it represent ? and in what fulfilled ?

And here again our reviewer seems particularly unfortunate.

For at one time hemakes it mean one thing, and at another quite

another. At one time, “ the type of Christ,” p . 54 ; " a shadow

fulfilled ,” when Christ the body comes , p. 637. At another, the

Christian Sabbath , “ the first day of man 's redemption ," p .

63 ; the Sabbath day fulfilled in the Lord 's day, “ the antitype ,”

p . 78. Then at another still, the " type of that rest of the soul

from the bondage of sin , which our Saviour introduced.” P . 57 .

Thus at one time it is made the type of a definite, at another of

an indefinite, period. At one timethe type of the Christian Sab

bath , and at another of the whole Christian era ! Furthermore,

whilst making it the type of the Christian Sabbath and gospel

rest, he at the same time argues that it differs from the former,

inasmuch as whilst the Christian Sabbath was the " symbol of

light," the Jewish was the symbol of darkness," and yet one the

type of the other ! That which is the symbol of darkness the

type of that which is the symbol of light !

But we must insist upon knowing what has become of the

Jewish Sabbath. “ That a type is a prophecy that cannot be abol

ished until fulfilled in the antitype, is a truth which no one can

question,” says the writer, p . 56 . Again : “ The Jewish nation

may be considered a type of the world from the death of Christ

to the end of time.” P . 621. Of what, then , was the Jewish

Sabbath a type ? What has become of it ? Was it fulfilled in
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the Christian Sabbath , or the rest of the soul? Or if not, in

what? It is a very easy matter to say fulfilled in Christ, and

therefore abolished . But how, wherein , and according to what

law ? In the formal delivery of the law , but a few days after - ,

wards at Sinai, not one word was said about manna. “ Six days

shalt thou labor and do all thy work,” etc. Now , we would like

very much to be told wherein this law of labor of working six

days and resting one has been fulfilled in Christ. Go, read and

see what Jeremiah and the prophets, when speaking of gospel

times, say about working on the Sabbath , and calling it a delight,

and tell us where the same has been fulfilled in Christ. We

simply deny the allegation that the law establishing the Sabbath

at Sinai has been fulfilled in Christ, and challenge the world to

show wherein the Fourth Commandment has been fulfilled in

Christ, any more than the Seventh or Eighth or Ninth. If the

Fourth Commandment hasbeen abolished because fulfilled , so has

the Sixth and Seventh and Eighth , and man is for ever absolved

from the sin ofmurder, adultery, and theft. Christ has distinctly

laid down the law that nothing has been abolished save what was

fulfilled in him . Now , if a part of the law requiring a seventh

day of rest has been abolished by reason of the fact that Christ

has substituted another rest in the place of it, and into which it

merges, then tell us wherein the other part, requiring six days of

labor has been fulfilled by him in the substitution of labor for

the six days of work required of the Jews. We simply assert

it, without any fear of contradiction , that Christ has never kept

that part of the law requiring six days of work, so that he has

released the Jews, or any body else, from the duty of manual

toil and labor.

We are now in the very heart of this controversy, and there

fore invite special attention to the points involved . If the Jewish

nation is to be considered the " type of the whole world from the

death of Christ to the end of time,” as our writer asserts, then

the rest of Canaan is to perform a very conspicuous part in the

system of typology, being its fulfilment,and therefore its termina

tion . If the land of Canaan be the " type of God 's kingdom ,"

as he also asserts, then its rest must be the type of the rest of
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that kingdom , begun on earth and completed in heaven . But

here is the astounding fact, that whilst themanna gives out, the

Sabbath from which it “ can never be divorced ” continues on .

The sabbatic year and the year of jubilee, having their origin in

Canaan, according to the law of types, must find their fulfilment

in the spiritual kingdom of Christ and the prophetic unfoldings of

the Apocalypse. But not so with the Sabbath . That originated

anterior to the rest of Canaan, and as part of the typical system

ought to have been fulfilled, and, like the manna, ceased upon

entering Canaan , especially according to the argument of our

reviewer , who insists that the rest of the Sabbath bears the same

relation to the rest of Canaan, that the Christian Sabbath doesto

the rest of the gospel. The latter, therefore, is clearly the ear

nest, prophecy , and pledge of the final rest which is but the com

pletion of that which begins on earth . So the other must have

been the earnest, prophecy, and pledge of the rest of Canaan. If

so, why did it not cease upon the entering upon that rest, just the

same as the other is to cease when it merges into the everlasting

rest of heaven ? How explain its continuance ? “ The Jewish

Sabbath is not discontinued when the Jews enter Canaan. A

law had already been given , which confirms its continuance till

the true manna and the true rest should come.” P . 623. But

what law ? Why did he not tell us ? It was indissolubly bound

with the manna, but the manna had ceased . The manna clearly

pointed to the corn in Canaan , and found its first fulfilment in

the ample provisionsmade for the support of Israel in Canaan .

Hence it ceased as soon as the corn was reached . These, again ,

to a higher fulfilment in the true Israel feeding upon Christ, the

truemanna, in their pilgrimage through this world to the heaven

ly Canaan . For the same reason, the Sabbath ought to have had

its fulfilment in Canaan, and merged into its rest. Here, then ,

are the only alternatives. If the type of the rest of Canaan, it

ought to have ceased on entering Canaan . If the type of the

Christian Sabbath , as he asserts, then it simply gives place to

that Sabbath . If of the gospel rest, which our reviewer so stren

uously maintains, then , as the rest of Canaan was the type of the

gospel rest, and the Sabbath rest did not cease on entering upon
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that rest, neither should it now cease until we enter upon the

higher rest of heaven . The truth is, our reviewer is completely

at a loss to know what to do with the Jewish Sabbath . Hence,

at one timehe makes it the type of the Canaanitic rest ; at an

other, of the Christian Sabbath ; and still at another, of the gos

pel rest ; and in the midst of all this confusion , and with the

general statement “ fulfilled in Christ,” he leaves it wholly unex

plained . The truth is, there is but the one simple, scriptural,

rational explanation , and that is, that the original law indelibly

stamped upon the whole creation at the beginning, and reiterated

at Sinai with such tremendous emphasis, can be the type of, and

fulfilled in , nothing less than the everlasting rest of heaven, and

therefore must continue to bind to the end of time.

3. Having disposed of the seventh day rest of creation and the

Jewish Sabbath , the next step of our reviewer is to show the

true foundation of the Christian Sabbath . This he asserts to be

the new covenant, it being simply an outgrowth of that covenant,

having its germ , however, in the Pentecost. But where is the

evidence of this ? The Pentecost was an annual feast, the Sab

bath a weekly rest. How could the one grow out of the other ?

The very enunciation of the proposition is enough to show its

unreasonableness. A weekly rest the outgrowth of an annualfeast !

How much easier to make it the outgrowth of a former Sabbath,

to which it stood in the relation of “ antitype,” according to the

writer's own statement. Further, if the Christian Sabbath be

something entirely new , and “ not a patch on an old garment,”

how can it have its germ in the Pentecost? An outgrowth of

the new covenant, and yet the Pentecost its germ . If the Pen

tecost be its germ , is it not rather the outgrowth of the old cove

nant ?

Wehave here, indeed , a strange bridging over the chasm be

tween the old and new covenants. We followed the Jewish Sab

bath to the close of the old dispensation , when it suddenly disap

peared like some of those rivers that so mysteriously sink out of

sight in the earth . Then at the beginning of the new , we find

the Sabbath again springing up as a full grown river out of the

ground, and yet no connexion, but entirely new ; a Sabbath on

VOL. XXXIV ., no. 4 — 11.
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oneside, and a Sabbath on the other, and yet no connexion ; the

latter a new outgrowth ! Although entirely new , and not a patch ,

yet strange to say, he finds it necessary to use the old as illustrative

and explanatory of the new , and which simply means thatthe one,

if nothing more, must be the shadow of the other , and if so, the

same in essence. It is idle to talk of anything being entirely

new when it is necessary to go back to the old for its germ . The

river phenomenon could easily be explained upon the supposition

that it was precisely the same river with a new name and in a

new bed. But not so here. Our reviewer attempts a different

explanation., “ The new covenant rest,” says he, “ bears the

same relation to the Lord's day that the rest in Canaan bore to

the Jewish Sabbath.” “ It is thebasis or foundation upon which

the Lord's day is built." " If we wish to know what relation

the Lord 's day bears to the rest of grace which Christ has intro

duced, we must first learn what relation the Jewish Sabbath bears

to the rest in Canaan , and then carry out the analogy, and the

whole question will then become perfectly plain .” P . 62. But

why the rest of Canaan ? Wehad thought all along the analogy

was between the first long period of creation and the second long

period of grace ; that the Christian Sabbath was the outgrowth

of the one, as the Jewish was of the other ; and on this principle,

according to the law of the first fruits, the separation of a part

being a pledge of the consecration of the whole. “ Now , in re

gard to time, one day in seven was consecrated to God as a first

fruits of all their time, in memory of that first day of the new

period in which God rested from the creation of the world , this

day being, if we may so express it, an outgrowth of that long

period of rest." P . 63. Thus the second Sabbath was the out

growth of the second rest, as the first the outgrowth of the first .

But if so, why overleap that first long period altogether, or wait

till the rest of Canaan to draw the analogy ? And how can there

be any analogy between the rest of grace and the rest of Canaan ,

when the Sabbath was not its outgrowth , being in existence be

fore the entrance into Canaan ? And here wehave another illus

tration ofthe loose and illogical theory of our reviewer. At one

time the Sabbath is the outgrowth of the manna ; at another, the
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rest from Egypt; at another, the rest of Canaan ; at another , the

first long period of creation and all this confusion clearly the

legitimate outgrowth of that fundamental error which denies the

true origin of a day of rest. The truth grows upon us as we

proceed, that the Sabbath rest is the outgrowth of none of these,

or anything else than the first rest of creation, when the Creator,

at the conclusion of his work, pronounced his approving benedic

tion , that all was good,” and proclaimed from his high throne in

the listening ears of the universe, that the seventh period was

for ever to be the hallowed period to the end of time.

Having thus hastily sketched the general outline of the theory

and the arguments of the writer, we proceed to point out some of

the more obvious and serious difficulties connected with the same.

1. In the first place , it utterly fails to give anything like a

satisfactory explanation of that first broad fundamental statement

that God rested on the seventh day, and therefore blessed and

hallowed it. There is manifestly a creation of a day of rest at

the very beginning. The question naturally arises, What ever

became of it ? Any theory that fails to answer that question ,

must be fundamentally defective. We think we do our reviewer

no injustice when we say that his theory completely ignores the

existence of such a day of rest. No such divinely-appointed day

of rest based on the fact of creation till the time of the exodus.

The Jewish Sabbath a new institution , the outgrowth of the

manna-giving, and the Christian Sabbath a new institution, the

outgrowth of the new covenant. The old patriarchs required to

give a proper portion of their time, but not the original seventh

day rest ; thus that original rest day is completely ignored in his

theory, though such prominence is given it by Moses in his

history.

The only explanation he gives is, that this statement was his

torical, notmandatory. Admit it, and what is gained ? Is it not

the history of a command ? Is it not an inspired statement, set

ting forth the fact that such a day was then appointed , though

the special command to the old patriarchs omitted through brev

ity of the record ? If such a day was sanctified and set apart at

the beginning, for whom if not for man ? Surely not for God



778
[Oct.,“ The Lord's Day,

and the angels ; nor yet was it simply sanctified in the abstract ;

that would amount to nothing. So the sanctifying a day and set

ting it apart for a use, and yet no command connected therewith ,

would be a strange anomaly. The very appointment of the day

carries with it the idea of command. Besides, if this statement

be simply historical, where did the writer get his authority for his

first long sabbatic period ? If a period could be sanctified by it,

why not a day ?

That a Sabbath day existed at the beginning is obvious, from

the fact that God himself observed it. Moses says, God entered

upon the rest immediately after the creation. So does Paul,

Heb. iv. 4 . The writer himself says the long period was blessed

at the beginning, immediately after creation, and sanctified at its

close , at redemption . To delay the sanctification to the close of

the long period, is simply an unwarrantable separation by a space

of four thousand years of things closely conjoined by the pen of

inspiration . It is completely to ignore the example of God in

keeping the day himself. Besides being a simple contradiction

with the fact that the sanctification existed in the wilderness and

the land of Canaan , as the writer asserts. He simply contradicts

himself when he declares that the long period was sanctified at

its close, and then turns round and argues for the existence of a

Jewish Sabbath , from the fact that the period was already sanc

tified , the Jewish Sabbath being simply the first fruits or pledge

of the sanctification of the whole of that period. The fact of a

sanctified time at the beginning, settles the whole question . The

historical statement and example of God prove the existence of

the ordinance. The simple absence from the record of a formal

statute to observe the day has no force. It is a very easy matter

to understand how that, in the early history of the race, in the

absence of all written law , God made known his will to his crea

tures concerning this thing by verbal communications, as he did

with regard to sacrifices and other things of which we have no

mention .

Not only does this theory fail to explain the fact of cre

ation, but also degrades it to a secondary place. The theory is

that the giving of the manna was the ground of the appointment,
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the resting of God simply subsidiary and confirmatory. “ The

law confirmed,” says the writer. The doubling of themanna the

reason, the example of God the confirmation . Now we submit,

if this be not a marvellously strange grouping of firstand second

ary causes ? The manna first, and creation last. A complete

transposition of events in the order of time. And not only so,

but the making the less the cause of the greater ; the boy the

father of theman ; creation projected with reference to the manna,

and not the manna given with reference to creation. God must

create the world in six days because the Israelites were to gather

manna for six days, and not the Israelites must gather for six

days because the Lord had wrought for that many days. The

example of man the model for God, and not the example of God

the model for man . God 's rest made to suit the after-history ,

and not the after-history to suit the rest. The theory of the

writer simply does violence to all reason , in thus degrading the

sublime and stupendous facts of creation to a secondary and sub

ordinate place , in making them merely confirmatory instead of

the very foundation and origin of the original ordinance.

2. The theory fails just as signally in accounting for the sep

tenary cycles, with which the whole schemeof revelation and pro

vidence are so completely interlaced. Wemeet with the number

seven and its multiples on every side ; seven days, seven weeks,

seven years ; so forty-two marches, forty-two years, forty-two

months. Is the giving of the manna the foundation of all this ?

How unreasonable the supposition that all these hebdomadaldi

visions and typical arrangements that run all through the Scrip

tures, its history, its types, its prophecies, should all grow out of

such a comparatively 'unimportant event as the gathering of

manna ! Ilow much more reasonable that the giving of the

manna itself, as well as all these others, should be made con

formable to the first general plan sketched out at the very com

mencement, and made the foundation for all future operations !

The first seven days of creation were unquestionably prophetic

days, even as every germ and every seed contain the prophecy

and pledge of the future plant, and as the last seven periods of

revelation were prophetic of what was to be to the end of time.
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The seventh seal, as we have already seen , contains seven trum

pets, the seventh trumpet seyen vials, and the seventh vial the

destruction of the beast with seven heads. So the seventh day

of creation contains seven millenary periods, the last being

the millennium of the Apocalypse, and this millennium , in turn ,

may, for aught we know , contain the seven periods, the last of

which is the everlasting rest of heaven .

Then, going back again to the first, as there is always a cre

ation within a creation, the one natural, the other spiritual ;

the one the shell, the other the kernel enclosed within its enfold

ings , and receiving all its configurationstherefrom , and beginning

with the seven typical periods of Israel, marked by the forty -two

stations and forty-two years of toil, wemeet with another seventh

'period of rest in Canaan, and this period comprehending seven.

other periods ; the seventh day bringing on the weekly Sabbath ;

the seventh Sabbath the Pentecost ; the seventh Pentecost the

Jewish year ; the seventh year the sabbatic year, and the seventh

sabbatic year the jubilee ; and all prophetic ofthe forty-two months

of the Apocalypse , embracing six other periods of the churches

toil, and again terminating in the millennium of rest, and all show

ing the entire misconception of those who think the first long

period of rest upsets the foundation for the Christian Sabbath . In

stead of overthrowing, it only confirms. The first long period, like

the seventh seal that embraces the seven trumpets and seven vials,

instead of stopping with the time of redemption, as our reviewer

would have us believe, takes in its vast sweep all times till the end

of time. It includes the hebdomadal divisions in nature, in the

wilderness, in Canaan, in the spiritual kingdom of Christ , and

likewise all rests ; the seventh day rest, the rest of the patriarchs

and of Israel, the seventh year rest, and the rest of jubilee, or

the seventh seven years of rest of Canaan , and themillennium

or seventh thousand year rest of the world ; and merging at last

into the everlasting rest of heaven . God the Creator resting after

six periods of toil ; God the Redeemer resting after six periods

of toil ; Israel resting after six periods of toil ; the Church ,

the true Israel, resting after six periods of toil ; and all ter

minating in the everlasting sabbatism of the skies ! Now surely
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the giving of the manna is not the foundation for all this

mysterious symbolism . Nothing "gives the key to it but the

broad philosophic statement in the opening chapters in the Book ,

thatGod rested on the seventh period, and therefore the seventh

period is the blessed and hallowed period, and the foundation for

all theother holy periods, patriarchal, Jewish , and Christian , and

how much beyond, we are unable to say. The Sabbath is laid

deep in nature and in the very constitution of the universe ; and

those who are endeavoring to overthrow it, are endeavoring to

upheave the very foundation of the universe itself.

3 . But the most serious defect and greatest objection to the

theory is, that it utterly fails to give any rational and satisfactory

account of the Christian Sabbath. If there be no command to

observe a seventh day rest previousto the Exodus, and if the Jew

ish Sabbath was given entirely to the Jews, and now done away

with , because fulfilled and no longer obligatory , then where is

your authority for asserting its claims? If a new institution, it

can be maintained only upon the supposition of a new and posi

tive command. The teachings of the prophets are good as far as

they go, but are not enough , nor yet the practice of the apostles.

The writer himself admits this to be too vague, and therefore

claims higher authority than even that of the apostles or Moses,

even the Lord of the Sabbath . But why did he not produce the

authority ? If it were a transfer simply of something already

existing, no such command would be necessary ; but if new , it

demands such authority. He tells us it was an outgrowth of the

new covenant as the gospel ministry. But the cases are not at

all analogous. Wehave an account of the direct appointmentof

the ministry, but not so of this. He tells us it is a new institu

tion , but goes back to Moses and the prophets, and even the

moral law , for his authority .

Now ,we lay down this broad axiom : Before he can go back to

the old dispensation for authority , the things must in some way

be connected, and this in one of two ways. The things must be

identically the same, or one must be the type of the other. Our

reviewer adopts the latter, and therefore, in arguing from the

prophets, declares that what they said literally, must be under
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stood spiritually, concerning the Christian Sabbath, which he as

serts is the antitype of the Jewish , though elsewhere he makes

the latter the type of the gospel rest. He also tells us that the

former bears the same relation to the rest of the gospel that the

latter did to the rest of Canaan . If so, then as the latter existed

previously to the restof Canaan , the former must also have existed

previously to the rest of the gospel ; and if so, then , according

to his own position , it becomes a simple transfer, notwithstanding

his assertion and argument to the contrary.

Now , the objection to this whole interpretation is this, that if

you reject the orthodox position , which is, that the Christian Sab

bath is not the antitype or simple transfer of the Jewish, but the

coming down or flowing through of the original institution , then

you are completely barred from the use of all arguments from the

Old Testament, unless you adopt the typical character of the

Jewish Sabbath , as the writer did , without being able to say of

what it was the type, and in what fulfilled ; whether the Christian

Sabbath, or the gospel rest. Make it the type of either, and

what then ? Why, simply this, that the physical rest is all abol

ished . According to the law of types, the antitype must have

the samemeaning with the type, only in a higher sense. In other

words, the Jewish Sabbath being a rest from physical toil,

the Christian must be entirely a spiritual rest. This is precisely

the position of our reviewer. Driven by his logic, he was com

pelled to assert that the Christian rest was not a rest of body, but

of soul ; that the burdens of which Jeremiah speaks were not

“ packages of rice and sugar, but mental burdens.” In other

words, that there is now no law forbidding physical toil and labor.

What an admission, and what an argument to support it !

But the strange thing is , that notwithstanding all this, he still

insists on quoting the Fourth Commandment as authority . And

wherefore? If the institution be a new ordinance, why go to the

law at all ? According to his position , the Pentecost was the

germ of the institution . If so, what had the law to do with it ?

Did it escape him that the law was given before the Pentecost ,

and the Jewish Sabbath even before that ? How , then, can these

things be authority for that which had its germ , its initial point,
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after them ? Besides, if the old ordinance be abolished , what be

comes of the law that controls it ? If the Jewish Sabbath be

overthrown, then is not the Fourth Commandment too, which was

given with exclusive reference to that Sabbath , according to the

theory of the writer ? And if the fourth , the other nine also .

To overthrow the Jewish Sabbath , is simply to overthrow the law

that supports it , and with the overthrow of the one comes the over

throw of the entire code of which it forms an integral portion .

But to avoid this difficulty , our reviewer divides the law into

that which is typicaland thatwhich is moral. “Wedo not deny,”

says he, “ but there is a moral law given to the universe, written

not in tablets of stone, but in fleshly tablets of the heart, which

is eternal.” “ The Ten Commandments spoken in an audible

voice from the summit of a typical mountain , etc ., are vastly dif

ferent from the moral law given by God to the universe ." P . 629.

The Ten Commandments, having a typical and moral meaning,

and yet not themoral law written on the tablets of the heart ! We

are at a loss to know either what he means or what his authority

for these distinctions. Whether we understand him or not, we

think we know this much, that if this distinction exists in .the.

Fourth , so also in the Seventh, Eighth , and Ninth ; and if the

typical be abolished in the one, so in the others. And when the

typical is abolished from adultery and theft and murder, wewould

like very much to know what will be left.

Indeed , the position of the writer on this whole subject of the

perpetuity of themoral law , seems to us remarkably strange and

confused. Says he: “We read of the everlasting gospel, but

nowhere of the everlasting law .” P . 629. “ Christ kept the

law for man through life, and annihilated it for him through

eternity." P . 630. The moral law eternal, and yet annihilated

through eternity ! Written once upon tablets of stone, now

on tablets of fleshly hearts, and yet under no law hereafter, or

else under a new moral law entirely ! Is this revelation ? Is

it reason ?

That he is speaking about the moral law , appears from the fol

lowing quotation : “ Is that throne which is to shelter us to be

based on the Ten Commandments ? Does not probation end
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when we pass from earth to heaven ? Of what use the Ten Com

mandments in a world where there can be no sin ?" P . 629. To

our ears all this sounds very strange in a leading Presbyterian

journal. We were always taught to believe that the essential

principles of morality were eternally the same, everywhere in

God's boundless empire ; that the moral law was but the tran

script of the divine nature itself, founded in the very nature of

things, and having for its basis the unchanging will of an

unchanging God ; and therefore unchangeable and eternal, and

that when translated to heaven , the law will be translated with

us, not written , however, upon outward tablets, because then

written upon our very hearts and stamped upon our very natures ;

and therefore in all its essentialprinciples will be ourrule through

eternity. And yet we are told the law is annihilated for ever !

Why, if annihilated in heaven , it is annihilated in hell, and the

lost are for ever absolved from its future demands, and will be

held responsible only for transgressions that are past. And, in

deed, if Christ is to do the work of annihilation, has he not al

ready done it , and the law already annihilated, and we, therefore,

for ever freed from it ?

The law has, indeed , been abolished as a condition ofjustification ,

but never as a standard of duty. Christ did not come to abolish

any law , but to uphold , establish , fulfil. Instead of annihilating

the law , the very object of his mission was to enable us to keep

that very law . This is precisely what we understand the apostle

to assert when he says: “ For what the law could not do, in that

it was weak through the flesh , God sending his own Son in the

likeness of sinful flesh , and for sin , condemned sin in the flesh ;

that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who

walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom . viii. 3, 4.

The problem was to secure obedience on our part. Two things

were necessary to this end . The first was our justification , or, in

other words, our deliverance from the judicial condemnation of

law . This was effected by Christ's paying the penalty of death ,

and furnishing the perfect righteousness required . The other

part of the problem was our sanctification, so that we would sin

no more. This is effected by his blood and Spirit, twoof themost
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powerfully cleansing agencies in the universe. The Spirit renews,

and the blood cleanses from all sin . And now being sanctified,

the redeemed shall hereafter be able, in their own strength

through Christ, to keep the law of God perfectly , even as the

angels do in heaven. And there shall be no more sin ; not be

cause there shall be no more law , but for the better reason, that,

being sanctified , they will ever be able to keep that law .

And now , so far as the Sabbath is concerned, being the type

and first fruits of the everlasting rest, it will hereafter be merged

into that rest ; and instead of being annihilated, will only become

universally and eternally established .

The position of our reviewer seems to us, if not entirely abol

ishing the Sabbath, to place it at least upon a very precarious

foundation . If there be no command to observe a weekly rest

before the manna ; if the old Sabbath was exclusively for the

Jews, and abolished in Christ ; if the practice of the apostles be

“ too vague,” as he asserts, and there be no positive precept in the

New Testament,then upon what does the institution rest ? Once

admit that the Fourth Commandment was part of the Jewish

ritual and abolished, and it will be idle afterwards, as he does, to

appeal to thatCommandment as furnishing any ground for observ

ing the Christian Sabbath. Tell the world that the Fourth Com

mandment was exclusively Jewish , and abolished with their cere

monial law , and then tell them to keep the Christian Sabbath

because the Jew was commanded to keep it , and they will laugh

at you. Tell them that it is the type of gospel rest, and there

fore they should keep it, and you need not be astonished that they

will contemptuously curl the lip atsuch sophistical reasoning. The

little reverence for the Christian Sabbath in Continental Europe

to -day, is but the legitimate fruit of the lax teachings of the old

Reformers upon the subject. And let those teachings be revived

in this country, and the result will be the same. Do away with

the original ordinance and the binding obligation of the Fourth

Commandment, and ourmain defences are gone. And how , after

virtually surrendering both of these, our reviewer could use such

severe terms concerning the Sabbath-breaker as he does, we are

at a loss to know : " Brand him as you would a thief.” “ Theman
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who will not devote a portion of his time, . . . is a villain .”

“ Brand him as a thief and robber.” P . 86 . Such denunciation

and such reasoning are wholly incongruous.

We place this institution upon far higher, stronger ground, and

just where we think the Scriptures place it. Our position is ,

that its foundation was laid in the scheme of creation, and made

the basis of all subsequent arrangements ; that it was orally de

livered to the patriarchs, and afterwards formally incorporated in

the moral law , which was given to the Jews, but not intended for

them alone, but for the whole world . Antedating and forming no

part ofthe ceremoniallaw , it could not be abolished with that law .

Not being the type of anything in Canaan, nor in the spiritual

kingdom of Christ, it was neither abolished when the Jews entered

Canaan, nor can it now be upon the establishment of Christ's

kingdom ; but rather as the first fruits or pledge of the heavenly

rest, it can only be fulfilled in that rest. Being clearly foretold

by prophets of old, who make distinct mention of its existence in

gospel times ; recognised and established by the Master himself,

in his lucid expositions of the law and the manner in which he

would have the day observed, and also confirmed by the practice

of the apostles and primitive Church , it must ever stand un

shaken in its position till the end of time. And we here express

the decided opinion that no moral and religious duty is more

clearly and lucidly set forth in the Scriptures than this.

There are several minor points in the articles before us we

would like to notice ; but as we have already exceeded the limits

we intended , we must here arrest the further consideration of the

subject. JAMES STACY.
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ARTICLE VII.

THEGENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 1883.

The Lexington Assembly was the largest court of our Southern

Church that has ever yet convened . The number of commis

sioners enrolled was one hundred and forty-seven - being only

seven less than a complete roll of the delegates chosen by the

Presbyteries . Every one of our sixty-seven Presbyteries was

represented . Every ministerial representative was present, the

seven absent commissioners being elders. Of these one hundred

and forty -seven commissioners, one hundred and thirty- four were

on the floor the first day ; by the third day, one hundred and

forty -seven were enrolled . Very few members left before the

Assembly was dissolved , only eight having retired up to the day

before adjournment.

THE OPENING SERMON.

Precisely at 11 o'clock a . m ., May 17th , 1883, Rev. R . K .

Smoot, D . D ., the retiring Moderator, ascended the pulpit and

preached the opening sermon , on Isaiah liji. 10, a splendid dis

course on " The Sufferings and Glory of Christ," worthy of the

occasion, and of wide dissemination . The closing passage is

quoted here for its strong practical ring :

" If the work before us looks like an impossible thing to be performed,

let us look upon that picture in the Gospel of Luke, where our Saviour

commanded his disciples to feed , with the five loaves and two fishes, a

multitude of five thousand people, and learn the lesson that themeasure

of our duty is never limited by our presentability to do, but that an ac

cruing power to perform shall comestep by step as we march on in the

line of our duty . Away with that plea of poverty and inability. We

are not poor. A rich man may talk himself into a belief that he is ;

a poor man may so manage as to enjoy all the real benefits of riches.

No true gentleman ever parades his poverty , and no true Church of

God should be found whining about her's. Let us throw the same busi

ness energy into the Church that is given to tunnelling mountains and

bridging rivers for the advance of commerce, and the song of our

victory will go ringing through the land . Against the infidelity of the

day, the speculations of science and philosophy falsely so-called , let us
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entrench ourselves in the infallible word of God as the constitution of

the conscience and the great bill of rights to the soul, and there make

our stand, knowing

" " That the bird is safest in its nest ;

O 'er all that flutter the wing to fly,

The hawk is hovering in the sky.' ”

THE ELECTION OF MODERATOR .

Dr. Theodoric Pryor, of East Hanover Presbytery , Va., was

unanimously chosen Moderator ; Rev. H . R . Raymond, D . D ., of

South Alabama Presbytery , Temporary Clerk ; and Rev. J . P .

Smith , in Dr. Brown's absence, was chosen to act in his place.

Hemade a most admirable officer . Dr. Pryor, venerable with the

frost of eighty-two years, is remarkable for his mental and phy

sical vigor. Hehas been in the ministry fifty -one years ; his

strong, eloquent voice rings with clarion tones when he becomes.

roused in speech . Hewon all hearts by his earnestness, honesty ,

and kindly manner.

NEXT PLACE OF MEETING .

Vicksburg was chosen as the place for the twenty-fourth As

sembly, to meet on the third Thursday of May, 1884 .

RECEPTION AND SPEECHES OF THE NORTHERN DELEGATES.

Saturday morning, the delegates from the Northern Church

were introduced to the Assembly by Dr. Bullock , chairman of the

Special Committee of Reception. They were a finebody ofmen ,

a credit to the Church which sent them . As Dr. Pryor said , in

response to their greetings : “ If we ourselves had made the selec

tion , we could not have done better.” Judge S . M . Moore, of

Chicago, spoke first. He read his address with a warm , yet

modest, earnestness and dignity, impressing himself on all as a

man of eminent honesty of character, purity of purpose, and

kindness of heart. The drift of his speech was, that since the

two bodies had established friendly intercourse on the basis of

mutual regret and withdrawal of everything regarded as reflect

ing upon or offensive to the other, their common heritage of doc

trine and polity , history and hope, was an argument for mutual
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love and help , without strife or interference in each other's sepa

rate work and organisation . Had the Church North maintained

its purely spiritual functions assketched in Judge Moore's peror

ation , teaching through its courts and pulpits " only a crucified

Redeemer," there never would have been anything " offensive" to

withdraw .

Dr. S. I. Prime, of New York, spoke next with a warm , chaste

greeting from the Northern Church to the Southern . After re

ferring to the measures taken to secure fraternal intercourse, he

said : “ We come to you on equal terms. Wemeet as Churches

and as gentlemen .” He said there was no tendency in the North

ern Church to the union of the two Assemblies ; but only a de

sire for friendly efficient coöperation . In his person Dr. Prime

won the respect and good -will of all.

Dr. S . J. Niccolls, of St. Louis, followed . His address had

more of rhetoric and oratory than any of the others, and con

tained passages of genuine power and beauty. He repeated what

thepreceding speakers had said about“ everything offensive” being

withdrawn ; adding, “ If it were not so , we could not stand un

abashed before your faces." His allusion to the “ explanatory

resolution” was somewhat " hard to be understood,” to put it

mildly . As an explanation it had as much of a sphinx charac

ter as the thing explained . Dr. Niccolls 's speech sounded like

· a subtle masked argument for organic union . If it was his

intention to put forth a casual feeler to see how the idea would

take, he could not have arranged his speech better for the pur

pose. His figure of the two clouds uniting would have been a

fine illustration in an open argument for union, and could be as

fittingly used in an argument against it; for often when two

clouds meet, swept by different currents, instead of a gentle fer

tilising rain there comes down a destructive cyclone.

Dr. Humphrey, of Louisville, and Judge Strong, of the Su

preme Court, closed the salutation with short addresses, which

were closely listened to.

Dr. Pryor responded in a hearty speech, assuring thedelega

tion of the honesty and cordiality of Southern men in all their

actions. At the close of the speeches the Assembly adjourned ,
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and the members gave the Northern guests a courteous, cordial

greeting in person. Those who had objected to the terms and

manner of the invitation which brought these guests, were as po

lite and kind as those who had been satisfied with every part of

the ceremony. The delegation made a pleasant impression on

the Assembly .

POWERS AND FUNCTIONS OF COMMITTEES.

This question was sprung incidentally on the Assembly in con

nexion with certain overtures on Fraternal Relations.

Saturday morning, when the overtures were presented to the

Assembly and assigned to the various committees, Dr. T . D .

Witherspoon moved that certain Fraternal Relations overtures be

referred to the Committee on Foreign Correspondence. Dr. Smoot

favored the reference of all these overtures to the Committee on

Bills and Overtures, which , as the eye to look through, the mind

to digest, and the hand to arrange, would sift them , and recom

mend their reference to the proper committees, as the speediest

way of distributing them . At the suggestion that Dr. Smoot' s

plan would be economy of time, Dr. Witherspoon withdrew the

motion .

Tuesday afternoon , when the report on Overtures Nos. 44, 47 ,

49, and 55, and the report on Nos. 39- 16 inclusive, concerning

Fraternal Correspondence,were taken from the docket for consid

eration , Messrs. Ponder, Evans, and Rarl presented a minority

report, “ That these overtures be returned to the Committee on

Bills and Overtures, and placed in the hands of the Committee

on Foreign Correspondence, as being the usual course in such

cases, as right that this action should be taken in the premises,

and otherwise a seeming discourtesy to the Committee on Corres

pondence."

A debate ofmuch interest ensued on the motion to adopt the

minority report. It was argued by the defenders of the Com

mittee on Bills and Orertures that this was not a matter of cour

tess or discourtesy, but of right; that it was the right of this

Committee to handle all questions relating to the Constitution of

the Church ; that correspondence with other Churches was such a
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question ; that after this Committee had suggested and the Assem

bly had adopted a method of correspondence, the Committee on

Foreign Correspondence carried on the correspondence after this

method. Against this it was contended that the action of previous

Assemblies was opposed to the Committee's view ; and , further,

that, admitting the right of the Committee to act upon the over

tures relating to a continuance of fraternal relations, it had no

right to touch those relating to themethod of correspondence . On

the vote to refer the Committee on Bills and Overtures was sus

tained by 76 to 56 , and their report being divided, the first part

was adopted .

The question thus incidentally raised is an intricate and inter

esting one. A spirited discussion of the subject has since taken

place in one of the Church papers between Dr. Smoot and Dr.

Witherspoon : the latter urging that usage in our Assembly for

twenty years favors the reference of such overtures to the Com

mittee on Foreign Correspondence ; Dr. Smoot, on the other

side, arguing that the original laws and functions of the Commit

tee on Bills and Overtures are still in force, even though they

may have been in some instances disregarded.

The following is a brief synopsis of the law and history of the

Committee on which Dr. Smoot based the rightfulness of his Com

mittee's claim to retain and answer the overtures in question.

The first Committee on Bills and Overtures was appointed by

the Presbytery of Philadelphia in 1710 . It consisted of three

members. “ They were to prepare and bring in overtures to the

Presbytery , and also take cognizance of whatever may be laid

before them and prepare it for Presbytery.” In 1768, fifty

eight years after its origin , the question was raised as to its func

tions, a member of the Synod asking “whether the Committee on

Overtures are to be considered as agents and councils, or shall

they be considered as judges ?" the " consideration of which is to

be deferred to the next Synod.” The next Synod, 1769, answered

as follows:

“ To the question concerning the business and powers of the Com

mittee on Overtures the Synod answers , that the Committee is intended

to introduce business into the Synod in an orderly manner ; that they

VOL. XXXIV., no. 4 – 12.
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give advice concerning either the matter or manner of business brought

to them ; but have no power to suppress any that comes regularly

before them from inferior judicatories, according to our known rules,

or such overtures and petitions as inferior judicatories or particular

persons desire to have laid before the Synod."

Their powers and functions remained, as thus defined, until the

organisation of the General Assembly in 1789. At that meeting

" a committee was appointed to prepare rules for the government

of the Assembly in their proceedings.” “ The committee report

ed ; and the rules having been amended were adopted , and were

ordered to be entered in the minutes of the house.” These rules

are printed (see Baird's Digest); the 3d and 4th are as follows:

63. TheGeneral Assembly , at every meeting, shall appoint a Committee

on Bills and Overtures to prepare and digest business for the Assembly .

Any person thinking himself aggrieved by the Committee ,may complain

to the Assembly.

4 . Petitions, references , and appeals , and usually all new proposi

tions tending to general laws,shall be laid before the Committee on Bills

and Overtures , before they are offered to the Assembly .”

According, then , to the original law on this subject, it is the

duty of the Committee on Bills and Overtures “ to prepare and

digest business ;" to " give advice concerning either the matter or

manner of papers brought to them ;" " to consider all new busi

ness tending to general laws.”

In 1822, the powers of this Committee were more fully defined

in these words :

" Petitions, questions relating to either doctrine or order, and usually

all new business tending to general laws, shall be laid before the Com

mittee on Bills and Overtures before they are offered to the Assembly."

The Committee on Bills and Overtures at Lexington felt that,

under the provision of these laws, which had never been repealed,

they were right in retaining and answering the overtures in

question .

It has been well said , both in the Assembly and in the news

papers, that the question would not have arisen , nor would the

debate have taken place, but for the difference of opinion in the

Assembly as to the answer which should be given to three over

tures, and the well-known fact that the Committee on Foreign

Correspondence would have given a different answer from theone
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recommended by the Committee on Bills and Overtures. In dis

missing the subject, we venture the suggestion that, as difference

of opinion exists in regard to thismatter, and as there are obscure

and debatable points about the rights and powers of Committees,

it would be wise for the next Assembly to appoint a Committee

to frame a digest or manual, setting forth clearly the rights ,

duties, methods of procedure, etc ., of all the various Committees.

Such a manual could specify, or at least classify , the subjects ap

propriately belonging to each , and lay down the rules and forms

according to which their reports should be drawn up and pre

sented to the house. This manual should also embrace a more

complete set of parliamentary principles than are given in the

brief “ Rules of Order ” adopted by the Assembly of 1866 .

CHANGING THE STANDARD OF MINISTERIAL EDUCATION .

The subjoined statement of Rev. Dr. J . H . Nall, concerning

the origin of this movement, is given as introductory to the

subject :

“ This question was brought before the General Assembly of

1882, by a memorial of Rev . Dr. C . W . Lane, of Georgia, re

questing the appointment of a Committee ad interim , to consider

certain proposed changes in the course of study prescribed for

the training of our candidates for the ministry , and to report

thereon to the General Assembly of 1883.

. “ This movement, we suppose, resulted from the concern on the

whole subject of an adequate ministry, which has been deeply

felt and widely manifested in the Church . No one can disguise

the fact that the supply of ministers has not kept pace with the

demand. In one view of the case, it would be distressing if the

reverse were true — if the supply should exceed the demand. In

the present state of the world , it would be fearful if we could not

usefully employ all the available ministers. But looking at the

case as it is , there seemed to be serious danger of losing ground

from want of ministers. And this appears to have suggested the

thought that our requirements for entrance into the ministry are

too rigid , and that by providing alternative and equivalent

courses of study, together with the division of students into three
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classes, according to age, viz., those under nineteen, those be

tween nineteen and twenty-five, and those over twenty-five,many

might be led into theministry who are debarred under the present

order.

" The Committee could not agree as to the conclusions which

should be presented to the General Assembly. Hence two re

ports were submitted . Five of the Committee reported against

the changes proposed, and suggesting one change which might

properly bemade. The two remaining members reported not in

favor of the changes proposed , but recommending a certain over

ture to be sent down to the Presbyteries."

Several Presbyteries overtured the Assembly against changing

or • lowering the standard of ministerialqualifications," in opposi

tion to the movement that had been so widely discussed. These

overtures ( Nos . 29, 30, 32, 33 , 34 , 35 ) from Potosi, Tuskaloosa,

Abingdon, Holston , Upper Missouri, and Lexington ,were placed

in the hands of the Committee on Bills and Overtures. The

ground covered by them being substantially the same as that of

the ad interim Committee's report, the Assembly 's action on

one would decide the fate of the other. The chairman of the

Committee had sent the report to the Assembly in the custody of

a member of the Committee on Bills and Overtures (the present

writer ). In this way the Committee learned thedrift of the argu

ment, and the conclusionsarrived at in it, and their answer to the

six overtures on the subject was meant substantially as a recom .

mendation to adopt the ad interim Committee's report as the

Assembly's official interpretation of the clause in question. Hence,

when their report was made on Monday morning, they asked that

it bedocketed and taken up for consideration along with Dr. Nall's

paper . Both were subsequently taken from the docket together

and discussed as one. At the end of Dr. Lane's speech, Mr.

Woods of North Carolina asked whether Dr. Lane's paper was

proposed as a substitute for the Committee on Bills and Overtures'

report, or for that of the Committee appointed by the last Assem

bly. Mr. Flinn, of New Orleans, replied : " If Dr. Lane's paper

is adopted, it will be a substitute forboth , for the ground covered

by them is the same. The whole subject is now before us, and
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the report of the Committee on Bills and Overtures will stand or

fall with that of Dr. Nall.” Later on in the discussion , Tuesday

morning, some one suggested that Dr. Lane's proposal should be

reversed, and instead of an overture from the Assembly to the

Presbyteries, asking for an interpretation of the law , it should

more properly be an overture from the Presbyteries, asking the

Assembly to interpret the clause. Mr. Flinn replied : “ The

adoption of the majority report will be an interpretation of the

clause of the Constitution referred to ; so that an overture to the

Assembly was not necessary .” The report of the Committee on

the six overtures is as follows (Assembly 's Minutes, p . 21) : " It

is considered unnecessary by this General Assembly to make any

change in our standard of ministerial education or qualifications.”

The following is an outline of the ad interim Committee's

report, drawn up by Rev. Dr. J. H . Nall, the chairman :

“ I. General preliminary principles:

" ] . Some general law is necessary, regulating the training of candi

dates for theministry .

" 2. Such a law must specify what should be required to constitute a

' competency of human learning,' etc.

" 3. All cases not conformable to this general law should be provided

for as 'exceptional or extraordinary.'

“ 4 . Possibly , with some slight amendment, the present law meets

these requirements.

" II. Following these general principles are two conclusions : that the

Constitution of the Church should not be changed in the manner pro

posed ; because,

" 1 . The sentiment of the Church at large does notdemand it.

" 2. The changes proposed practically involve a reversal of the prin

ciples and policy of our Church, as the necessary consequence of which

the present'ordinary' and 'extraordinary courses must exchange places ;

and this should not be, in view of two facts :

" (a ) That other denominations are elevating their standards of educa

tion ; and

" (6 ) That in this age we need ministers not less , but more, thoroughly

trained .

" 3 . The scheme proposed is arbitrary, complicated, and impracticable.

" 4 . That the change is not necessary , even to effect the object contein

plated, inasmuch as the introduction into the ministry of men otherwise

qualified , who have not pursued the ordinary course of study prepara

tory thereto , is subject to the discretion of the Presbytery.
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“ As between the two reports, this is the main issue - the minority

maintaining that the provisions as to 'extraordinary cases,' etc., refer

only to licensure ; while the majority report, resting on all the statements

of our Form of Government, insists that the provisions in question apply

to ordination also, since licensure is in order to ordination , etc .

" 5 . In like manner , special provision for ‘an English divinity course ,'

is unnecessary .

" 6 . The ordinary course for those preparing to 'preach the word ,'

should restmost directly on the study of that word in the original and

inspired form .

" 7. The plea in favor of change is based on the assumption that many

men would thus be brought into the ministry. Here the proof is wanting.

" III. The report suggests that, to the parts of trial (Form of Govern

ment, Chap. VI., Sec. 6 , Par. 4 ) might properly be added : “ 5. An analy

sis of one book of the Old Testament and one book of the New Testa

ment each , according to the authorised English version .

“ In conclusion , it is suggested that, if the matter should be further in

vestigated, the records of the Church show :

“ ). That similar necessities have been felt and urged in the past.

" 2. That similar efforts were made to secure some relaxation of the

requirements as to preparation .

" 3. That such proposals have been uniformly declined.

- 4 . That other measures were adopted, which , under God's blessing,

were successful."

The following is a synopsis of the minority report:

I. The Ordination Section in our Book , in all cases, without

exception , requires Greek , IIebrew , and Philosophy, as well as

Divinity, as conditions precedent to ordination . The design of

the framers of that Section was to specify a minimum of the re

quirements essential to ordination, both for ordinary and extra

ordinary cases of licensure Hence, in the Ordination Section

they omitted three things found in the Licensure Section : (1 )

The exception of extraordinary cases ; (2 ) The Latin language ;

( 3 ) The Mathematical course. Besides, it is uncertain what they

included under the word Philosophy. If candidates were not

masters ofGreek , Hebrew , and Philosophy, they were expected

to make them up before ordination .

II. The views of only a small number in our Church on this

subject are known. Those favoring practical changes are numer

ous enough to warrant a full consideration of the subject, by send

ing down to the Presbyteries the following overture :
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1. Does the exception " extraordinary cases,” found in our

Book of Church Order, in Chapter VI., Section 6 , relating to

licensure, also belong to Section 5 , relating to ordination .

2. If not, shall the Constitution be altered by inserting “ ex

cept in extraordinary cases ” in Section 5 , or by adding a para

graph defining in what cases Latin , Greek, Hebrew , and the

higher secular education generally, may be dispensed with as pre

requisites for ordination , as well as licensure ? :

After reading the Committee on Bills and Overtures ' report,

part of the ad interim Committee's report, and Dr. Lane's paper,

Mr. Flinn moved the adoption of the two former ; Dr. Lane

moved his report as a substitute , and opened the debate . Hewas

followed by Messrs. Primrose, S . C . Alexander, Bracken , Davies,

Allen Wright, Park, Aiken, Fentress, Hemphill, Woods, White,

Flinn, Clark , Campbell, Stratton , Armstrong, Watson , and the

Moderator.

At the end of Dr. Pryor's speech the question was loudly

called ; the vote resulting in the defeat of Dr. Lane's substitute

by a vote of 104 to 35 . Mr. Flinn then moved the adoption of

the Bills and Overtures Committee 's report and of Dr. Nall's

paper. Some one remarked " that as all the argument of this

paper had not been read , and it would require too much time to

hear it then , it would perhaps be wiser to adopt the conclusions

and main substantive propositions of the paper, though no doubt,

if the Assembly read the argument, they would endorse it too."

In accordance with this suggestion , the following propositions in

the report were read, and in connexion with the Committee on

Bills and Overtures ' report, adopted almost unanimously , viz .:

“ That the Constitution of the Church should not be changed in the

manner proposed.

“ The proposed change of the Constitution is not necessary, even to

effect the object contemplated , i. e., to open the way to the ministry for

men otherwise qualified , who have not pursued the ordinary course of

study preparatory thereto ; inasmuch as this is a point which , so far as

it should be an open question , is left to the discretion and decision of the

Presbytery .

“ The Presbyteries already possess the constitutional powers in ques

tion , both for licensure and for ordination ."
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The subject cameup again Friday night on the report from

the Committee on Bills and Overtures, in answer to Overture No.

31, from the Presbytery of Athens, asking the Assembly to de

fine what is meant in our standards by the phrase, “extraordi

nary cases." The Committee recommended the following : “ In

answer to the request from Athens Presbytery to define ' extra

ordinary cases' this Assembly refers to its action already taken

on the report of the Committee appointed by the Atlanta Assem

bly to consider Dr. Lane's paper on this subject.” Themind of

the Assembly had already been expressed in its action substan

tially adopting Dr. Nall's report, which declared that no defini

tion could be given of “ extraordinary cases," from the very na

ture of the case, and that the decision of this question as to what

'made a case extraordinary, was designedly left with the Presby

teries; hence the overturists could learn the judgmentof the court

in the matter by referring to its decision already given.

Dr. Lane moved as a substitute to this answer an overture to

the Presbyteries for a definition of “ exceptional cases.” In sup

port of his motion he urged that the language was so indefinite

that he never could find any one who could explain the meaning

of this term , and it needed explanation, so that any minister could

readily define it without having to refer to the Presbyteries for an

explanation. He insisted that it was best to have the words defined

fully , and by the Presbyteries, so that there could be no mistake

or doubtful interpretation in the premises. He did not want the

Assembly's interpretation at this late hour, but a calm and

thoughtful definition by the Presbyteries. He also insisted, in

reply to others, that this was a different action in the premises

from that just before determined by the Assembly.

To this it was replied that this question had already been set

tled by the Assembly , and that no definition of extraordinary

cases could be made, without destroying the very purpose of the

provision .

Dr. Junkin moved that the substitute be laid on the table , in

view of the reasons above given . This motion was then carried ,

and the report of the Committee on Bills and Overtures was

adopted .
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Of course it was a parliamentary blunder to move the adoption

of the Committee's report after the substitute to it was laid on the

table ; for “when a motion to table is carried affirmatively, the

principal motion, together with all the motions subsidiary and

incidental connected with it, is removed from before the Assem

bly" (Cushing's Manual). This was neither the intention of

Dr. Junkin , nor of the Assembly in voting for his motion, as is

shown from the nearly unanimous (though unparliamentary) adop

tion of the Committee 's answer.

As the report was really, though unintentionally , tabled in this

way , the Assembly's action was technically nothing, and hence

no mention of it is found in the Assembly 's Minutes of Friday

night's proceedings.

A careful study of the ad interim Committee's very able docu

ment would , perhaps, had prevented this long debate. It should

have been read in full, or printed , before it was acted on . The

reading was omitted to economise time, but it resulted in loss of

time. The report embodies substantially every argument made

in favor of it, and meets fully every objection urged against it in

the discussion . The debate was exhaustive and exhausting, oc

cupying nearly two days. Some of the members seemed to have

speeches “ in their hearts as a burning fire , shut up in their

bones,” that had to come out. Thirteen speakers supported the

Committee 's report, and seven favored the substitute, at least that

part of it which proposed a reference of the matter to the Pres

byteries. Some of the ablest men in the Assembly desired to

speak, but the question was called before they obtained the floor.

The substitute proposed to send down to the Presbyteries, (1 )

A categorical inquiry, concerning the interpretation and applica

tion of a clause in our law ; and, ( 2) A hypothetical question in

volving two alternatives, should a negative answer be given to

the first inquiry , viz . : (a ) Shall the clause referred to be insert

ed in another Section of the law ? or, (6) Shall a new paragraph

be added to the Book specifying what requirements for ordina

tion — and under what circumstances — may be omitted ? This

complex question is reducible under two heads:

( 1 ) A question of constitutional interpretation ;
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( 2 ) A question of constitutional amendment.

It was inevitable, therefore, that the debate should take a wide

sweep. In spite of the frequent disclaimers on the part of those

who supported Dr. Lane's substitute, disa vowing all desire to

“ lower the standards," the speakers on the other side insisted

that thiswould be the logical and speedy result of the measure pro

posed ; hence they laid themselves out to check this apparent

movement. We believe it was the unqualified judgment of all

who voted against the substitute , and of many who voted for it

in part, that the third clause would necessarily result in lowering

the scholarship of ourministry . Several members of the Assem

bly who made no speech on the subject have favored us with their

views on this point, confirming our statement.

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION .

This report was presented by the Chairman, Dr. T . D . With

erspoon , on Thursday and adopted on Friday. It makes an en

couraging showing, and contains some important recommenda

tions. Two proofs of growing interest and more fervency of

prayer on the part of the Church , and of God's blessing upon

it, are found in the larger contributions to the cause this year

than last, and in the increase of candidates for the ministry. In

view of these facts the Assembly adopted the recommendation

that an effort be made to raise at least $ 21,000 for the Executive

Committee of Education to carry on this work . This amount

was apportioned among the Presbyteries, the object aimed at be

ing to give more definiteness and system to the effort to raise the

needed $ 21,000.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THEOLOGICAL SEMINARIES.

Dr. J. B . Stratton , Chairinan , presented this report Thurs

day ; it was adopted in the afternoon of the same day (Assembly

Minutes, 33– 35 ). The subjects considered by it are the Annual

Reports from Columbia and Union Seminaries and of the Tuska

loosa Institute for the Training of Colored Ministers . These were

all very gratifying. Columbia Seminary, which had been closed

two years, opened in September, 1882, with five Professors and
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twenty -eight students. The finances and Library of the Semi

nary were reported as in good condition and rapidly growing ;

over $ 17,000 having been added to the endowmentfund this year

through the energy of Dr. J. B . Mack, the Financial Agent,

while the Library contains about 23,000 volumes. The death of

. the loved and venerated Dr. Ilowe was officially announced, and

the Assembly, on the Committee's recommendation, adopted the

following resolution :

" Resolved , That this Assembly hereby expresses its profound grief at

the death of the Rev. George Ilowe, D . D ., which occurred on the 15th

of April, 1883, and records its high appreciation of the eminent services

which , as a teacher in the Theological Seminary at Coluinbia for the

long period of fifty -two years, as a minister of the gospel,and as a Chris

tian man , disringuished by everything which is ‘lovely and of good

report,' he has rendered to the Church and to the world. For the rich

endowments, both of natureand of grace , with which he was gifted , we

render thanks to God , and while lamenting the loss of them , would

gratefully reflect that though withdrawn from the field of labor himself,

his works still follow him , and that though dead , through the lips of

hundreds trained by him for the Christian ministry , 'he yet speaketh .' "

Union Seminary reported four Professors and fifty -six students,

the finances in sound condition, and 12,000 volumes in the Li

brary. Both institutions are striving to increase their Libraries

and endowments, and add new Professors to the Faculty . The

Columbia Alumni and Directors are making an important

move for annual lecture courses, and for the erection of a large

fire-proof Library building. The Smyth fund will soon be large

enough for its revenue to be used for library or lectureship pur

poses, or perhaps both . Attention should be widely called to

this fund as a nucleus which can be speedily augmented andmade

of great service to the Seminary and to the Church. Weneed a

system of annual endowed lectureships at both our Seminaries as

a help to the students and as a stimulus to the literary activity

of our ministers. Some such definite incitement would transform

capacity into actual work , furnishing valuable contributions to

the various departments of Theology, Criticism , Church History,

and Apologetics.

The Assembly's action on the Tuskaloosa Institute evinces a

lively interest in the work of training colored ministers for the
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negroes. Dr. Stillman's address on the subject presented points

worth noting. The negroes are a foreign race on our home soil.

Our Church has a fine record in her past work for these people ,

and a roll of noble names who gave themselves to labor for them .

While our own ministers should preach to them as much as pos

sible, yet the greatest good we can do them is to train ministers

of their own race, and in this way help them to that point of in

telligence and power, at which they can stand alone, not only

self-supporting but furnishing a missionary army for Africa.

Doubts about their capacity for training are disappearing, and

they make gratifying progress in doctrinal and biblical study.

Early errors of speech are the main difficulties to remove. Bap

tist and Methodist students come to Tuskaloosa , and the doctrines

of our Catechism are thus spreading among them in these Church

es. The religious character of the students and their zeal and

efficiency in teaching Sunday-schools and preaching to the col

ored churches , at Tuskaloosa during term time, and in their Pres

byteries during vacation, are very commendable .

The coöperation of the Church, the care and zeal of the Pres

byteries in seeking out suitable candidates were earnestly desired .

The speech was listened to with great interest by the Assem

bly , and its sentiments were those of the body, as shown by the

resolution which was adopted in regard to the organisation of col

ored churches.

' HOME MISSIONS.

Wednesday morning Dr. T . R . Welch presented his report as

Chairman of the Committee on Home Missions. It is an encour

aging and stimulating document. The importance of this work

is urged with solemn emphasis as the foundation of the Church 's

progress. The proposal of the Executive Committee to raise dur

ing the current year at least $ 100 ,000 for Home Missions was

cordially endorsed , and they were authorised to apportion the

amount among the coöperating Presbyteries, requesting them to

raise their respective quotas by apportionment among the church

es. This measure seems to be proper and wise ; if carried out, it

will secure contributions from a greater number of churches and

increase the amount given by those already contributing .
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The most interesting and important item in the report is the

recommendation to establish a bureau of information for vacant

churches and unemployed ministers. Such an agency will be of

great value. The Scotch Churches find it very useful. The Free

Church employs an agent to keep a list of vacant churches and

ministers without charge, with all necessary data concerning each

for reference.

On Wednesday night a meeting was held in the interest of

this cause.

RESIGNATION OF DR.MCILWAINE AND ELECTION OF HIS SUCCESSOR .

Dr. McIlwaine having offered his resignation as Secretary,and

having accepted the Presidency of Hampden Sidney College, the

Presbyteries of Lexington and Paris overtured the Assembly to

use all proper means to retain him . The Committee unanimous

ly endorsed the petition of these overtures, and recommended his

reëlection. The consideration of this part of the report came up

on Friday morning. After somediscussion , an amendment offered

by Col. Fitzgerald , a Trustee of Hampden Sidney, to accept Dr.

McIlwaine's resignation , was adopted .

Dr. McIlwaine made an earnest speech , stating that he could

not conscientiously retain his position, because he thought it did

not demand the whole time and energies of oneman, and that the

work of Homeand Foreign Missions could be easily conducted

by a single Secretary. He thought the Assembly ought to con

solidate the offices as a matter of economy.

The Assembly felt it would be wiser to continue both , and ac

cordingly elected Dr. J. N . Craig , of Holly Springs, Miss., Sec

retary of Home Missions. A wise choice ; he is the right man

in the right place.

THE PARK CASE , AND ORGANISATION OF A COLORED CHURCH .

The action of the Assembly on Overtures Nos. 15 and 16 , from

the Synod of Mississippi and the Presbytery of Louisiana, on the

Park case, and No. 17, from the Presbytery of West Hanover,

respecting the organisation of a Colored Church , though involving
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a constitutional question ,may beproperly noticed here. (See Min

utes, p . 49.)

The Committee on Bills and Overtures ' report, drawn by Dr.

W . T. Hall, of Virginia, was unanimously adopted . The mind

of the body was clearly expressed by Dr. Hall's speech , which

was to this effect :

“ This subject is brought before the Assembly in three ways :

“ ( 1) First, by a memorial from the Presbytery of West Han

over , asking the Assembly to organise, at once, all the colored

ministers and churches under its care into a separate and inde

pendent Synod. The petition is based on two grounds. The

fact is urged that it was never contemplated to have negro

churches or their officers as substantial component parts of our

Southern Church . The scheme contemplates a subordinate and

provisional status for the negroes until they were sufficiently nu

merous and well trained to stand by themselves. Again, a num

ber of grave dangers are indicated. The purity and peace of our

churches, it is urged , are threatened . Now to this memorial the

Committee recommend the Assembly to answer , directing the

Synods to erect colored Presbyteries, with a view to the estab

lishing of a colored independent Synod, as soon as this can be

done consistently with a wise regard to the stability and growth of

the colored churches . To organise a ·separate Colored Church

now would be premature.

“ (2 ) By an overture from the Synod of Mississippi, asking the

Assembly to decide as to the constitutionality of the plan of 1867

and 1874 , under which the Park case arose . To this it recom

mends as an answer that it is inexpedient to open that question .

The plan of the Assembly scheme, finally adopted, after much

consideration , was the best that could be devised under the cir

cumstances. It was, perhaps, never regarded by any as strictly

constitutional. It was simply a provisional scheme to meet an

emergency not foreseen by the framers of the Constitution. But

it has worked well enough. As far as there has been earnest

effort to put it in operation,we have seen fruit. To unsettle it

now would be disastrous.

“ ( 3.) By a complaint from the Presbytery of Louisiana against
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the decision of the Atlanta Assembly in the Park case . To this

also it is answered, that the question had better not be opened

again . It is no doubt unfortunate that Park was induced to cast

a vote in one of our Presbyteries ; but having done so , and the

Assembly having approved it on the ground of the parity of the

ministry , the matter had better be allowed to rest. The Presby

tery of Montgomery recently received an ordained colored min

ister from the Northern Presbyterian Church . The question of

his standing was raised before the vote. The understanding was

that he had all the rights of a presbyter. Thus the matter must

rest for the brief period necessary to get ready to set them apart

as a separate Church .

" It is greatly to be desired thata spirit of impatience that seems

to threaten our work among the negroes shall be restrained . The

papers referred to in these remarks involve the very existence of

the work . We cannot afford to turn this work over to others .

Paul said he must be a debtor both to the Greeksand the bar

barians ; both to the wise and to the unwise.' To have fruit among

all classes of society is a holy ambition. The negroes also need

just that training that the Presbyterian Church gives."

FOREIGN MISSIONS.

Dr. J. Bardwell, Chairman of the Foreign Missions Com

mittee, in presenting his report, made the gratifying statement

that “ the general condition of this department of the Church work

wasnever more encouraging."

Themain items in the resolutions are:

( 1 ) A commendation of the diligence and efficiency of the Ex

ecutive Committee.

(2 ) An exhortation to the Presbyteries to consider God's call

to go forward , and an injunction to strive to increase the churches '

gifts ; and

( 3 ) As means to these ends, the observance of the day of

prayer for missions, regular collections, and an effort for a wider

circulation of the Missionary , were urged.

Proposals were afloat to consolidate the Home and Foreign

Missions work under one head, practically retiring Dr. Wilson ;
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but the Committee and the Assembly voted unanimously against

this change.

The recommendation to allow the Executive Committee $ 1,200

a year to employ such clerical aid as Dr. Wilson might need , was

adopted . The Committee has since employed a clerk at a salary

of only $ 200, showing that the Assembly 's confidence in their

conscientious wisdom and prudence in using the Church's money

was not misplaced . Dr. Wilson himself draws only $ 2,500of his

$ 3 ,000 salary — a characteristic actof thisnoble Christian veteran .

As Dr. Bullock well said , “ He is worth far more to the Church

than all the salary he draws." His long and valuable services

entitle him to honor. One of God's greatest blessings to the

Church is the gift of consecrated heroic men . Theories may be

very fine, but of farmore value is the character to energise them ,

the heart and soul to give them life, and make them bloom in

grand results . A man is a greater power than a plan .

FRATERNAL RELATIONS.

The action of the Assembly on this subject was in two forms :

1st. A number of Presbyteries overtured the Lexington Assem

bly to modify the Atlanta action. 2d . Eight Presbyteries to

conduct correspondence by letter.

The subject was introduced before the Assembly in two other

forms: 1st. Four Presbyteries — South Alabama, Eastern Texas,

Athens, and Indian - sent up brief overtures (Nos. 45, 52, 53,

and 56 ), informing the Assembly of their approval of the Atlanta

action , and of their satisfaction in view of the establishment of fra

ternal relations. These overtures did not ask for any action , and

the Committee on Bills and Overtures' report to this effect was re

ceived as information . (2 ) Overture No. 48 from Louisville

Presbytery, asked the Assembly, to prepare a pastoral letter on

the subject of fraternal relations and organic union . The Com

mittee on Bills and Overtures recommended that the Assembly

appoint a Committee to draft the letter called for. This report

was presented Friday night, but after a brief discussion was laid

on the table .

The report of the Committee on overtures Nos. 44, 47, 49,
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and 55 , asking for a modification of the Atlanta action , was pre

sented Monday morning, and is as follows :

“ While recognising the constitutional right of the Presbyteries to

protest against the Assembly' s actions, yet

" First. Inasmuch as the sentiment of the majority of the Church

seems to approve of the object had in view by the Atlanta Assembly :

and

“ Second. Inasmuch as a majority of the Presbyteries regard the estab

lishment of fraternal relations on the basis of the Atlanta proposal as a

settled fact, which it would be unwise to disturb : therefore this Assem

bly considers it unnecessary to take further action ."

The report on the eight overtures, Nos. 39–46 inclusive, ask

ing that all correspondence should be conducted by letter , was

read at the same time, as follows : “ Resolved, That all corres

pondence with other ecclesiastical bodies shall be conducted by

letter.” Both were received and simply docketed.

When taken from the docket for consideration , the minority

report presented by Messrs. W . M . Ponder, of Arkansas, J. A .

Rayl, of Knoxville, and Rev. R . R . Evans, of Memphis Pres

bytery, was presented. The discussion of this minority report,

involving the rights and powers of Committees, has already been

given . At its close, Mr. T . M . Barron , of Missouri, moved, as

an amendment to Mr. J. Adger Smyth 's motion , to adopt the

Committee's report, the division of the question , and the adoption

of the first part of the report in answer to overtures Nos. 44, 47,

49, and 55 . This motion was immediately carried without de

, bate , and by a nearly unanimous vote , only two, as far asknown,

voting in the negative. The Committee's report had been printed,

and was in the hands ofmembers of the Assembly all day Tuesday

before it was taken up for action . Ample opportunity for study

ing it was given . Its statements are brief, and it was therefore

clearly understood . Under these circumstances, the facts and

principles embodied in the paper were heartily endorsed and em

phasised by the nearly unanimous vote of the Assembly.

After the adoption of this report, Dr. Bullock moved as a sub

stitute to the report recommending correspondence by letter, the

following : “ While it is our rule to conduct correspondence by

letter, yet, under present extraordinary circumstances, and to avoid

VOL . XXXIV., No.4 13.
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the appearance of discourtesy, this Assembly deems it proper

that for the present delegates be commissioned to the General

Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of

America .'

Dr. Bullock supported his substitute earnestly . The debate

which followed was very able, but our limited space obliges us to

pass it all over . Drs. Smoot, Bracken, Davies, Bardwell, Alex

ander Martin , H . M . White, and Mr. J. Adger Smyth, all vigor

ously maintained that correspondence should be by letter. The

writer of this article, and Rev. W . C . Clark and Col. Brooke

stood by them . Rev. J. A . McKee, Rev. John S . Park, Dr. T .

D . Witherspoon , Rev . Z . B . Graves, and Mr. J. H . Tyler, sup

ported Dr. Bullock.

In the midstof thedebate on Wednesday afternoon , Prof. Flemp

hill, in order to secure unanimity, offered a substitute to send just

one more delegation. In offering this substitute he said it was

essential for us to be at one among ourselves. Love for others

could not justify us in introducing discord among ourselves.

There would be bitter feelings if either side gained the victory

for their views. The question involved was not one of principle,

but of method ; and for the sake of harmony, he hoped there

would be a compromise . The vote on this substitute was soon

reached , resulting in its adoption by 113 to 23. A Committee

of seven (Prof. Hemphill, chairman ) was then appointed to per

fect its phraseology. It was presented next day, as follows :

" That the usual method of correspondence by letter between this .

General Assembly and other ecclesiastical bodies shall hereafter in

clude the General Synod of the Reformed Church in America and the

General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of

America ; with the exception, however, that delegates be appointed by

this Assembly to these bodies at their next ensuing sessions in 1883 and

1884 respectively , to convey our most cordial Christian and fraternal

salutations ; these delegates being instructed to state to them this method

of correspondence hereafter by letter, as adopted by this body, with the

hope that it may meet with their co -operation ; and that the special at

tention of the Presbyteries be called to this action of the General Assem - .

bly , for an expression of their opinion on the mode of correspondence

for the future.”

Ten members received permission to have their reasons for

voting in the negative recorded on the Minutes .
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This substitute prevented a square vote on the two modes of

correspondence . The expressed views of many prominent de

fenders of the Atlanta action , and the fact that the substitute

adopted by five-sixths of the Assembly , endorses the letter mode

of correspondence as proper, and as our Church's settled policy,

leaves no room to doubt that, as a naked issue, the letter method

would have been adopted almost unanimously . The Assembly

felt that the circumstances called for an exception to the rule for

this year.

The adoption of this substitute indicated no desire to change

our plan of correspondence. The call for the Presbyteries'

special attention to the subject, was in no sense meant by the

. author , or by the Assembly, as an overture to them to consider

the question of change, any more than a similar call of attention

in the action on Education or Home Missions would be.

PROVINCIAL ASSEMBLIES AND ORGANIC UNION .

An overture from the Presbytery of St. Louis (No. 51), asked

the Assembly to appoint a Committee to confer with a similar

one from the Northern Assembly (should one be appointed ) con

cerning the organisation of three or four Provincial Assemblies

out of the two Churches — the Presbyterial basis of representa

tion , the powers of jurisdiction over their constituencies in these

bodies to remain as now . They were each to have an equal

number of commissioners, meeting in triennial or quadrennial

General Council, to consider cases of appeal from each Provincial

Assembly concerning disputed interpretations of the Constitution

of the Church . The General Council was to have only advisory

powers in matters pertaining to the general interests of the

Church . The answer to this overture was : “ This Assembly

judges that the providence of God does not indicate the time to

be yet ripe for such action .” The genius of Presbyterianism

may some day find its logical and natural development in a

grander climax than a General Council of all the Presbyterians

on one continent; but the Assembly 's answer was eminently wise.

The fit time has not yet come to begin themovement as a co

operative one between these two bodies. This idea is not a new
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one. It has stirred the minds of some of our greatest men,

North and South , and is at this day shaping itself into a dream

or hope of a grand Ecumenical Presbyterian Council of the

World . Possibly a coming age will witness its realisation in the

General Assembly of the world convened at Jerusalem — the

mighty tree, whose seed was the Apostolic Council which met

there over eighteen hundred years ago.

An overture from the Presbytery of Upper Missouri (No. 54 )

asked that steps be taken to unite with the Church North in the

formation of Provincial Assemblies. The wording of this paper

misled the Committee on Bills and Overtures. Their report on

it as a move for organic union did not, as Dr. Boude informed the

Assembly, correctly represent the intention of his Presbytery,

which was to propose measures looking to union and coöperation

with the Church North in theformation of Provinciol Assemblies .

The terminus ad quem was notorganic union , but Provincial As

semblies. The overture was answered as follows : " This Assem

bly declines to appoint a Committee for the purpose stated in the

overture, as our principles are essentially different from theNorth

ern Church ; and therefore the idea of organic union cannot be

entertained .” In the brief discussion of this report, three

amendments were proposed . The first making it read : “ It is

inexpedient to appoint a Committee for the purpose stated .” The

second : “ This Assembly declines to appoint a Committee for the

purpose stated in the overture, for the present.” The third :

“ This General Assembly declines to appoint a Committee for the

purpose stated.” The paper was adopted in this last form .

The Assembly 's answers to both these papers were consistent

with its reply to another overture (No. 50) from St. Louis Pres

bytery, asking for the “ rejection of propositions looking to or

ganic union with the Church North , because of the widely diver

gent and contradictory views of the two bodies on several most

important and vital doctrines ; so that organic union would involve

on our part a surrender of principle and a recession from our

historic testimony to the truth , for which there is neither occasion,

excuse , nor palliation .” The Assembly's answer was : “ The

question of organic union is not to be entertained as a subject be

fore the Church .”
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Some dissatisfaction has been expressed because the Assembly

did not embrace the opportunity afforded by the overtures from

Upper Missouri and St. Louis Presbyteries, of restating the dis

tinctive principles of our Church, and the differences between the

two Assemblies, which constitute the bar to organic union . Some

think that the uneasiness in many minds (caused by the Atlanta

action ) for the integrity of these principles,and the loyalty of our

Church to them , made it the duty of our Assembly to reaffirm

and plant the Church more firmly upon them . All this was

thought of and fully discussed in Committee and in private con

ference with leading men of various shades of opinion . Such a

statement was determined upon at one time, and was finally

abandoned for reasons given below . We give an outline of the

proposed detailed statement of obstacles which was privately en

dorsed by leading “ fraternalists and anti-fraternalists," as they

are called . To the St. Louis paper the following was proposed :

“ In response to the overture from the Presbytery of St. Louis,

anent organic union , this Assembly judges such union to be im

possible, not only for the reason assigned by said Presbytery , but

because the divergence between the two Churches, as to the exclu

sively spiritual functions of the kingdom of Christ, has been pro

claimed by the Northern Assembly ' an insuperable obstacle' to

organic union .”

The following is a synopsis of the proposed answer to the over

ture from Upper Missouri : “ The union of the two Assemblies is

impossible, because of —

“ 1st. Fundamental differences as to the functionsof the Church

of Christ.

“ 2d. Our Books of Church Order and Discipline are different.

“ 3rd . The change in our executive agencies would work evil.

“ 4th . There is a contrariety in theological opinion and biblical

criticism .

" 5th . The absorption of our Church into a larger and richer

body, would be sure to work us injury.

" 6th. Union with the Church North would be certain to cause

division among ourselves,which would be schism , and this is sin .

67th. The act of the Northern Church, in embodying in their
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Digest the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States,

in the Walnut Street Church case (Watson- Johns) as the rule to

govern the property of the Church .”

The above were almost, if not quite , the unanimous views of

the Assembly. They were not expressed , for the following rea

sons :

1. Such a statement had been made so often, and the points

were so well known, that it was now unnecessary . .

2 . The Assembly, in answer to overtures (Nos. 44, 47, etc. ),

had already stated that our Church , in entering upon friendly

relations with the Church North , meant to do so on the unmodi

fied basis of the Atlanta proposal, “ receding from no principle ;"

therefore standing on the same old ground.

3. In answer to overture No. 51, the Assembly had just de

clared that the question of organic union wasnot even to be en

tertained as a subject before the Church . The reply was made

more emphatic by its brevity, implying that the reasons were too

patent and well known to need recital.

4 . It was felt that, even if it were desirable, the Assembly had

neither the time nor thenecessary documents to make a complete

detailed statement that would be satisfactory to all.

JUDICIAL CASES .

There were two judicial cases before the Assembly , viz. :

1st. The appeal of Mr. W . S . Turner against the Synod of

Georgia, which was tried by a Commission , and the judgment of

the Synod sustained .

2d . The appeal of Rev. W . McKay from an action of the

Synod of Georgia. Both the legal points and the merits of this

case involve interesting questions. The facts are : In 1881, the

Presbytery of Macon adopted the following paper : “ Resolved,

That from this time Presbytery will regard any use of Sabbath

railway trains by its members, to fill preaching appointments or

for any other purpose or on any other plea , as an infraction of

the Fourth Commandment, and will deal with it accordingly ."

Mr. McKay complained to Synod , alleging this action to be un

scriptural and injurious to his rights. Synod dismissed the " com
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plaint,” as not coming under that term , as defined in Rules of

Discipline, Chap. 13., Sec. 4 . The judgment of Synod was

reversed , and the case remanded, with directions that the question

be tried on its merits .

Col. Mynatt defended Synod's action , saying that a complaint

can be taken only from a “ decision ; ” thatMr. McKay complained

of what he called a " legislative act," but what was really a mere

“ admonition ,” which Presbytery had a right to utter, and against

which complaint could not lie . There had been no " decision ” to

complain of, and Mr.McKay should wait till Presbytery tried to

enforce its action before he complained. He was not aggrieved

or injured , and hence had no right of " complaint.” If Mr.

McKay thought Presbytery's action irregular, he should have

had it corrected through Synod's power to review and control the

proceedings of the court below .

Rev. Dr. D . 0 . Davies (chairman of the Judicial Committee),

Rev. J . L . Rogers and Rev. R . S . McAllister replied, showing

clearly that a complaint can lie against any act or deliverance of a

court, judicial or in thesi ; thatthese acts are “ decisions," in such

a sense that when a man feels aggrieved by them , as detrimental

to truth, or injurious to himself, he can complain , and the upper

courtmust hear the complaint and decide whether there is a real

grievance.

Dissent has been expressed from the Assembly's action in this

case ; but it was clearly constitutional. The law declares : “ Any

member of the Church , submitting to its authority, may complain

against every species of decision except where a party against

whom a decision is rendered takes his appeal against it ;" which

means that when a party in a judicial trial appeals from the ver

dict of the court, he is then debarred from complaining ; but in

all other cases, judicial or otherwise, a complaint may lie. The

power of review and control carries with it the necessity of the

superior court deciding on the regularity of everything done by

the lower ; and a “ complaint" of any action whatever is virtually

a special call of attention by the complainant to some particular

proceeding as irregular, wrong, or grievous to himself. A com

plaint particularises and emphasises some action of the lower
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courts as demanding the scrutiny and judgmentof the higher, and

by so doing increases the already existing obligation to examine

into its legality. Allnon-appealable questions or decisions can be

carried up by complaint. It would be a dangerous principle that

complaints could only lie against “ judicial cases." Mr.McKay's

Presbytery said : “ If you ride on a Sunday, wewill punish you."

Mr.McKay,thinking theymeantwhat they said , complained . This

decision was Presbytery 's interpretation of the Sabbath law , which ,

asthus interpreted , was to be the basis ofa trial in case Mr.McKay

went contrary to it. Whether the action was right or wrong, the

complaint should have been heard .

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS.

I. An amendment to Chap. IV ., Sec. II., Par. 6 , empowering

foreign evangelists to ordain " other evangelists,” was sent down

to the Presbyteries. (Assembly Minutes, p . 60, should read Par.

6 , instead of Par. 7.) Dr. Bullock offered as a substitute for the

Committee on Bills and Overtures ' report, that Drs. Peck and

Lefevre be appointed a committee to report to the next Assembly .

This substitute was vigorously supported by Dr. Bullock, and also

by Dr. J. L . Wilson and Rev. E . Lane, of Brazil, who were in

vited to give their views. The drift of their arguments was, that

the committee would understand and digest the matter more thor

oughly than the Presbyteries, because they had carefully studied

it. A new chapter on the evangelist was needed . The granting

of such power to inexperienced young missionaries would be dan

gerous. It might be abused and mislead the heathen as to the

fundamental principles of Presbyterian Government, and would

develop into Prelacy or Congregationalism . This power was un

necessary for the practical work of missions, as the power ordain

ing could and should always be exercised jointly .

On the other side, Dr. Alexander Martin , Rev . J . W . Flinn ,

Mr. J. A . Smyth , and Rev . G . Nash Morton, (missionary from

Brazil, who was invited to speak ,) urged that the question had

now been before the Church for seven years. Our ablest men in

one committee after another had failed to agree in their views.

Decided steps ought to be taken to bring this subject to a
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speedy issue. A new committee would only bring in rival re

ports, as this very Assembly had witnessed . The necessities of

the mission work demanded a settlement of the question . The

Presbyteries must finally act, if the law was to be changed , and

all that had been said, or was yet to be said , on the subject

could be brought before them , so that their action might be intel

ligent. The missionaries should act together when possible, as a

matter of expediency. But their delegated powers as evangelists

made each one a quasi condensed Presbytery.

The matter was remitted to the Presbyteries as the shortest

and safest way to bring it to a conclusion , without the Assembly

committing itself to either of the conflicting views that have been

presented in various numbers of this REVIEW . It is to be hoped

that the Presbyteries will appoint able committees to consider the

subject, and that all who have written on it will lay before them

all the data necessary to bring about a wise decision , whether it

be to adopt the proposed amendment, or add a new chapter on

the evangelist.

II. An amendment in aswer to an overture from Mecklenburg

Presbytery was unanimously adopted without debate, to limit the

Assembly's power to “ correspond, coöperate, and go into organic

union with other Churches,” by making it necessary for two

thirds of the Presbyteries to agree to the terms of the relationship

in question before the matter was settled . The proposed amend

ment, of course, is not meant to prohibit the Assembly from re

plying to a simple message or communication from another body

touching some specific matter that requires immediate attention.

The object is to limit the Assembly in concluding formal treaties

or agreements of comity with other bodies, just as its power in the

same paragraph ) is limited in taking other bodies under its juris

diction .

Changes in the Constitution can only be made with the consent

of a majority of the Presbyteries ; and as new relationships with

other Churches may logically result in constitutional changes, the

Presbyteries should have a controlling voice in determining them .

Besides, such a law will lead to a careful study of the history,

polity , and doctrines of other bodies with whom official relations

are proposed.
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In making treaties or in conducting regular official negotiations

the Assembly is simply the agent of a sovereign, and that sove

reign is the whole Church, whose collective voice is expressed in

the Presbyteries. The treaty belongs rightfully to the sovereign ,

and unless the agent's functions in this matter be limited , some

future Assembly , under a rash momentary impulse, may commit.

the Church to measures which she would not endorse, and which

might result in great confusion and strife. It is the Assembly's

business as agent to conduct correspondence, etc., but it is for the

whole Church to decide with whom , and on what terms, it shall

be conducted .

III. All the Presbyteries were requested to send up distinct

answer to the following question : “ Shall Chapter VII. of the

Form of Government be amended by adding a third Section to

read as follows: ‘Amendments to the Confession of Faith, and to

the Catechisms of this Church ,may bemade only upon the recom

mendation of one Assembly, the concurrence of at least three

fourths of the Presbyteries, and the enactment of the same by a

subsequent Assembly .' ” This proposal was almost unanimously

adopted . Speeches were made in favor by Rev. Messrs. N . M .

Woods, J. W . Flinn , S . B . Campbell, Col. Aiken, Judge Arm

strong, and Rev. Drs. Bracken and Smoot. Rev. T . P . Epes

wanted two-thirds majority in three-fourths of the Presbyteries

in order to amend the Confession . The drift of the discussion

was that the Confession is amendable ; the mode of amending

should be made difficult; that we should be especially conserva

tive in matters binding the conscience ,making changes only when

the sentiment in favor thereof is nearly universal; that the

Presbyteries, as the prime law -making bodies , had chief control

in such questions. Messrs. Woods and Flinn held that the adopt

ing act of 1788 was still in force, and that we already have a law

for amending the Confession.

Several remarks are proper here:

1. There are always five classes in voting on proposed amend

ments: (1 ) Thosewho vote “ Yes." (2 ) Thosewho vote " No." ( 3 )

Those who vote indeterminately by suggesting something else

than the distinct proposal. (4 ) Some fail to vote. (5 ) Some
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fail, by accident or carelessness, to send up their vote to the As

sembly. Of these , only two classes are generally counted , viz.,

those voting either “ Yes” or “ No.” The others are left out as

against the amendment, which is neither correct nor fair . When

there is neither a constitutionalmajority for or against an amend

ment, the Presbyteries not voting, or voting indeterminately,

should be ordered to vote , and there should be time enough taken

to secure a categorical answer from allthe Presbyteries. Perhaps

a still better rule would be to count the silent voter with thema

jority , and leave the indeterminate votes altogether out of the

count.

2 . The rule for amending the Confession , which wasmadepart

of the " adopting act” of 1788, was never formally inserted in

any of our printed standards.

3. The mode of amending the Confession is a provision of or

der ,and it is no part of our creed. It belongs to our system of

polity or government — not to our doctrine. The matter of our

creed is eternal Scripture truth ; the formulation of it,ormodifica

tion of its form , is a governmental act.

4 . The provision of 1788 has never been repealed . If, there

fore, the Confession be amendable, under any specific constitu

tional rule, it is this old one. And as such a law is a provision

of order, its place is in our “ Book of Order.”

5 . To transfer this rule from the adopting act of 1788 to our

Book , or to amend it, requires a vote of only a majority of the

Presbyteries.

6 . If the proposed three-fourths rule, which is virtually an

amendment to the old unrepealed two- thirds rule, is not adopted ,

the Confession will remain amendable under the adopting act.

For, while not incorporated into our present law , the fact that a

different mode of amending was rejected by the framers of our

new Book, proves that it was their intention to let the old law

remain in force . No creed or symbol framed by man can be

changeless. The power of creed -formation or adoption , and of

creed -amendment, go together and imply each other. The Church

is not the creator of the facts on which her creed rests, but her

creed is her interpretation of these facts, and with varying view

points and increasing light it may change.
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7 . The repeal of the “ Deceased Wife's Sister” clause is al

ready a virtually accomplished fact. The next Assembly will

be constitutionally bound to count thevotes of Presbyteries on this

subject under the old unrepealed two-thirds rule . More than

two-thirds of the Presbyteries have voted for its repeal. They

did so on two assumptions : ( 1) The Confession is amendable.

from the very nature of the case . (2 ) It was taken for granted

that it was amendable according to the specific mode of 1788 .

8. The law concerning the mode of amending the Confession

should not be made amendable in the sameway that the other

parts of the Book of Order are capable of change; but in the

same way that the Confession itself is amendable.

Our work as reviewer has been very imperfectly done. The.

Lexington Assembly was worthy of a better pen and a stronger

hand to state and weigh its actions. As Dr. Pryor said , in re

sponse to the vote of thanks for his justiceand kindness as Mode

rator, “ There never has been , since the first Assembly , a more

important one than this, and one intrusted with more important

duties, which have been well performed by a conscientious body

ofmen .” The most important questions were settled in such a

way as to win the endorsement of the Church. The Assembly

was a conservative, yet a wisely progressive body of men. In all

the great questions discussed , the leaders represented the vigor

and vim of youth , the strength of manhood, and the wisdom of

age. It was a busy Assembly. It was a body of representatives,

who felt it was their duty to work for the interests of the Church

and the honor of her King. J. WM. FLINN.
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RECENT PUBLICATIONS.

The book of Ecclesiastes, while not altogether so difficult as

“ the Song of Songs,” has yet proved a great stumbling block in

the way of incautious and injudicious commentators. This new

work " is by a learned and able man. The current opinion is

favored that Solomon's name is assumed by a late (but canonical)

writer,much as Cato's is similarly employed in two of the com

positions of Cicero. The “ Pessimism ' of Kohheleth is com

pared and contrasted with that of Schopenhauer and Hartmann.

After a tempestuous struggle (that is wonderfully portrayed), the

agitated mind of the preacher sinks to rest in humble faith and

piety. The new Commentary to the Corinthians 2 is undoubtedly

in the main a sound and good one, though not without salient

faults. “ Baptism for the Dead” (referred to at XV., e. g .), is

supposed to be explained on the hypothesis of the appearance in

the Christian assembly of a friend who confesses Christ in the

name and on behalf of a death -bed convert. We have already

signalised the announcement of the “ Pulpit Commentary.”' 3 A

well-known scholar has privately assured us of its decided homi

letical usefulness. The volume on Genesis has a general intro

duction to the Old Testament from the fascinating but superficial

and misleading pen of Archdeacon Farrar. This is also largely

and distinctly homiletical in its character. The great errors of

the sermonson " Eternal Love” are here again and again reiter

The Book ofKohheleth, commonly called Ecclesiastes, considered in

relation to Modern Criticism and to the Doctrines of Modern Pessimism :

with a Criticaland Grammatical Commentary and a Revised Translation .

The Donnellan Lectures for 1880 – 81. By the Rev . C . II. H . Wright,

D . D . London : Hodder & Stoughton. 8vo., pp., xxiv ., 516.

? A Commentary on St. Paul' s Epistles to the Corinthians. By Joseph

Agar Beet. 1882. Small 8vo., pp. 542. London : Ibid . .

3 The Pulpit Commentary. Edited by the Rev. Canon H . J . M . Spence,

M . A ., and by the Rev. Joseph S. Exell. Genesis. Exposition and Ho

miletics by the Rev. Thomas Whitelaw , M . A . Eighth English Edi

tion . Pp. xviii., xlvi., xviii., xii., vi., 543. New York : Anson D . F .

Randolph & Co.
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ated. The volume on " Exodus,'' 1 is from the conservative hand

of Canon Rawlinson , who, when not occupied on the race ques

tion, may commonly be followed as a safe guide. The Mosaic

authorship of the Pentateuch is fully and cogently maintained .

Professor Kellogg's argument about the Chosen People is marked

by that writer 's special knowledge, as well as by his recognised

ingenuity and piety. Dr. Killen 's admirable volume3 on the

history of the first ages of the Church after apostolic times , has

not been unduly lauded in these columns ; perhaps not lauded up

to the full measure of its deserts. It is refreshing in the way

of novelty) to peruse a glowing encomnium of the Papacy. Such

is “ The Chair of Peter.” 4 The historical side of Romanism is

one of itsweakest sides. History, in its application to this sub

ject, is the spear of Ithuriel. The life of the great missionary :

is fittingly told by his son , and is likely to replace the earlier and

less attractive biography by Wayland. In the April number of

this REVIEW wemade a brief and very inadequate mention of the

startling work by Mr. Howison . Wethen remarked upon its

suggestive title, and congratulated the amiable and respected

author on his reappearance in the field of letters. Whether he

is to be congratulated on the promulgation of the views set forth

1 Esodus. Exposition and fIomiletics by the Rev. George Rawlin

son, M . A . Two volumes. Third edition . Pp. xxxix ., ix ., 348, 405 . Ibid .

? The Jews: or, Prediction and Fulfilment. An Argument for the

Times. By Samuel II. Kellogg, D . D ., Professor in the Western Theo

logical Seminary, Allegheny, Penn . New York : 1883. 12mo., pp . 279.

Ibid .

3 The Ancient Church ; its History, Doctrine, Worship , and Constitu

tion , traced for the first three hundred years. By W . D . Killen, D . D .

A new edition , carefully revised , with a Preface by John Hall, D . D .

New York . Ibid .

* The Chair of Peter ; or, the Papacy Considered in its Institution ,

Development, and Organisation, and in the Benefits which, for over

eighteen centuries, it has conferred on Mankind. By John Nicholas

Murphy. London : Kegan Paul, Trench & Co. 1883. New York :

Scribner & Welford.

5 The Life of Adoniram Judson . By his son, Edward Judson. New

York : A . D . F . Randolph & Co.

6 " God and Creation." By Robert Reid Howison . West & Johnson ,

Richmond, Va.
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in this book is another matter . We stated before that the author

claimed that these views, though unusual, were, in his judgment,

not opposed to the system of doctrine inculcated in ourstandards.

Whether this pretension can be succesfully sustained , may be

determined in the light of the statement that the author, whilst

disclaiming Manicheism or Gnosticism in any form , yet avows

and makes fundamental to his schemethat doctrine of theological

dualism which involves the eternity of matter; and thus, though

leaving the teleological argument for certain attributes of a

divine being unaffected , destroys at one blow the whole founda

tion of the cosmological argument (at least as ordinarily pre

sented ) for the existence of a God, and requires a thorough

rehabilitation of the so-called “ Calvinistic" creed . A more honest

and sincere inquirer after truth does not live ; but we sadly fear

that Mr. Howison has thrown away his apt reasoning, his wide

reading, and fine literary attainments and expertness, in the chase

of an alluring but elusive and ensnaring theodicy. The Critique

of Design Arguments, ' is partly historic and partly critical.

It is sound on the argument from order, but fatally erroneous on

the argument from the indications of purpose. Dr. McLane 2

treads in the footsteps of John Young and Bushnell in their

theory of the atonement. On this point his view resembles, if it

does not essentially coincide with, that of the Socinians. Dr.

Cheever's characteristically quaint title points (obscurely enough)

to the Bible as the onļy sure and authoritative rule of human

faith and conduct. He is intense, logical, original; full of old

fashioned marrowy godliness, but equally so, too, of whimsies

and crotchets, which sometimes loom up in fanatical proportions.

Dr. McIlvaine's valuable work on the same general subject, * has

? Critique of Design - Arguments. By L . E . Hicks, Denison University ,

Granville, 0 . New York : Charles Scribner's Sons. 1883.

? The Cross in the Light of To-day. By W . W .McLane, D . D ., 'H 5W

épavepúón, etc ., 1 John i. 2 . Philadelphia : J . B . Lippincott & Co. 1883.

3God 's Timepiece for Man 's Eternity. By the Rev . G . B . Cheever,

D . D . Armstrongs.

* The Wisdom of Holy Scripture, with Practical Reference to Sceptical

Objections. By the Rev. J. H . McIlvaine, D . D . 1 Vol., crown 8vo.,

$ 2.50 . Ch. Scribner 's Sons.
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already been noticed with favor in these pages. The “ Sam

uel Johnson ' l here named is not the dictator of Bow Street,

but a sort of recluse priest of New England transcendental

ism . In habit like Thoreau , in sentiments he resembled Em

erson. In method, he seems to have been nearer of kin to

Parker. Where his fantastic theological notions are not ob

truded , his writings are often as acceptable as they are able.

Dr. Watson's valuable book on Kant is appropriately followed

up by a valuable exposition of the transcendental school that

succeeded immediately upon the subjective Idealism of Fichte.?

German Idealism is, in all its forms, almost unintelligible to the

English mind that has not been specially tutored for the purpose.

The author of the “ Characteristics ” 3 was a genteel, high-bred man

of the world . His infidelity was the fashion of the time, and

was simply deistical. His style would now be regarded as prolix

and tumid , but was gracefully adapted to the manners of the

time. His friend and admirer,Hutcheson, had more earnestness

and equal vigor, but considerably less to recommend him in a lite

rary pointof view . Hetook a far higher view of conscience than

Shaftesbury did , allowing to it the position of a special moral

sense .

Wewelcomethe Life of Lord Lawrence as so far the most im

portant historic biography of the day. John Lawrence was a

Scotch - Irishman ; first served under the East India Company ;

afterwards organised and governed the Punjaub,and finally became

Viceroy of India . His chief title to fame is the heroic and suc

cessful part he took in suppressing the Sepoy rebellion of 1857.

Lectures, Essays, and Sermons. By Samuel Johnson , author of

Oriental Religions, with a Memoir , by Samuel Longfellow . Boston :

Houghton , Mifflin & Co. 1883. 8vo., pp. 466.

?Schelling's Transcendental Idealism . A Critical Exposition . By

John Watson, Ph . D ., F . R . S . C ., Professor of Mental and Moral Phi

losophy, Queen's University , Kingston, Canada. Pp. 251. Chicago : S .

C . Griggs & Co.

3Shaftesbury & Hutcheson. By Thomas Fowler. G . P . Putnam 's

Sons. Svo, pp . 240 .

* Life of Lord Lawrence. By R . Bosworth Smith. 2 Vols., 8vo., pp.

484, 567. (Price , $ 5 .00.) New York : Charles Scribner 's Sons, 1883.
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The story of this manly and chivalrous, no less than memorable ,

career is excellently told by the author of a recent work on Islam .

Since Mr. George's brilliant little work entitled “ Progress and

Poverty ,” in which the essential principle of Communism has

received its most plausible defence, hardly a single book on this

general class of subjects has appeared that is said to possess great

er interest than that of Mr. Moody on “ Land and Labor.” 1

The great book on the soi disant " Nihilism ” is “ Underground

Russia ." ? Whatever may be thought of its sentiments, there can

be no two opinions as to its eminent readableness. Sir James

Stephen's History of the Criminal Law of England 3 (to which

we directed our readers in a previous number of this REVIEW , is

one of the few books that give their authors lasting fame. It is

voluminous, and is made up of two elements throughout, viz ., the

speculative (and critical) and the historic. The light this work

sheds on the philosophy of jurisprudence, is exceeded by the light

it sheds on the changes in English life and modes of thought.

Mr. Amos's treatise on Politics 4 is said to go over the whole

ground covered by the writers from Aristotle to Gladstone, and

to touch on all the questions — however briefly and imperfectly

which they have considered. Charles Edward Appleton was an

eminent scholar and metaphysician. There surely could not

have been a broader churchman amongst the English clergy. He

was a Hegelian . Hewas also the founder of the “ Academy."

Sidgwick is a disciple of Mill: but his commentaryo on his

Land and Labor in the United States. By William Godwin Moody.

1 Vol., 12mo., $ 1 .50 . Ibid .

2 Underground Russia . Revolutionary Profiles and Sketches from

Life. By Stepniak, formerly Editor of Zemlia i Volia (Land and Liber

ty ). With a Preface by Peter Lavroff. Translated from the Italian . 1

Vol., 12 mo., $ 1. 25. lbid .

3 A History of the Criminal Law of England. By Sir James Fitz

james Stephen , a Judge of the High Court of Justice , Queen 's Bench

Division . London and New York : Macmillan & Co, 1883. 3 Vols.

* The Science of Politics. By Sheldon Amos. [International Scien

tific Series. ] D . Appleton & Co., 1883.

5 Dr. Appleton : His Life and Literary Relics. By John A . Appleton ,

M . A ., late Vicar of St. Marks, Staplefield , Sussex ; and A . H . Sayce ,

Professor of Comparative Philology, Oxford. London : Trübner & Co.

6 The Principles of Political Economy. By Henry Sidgwick, author
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master is said to be, though far from popular, to an expert liter

ally indispensable. The crisis during which Mr. Buchanan was

at the head of American affairs was one of signal importance in

American annals. The temperate biography by Mr. Curtis ' ex

plains much that was before difficult to understand in regard to

the views and motives and actions of a number of persons who fig

ured prominently at that epoch . Lord Gower's blood relationship

to many of the highest peers in England , added to his literary

accomplishments, makes his gossiping reminiscences? one of the

most palatable books of the sort (though in another way ) since

Greville's memoirs. Jean Jacques is coming into note again, and

we fear coming into greater favor. For ourselves ( if we must

make a choice), we decidedly prefer the cynical author of the

“ Dictionary” and “ Zaire" to the author of the “ Confessions,"

“ Emile,” and “ La Nouvelle Éloise.” Mr. Paul's “ Sketches ":4

is an interesting volume from a strong character. In his Missis

sippi notes Mr. Clemens aims to be chiefly serious. Unfortun

ately there are many who persist in the imagination that Mr.

Clemens always aims to be funny. There is no lack of fun, how

ever , in this his last book , and the grave descriptions are as usual

in themain sufficiently accurate. The accounts of Skobeleff6 re

mind one of Rodrigues the Cid , of Roland , or some other paladin

of romance. He was superb in physique, with a grand forehead,

of " The Methods of Ethics." London and New York : Macmillan & Co.

1883.

1 Life of James Buchanan , Fifteenth President of the United States.

By George Ticknor Curtis. With two steel-plate portraits. Two yols.,

Svo., cloth , gilt tops and uncut edges, $ 6 .00. Harper & Bros., New York .

2My Reminiscences. By Lord Ronald Gower, F . S . A . London :

Kegan Paul, Trench & Co. ; New York : Scribner & Welford, 1883. 2

Vols., 8vo., pp . 422, 384.

3 Rousseau. By Henry Grey Graham . [Foreign Classics for English

Readers.] Philadelphia : J. B . Lippincott & Co., 1883.

* Biographical Sketches. By C . Kegan Paul. London : Kegan Paul,

Trench & Co., 1883.

5 Life on the Mississippi. By Mark Twain . With more than 300 il

lustrations . Boston : James R . Osgood & Co.

. 6 Skobeleff and the Slavonic Cause . By 0 . K . London : Longmans

& Co ., 1883 .
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“ shaded by chestnut curls," a keen , frank eye, a pose and ex

pression “ gallant and débonnaire .” He was as enthusiastically

followed by his men as Bonaparte or Gustavus. Like Stonewall

Jackson , his seeming indifference to wounds and death was in

part calculated, and no one cared more for his troops when not

in action . His was a powerful influence in advancing and con

centrating the Pan-Slavic tendencies of his countrymen . Skobe

leff spoke English faultlessly , spoke Romaic and other dialects,

read French , German , Italian , and other tongues, and was very

winsome and charming (when he chose to be so ) in private. 0 . K .

is the nom de plume of a Russian lady and politician .

Mr: Day has no doubt given us a good book on Spain . We

have crossed the ocean with him , and travelled in his company

among the inns and galleries of England. M . Filon ? (after the

manner of his people) has written a delightful book that skims

the surface and is filled with unpardonable mistakes . Mr. Jus

tin McCarthy' is an Irishman ; but then Mr. Justin McCarthy is

also a “ liberal.” As Mr. McCarthy's “ liberalism " did not warp

his judgment, or excite his feelings, in his history of contempo

rary England ; so his Irish blood has not, so far as it appears,

affected his character for fairness in his narrative of Irish events.

M . Bovet is full of reverential fervor, and being in addition a

trustworthy repository of facts and recollections, and of local de

scriptions, he offers us in his work on the East * the best corrective

to “ The New Pilgrim 's Progress.” The introduction is by that

ripe scholar , Dr. Godet. Mr. Ruggles's “German seen without

Spectacles,” 5 has been laughed at as " near-sighted” and in

From the Pyrenees to the Pillars of Hercules. Sketches of Places

in Spain . By Henry Day. 12mro ., cloth extra, $ 1.50.

? Histoire de la Littérature Anglaise. Par Augustin Filon . Paris,

1883 : New York : F . W . Christern .

3 An Outline of Irish History, from the Earliest Times to the Present

Day. By Justin H . McCarthy. Baltimore: Jno. Murphy & Co., 1883.

12mo., pp. 134.

*Egypt, Palestine, and Phænicia - A Visit to the Sacred Lands. By

Félix Bovet. Translated by W . H . Lyttleton, M . A ., Rector of Hagley

and Canon of Gloucester. With a Biographical Sketch of the Author,

by Prof. F .Godet, D . D . E . P . Dutton & Co., 1883.

5Germany seen without Spectacles. By Henry Ruggles. Boston : Lee

& Shepard , 1883.
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reality , has no great claim upon the notice of well-informed mer

and women. Its principal vice is that of judging manners and

customs on the continent of Europe from the view -point of the

Northern States of America . Everything by any of the Hares

is worth reading and pondering ; but the later works of “ Augus

tus" are not much more than a skilful digest of guide-books.

The older of these two botanists ? knew Jussieu and De Can

dolle, and by the aid here afforded him has completed his monu

mental work on the flora of Kew . As Robert Browning has been

styled the poet's poet, so has Bach been called the musician 's

musician. Bach is himself perhaps the greatest of all themusi

cians; certainly (with the possible exception of Wagner) the most

original and influential, and is daily growing in favor with the

most discerning critics. Dr. Poole's biography of him is ex

ceedingly well done. One of the most gifted of novel-writers,

and masters of French style of our day, here essays to discuss

the problems of the time out of the columns of a great foreign

periodical.' It is needless to state that where the shadow of the

grim German Chancellor has not projected itself too darkly over

the reflections of this brilliant yet cautious writer, he has fur

nished forth a banquet of varied succulence and nourishment."

1 Cities of Southern Italy and Sicily. By Augustus J. C . Hare . Geo.

Routledge & Sons. 1 Vol. 8vo.

? Genera Plantarum ad Exemplaria imprimis in Herbariis Kewensibus

sercata definita . Auctoribus G . Bentham et J . D . Hooker . Londoni :

Reeve & Co. 3 Vols., imp. 8vo., 1882– 1883.

3 Sebastian Bach. Ry Reginald Lane Poole, Ph . D . [ Hueffer's " Great

Musicians" Series.] Charles Scribner 's Sons.

* Hommes et Choses du Temps Présent. Par Valbert. ( M . Cherbuliez

to the Revue des Deux Mondes.) Paris , 1883.

5 The Index Guide to Travel and Art-Study in Europe. By Lafayette

C . Loomis , A . M . With Plans and Catalogues of the chief Art Galleries,

Maps, Tables of Routes, and 160 Illustrations. Part I. - Scenery, Art

Ilistory , Legends, and Myths. Part II . — Plans and Catalogues of the

Art Galleries of Europe. Part III. - Maps, Tables, and Directions for

all Leading Routes of Travel. 1 Vol., 16 mo., pp. 600 , $ 3.50 .
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