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Christs Deo dalvatori.



“THE RYE SEES ONLY THAT WHICH IT BRINGE WITH IT THE POWER
OF SERING.”—Cicero.

““OPEN THOU MINE EYES, THAT I MAY BEHOLD WONDEOUS THINGS
'QUT OF THY LAW.”—Psalm 119 : 18.

¢« For WITH THEE I3 THE FOUNTAIN OF LIFB: IN THY LIGHT SHALL
WE 8RE LIGHT.”-—Psalm 36 : 8.

“FoR WE ENOW IN PART, AND WE PROPHESY IN PART; BUT WHEN
THAT WHIOH I8 PERFECT I8 (OME, THAT WHICH IS IN PART
SHALL BE DOXKE AWATY.”—1 Cor, 13 : 8, 10,



PREFACE

The present work is & revision and enlargemsnt of my
¢ Syatematic Theology,” first published in 1886. Of the original
work there have been printed seven editions, each edition embody-
ing snccesgive corrections and smpposed improvements, During
the twenty years which have intervened since its first publicstion
I have aconmulated muchk new material, which I now offer to the
reader. My philosophical and critical point of view meantime has
also somewhat changed, While I still hold to the old doctrines, I
interpret them differently and expound them more clearly, because
I seem to myeslf to have reached a fundamental fruth which
throwa new light wpon them all. This trutk I have tried to set
forth in my boolk entitled ¢ Christ in Crestion,” and to that book
I rofer the reader for further information.

That Christ is the one and only Revealer of God, in nature, in
humanity, in history, in science, in Boripture, is in my judgment
the key to theology. This view implies a monistic and idealistic
eoneeption of the world, together with an evolutionary idea as to
ite origin and progress. But it iz the very antidote to pantheism,
in that it recognizes evolution as only the method of the tran-
scendent and personal Christ, who fills all in all, and who makes the
universe teleological and moral from its centre to its circumference
and from its beginning until now.

_ Neither evolation nor the higher criticism has any terrora to one
who regards them as parts of Christ’s creating and educating pro-
cess. 'The Ohrist in whom sre hid all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge himself furnishes all the needed safeguards and limita-

tions. It is only becanse Christ has been forgotton that nature and
vii
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law have been personified, that history has been regarded as unpur-
posed development, that Judaism has been referred to a merely
human origin, that Paul has been thought to have awitched the
church off from its proper track even before it had gotten fairly
started on its course, that superatition and illusion have come to
seem the only fonndation for the sacrifices of the martyrs and the
triumphs of modern missions. I believe in no such irrational and
atheistic evolution as this. I believe rather in him in whom all
things conaist, who is with his people even to the end of the world,
and who has promised to lead them into all the truth.

Philosophy and science are good servants of Christ, but they are
poor guides when they rule out the Son of God. AsI resch my
seventieth year and write these words on my birthday, I am thank-
ful for that personal experiencé of union with Christ which has
enabled me to see in science and philosophy the teaching of my
Lord. But this same personal experience has made me even more
alive to Christ’s teaching in Scripture, has made me recognize in
Paul and John & truth profounder than that disclosed by any
secular writers, trnth with regard to sin and atonement for sin,
that satisfies the deepest wants of my nature and that is self-
evidencing and divine.

I am distressed by some common theclogical tendencies of our
time, because I believe them fo be false to both science and
religion. How men who have ever felt themselves fo be lost sin-
ners and who have once received pardon from their crucified Lord
and Savior can thereafter seek to pare down his attributes, deny
his deity and atonement, tear from his brow the crown of miracle
and sovereignty, relegate him to the place of a merely moral teacher
who influencea us only as does Socrates by words spoken across a
stretch o ages, passes my comprehension. Here is my test of
orthodoxy : Do we pray to Jesus? Do we call npon the name of
Ohrist, as did Stephen and all the early church ! Is he our living



PREFACE, ix

' I-or&, omnipresent, omniscient, omnipotent P Is be divine only
in the‘{'lpnue in which we are divine, or is he the only-begotten Son,
God manifest in the flesh, in whom is all the fulness of the
Godhead hodily? What think ye of the Christ ? is still the eritical
question, and none are entitled to the name of Christian who, in the
tace of the evidence he has furnished us, cannot answer the gues-
tion aright.

Tnder the infinence of Ritschl and his Kantian relativism, many
of our teachers and preachers have swung off inte a practical denial
of Ohriat’s deity and of his atonement. We seem upon the verge
of a second Unitarisn defection, that will break up churches and
compel secessions, in a worse manner than did that of Channing
and Ware a century ago. American Christianity recovered from
that disaster only by vigorously asserting the authority of Christ
and the inspiration of the Scriptures. We need a new vision of
the Savior like that which Paul saw on the way to Damascus and
John saw on the isle of Patmos, to convince ug that Jesus is lifted
above space snd time, that his existence antedated creation, that he
condncted the march of Hebrew history, that he was born of a
virgin, suffered on the cross, rose from the dead, and now lives
forevermore, the Lord of the universe, the only God with whom we
have to do, our Savior hers and our Judge hereafter. Without a
revival of this faith onr churches will become secularized, mission
enterprise will die out, and the candlestick will be removed ont of
ita place a8 it was with the seven churches of Asia, and ag it has
been with the apostate churches of New England.

I pﬁnt this revised and enlarged edition of my * Systematic
Theology,” in the hope that its publication may do something to
stem this fast advancing tide, and to confirm the faith of God’s
elect. I make no doubt that the vast majority of Christians still
hold the faith that was once for all delivered to the saints, and that
they will sconer or later separate themselves from those who deny
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the Lord who bought them. When the enemy comes iyifike 8
flood, the Spirit of the Lord will raise up a standard agaixst him.
I would do my part in raising up such a standard, I w':)uld lead
others to avow answ, a3 I do now, in apite of the t‘ﬁlpamilious
assumptions of modern infidelity, my firm belief, only confirmed
by the experionce and reflection of a half-centnry; in the old
doctrines of holiness as the fundamental attribute of God, of an
original transgression and sin of the whole hnman rice, in a divine
preparation in Hebrew history for man’s redemption, in the deity,
preéxistence, virgin birth, vicarious atonement and bodily resar-
rection of Jesus Christ our Lord, and in his fnture coming to judge
the quick and the dead. I believe that these are trutha of science
s well as truths of revelation ; that the supernatural will yet be
seen to be most trnly natural ; and that not the open-minded theo-
logian but the narrow-minded scientist will be obliged to hide his
head at Ohriat’s coming.

The present volums, in its treatment of Ethical Monism, Inapir-
ation, the Attributes of God, and the Trinity, contains an aotidote
to most of the false doctrine which now threatens the safety of the
church, I desire especislly to call attention to the section on
Perfection, and the Aftributes therein involved, becanse I believe
that the recent merging of Holiness in Love, and the practieal
denial that Righteousness is fundamental in God’s nature, are
responsible for the utilitarian views of law and the superficial views
of gin which now prevail in some systems of theology. There can
be no proper doctrine of the atonement and no proper doctrine of
retribution, so long as Holinesa is refused its preéminence. Love
must have a norm or standard, and this norm or standard can be
found only in Holiness, The old conviction of ain and the sense of
guilt that drove the convicted sinner to the .croes are inseparable
from & firm belief in the self-affirming attribute of God as logically
prior to and aa conditioning the self-communicating aitribute., The
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theology of our day needs & new view of the Righteous One. Such
a view will make it plain that God must be reconciled before man
can be saved, and that the human conscience can be pacified only
upon condition that propitiation is'made to the divine Righteona-
ness. In this volume I propound what I regard as the true Doc-
trine of God, because upon it will be baged all that follows in the
volumea on the Doctrine of Man, and the Doctrine of Salvation.

The universal presence of Christ, the Light that lighteth every
man, in hesthen as well as in Christian lands, to direct or overrule
all movements of the human mind, givea me confldence that the
recent attacke upon the Christian faith will fail of their purpose.
1t becomes evident at last that not only the outworks are asssulted,
but the very citadel iteelf. We are asked to give up all belief in
‘special revelation, Jesus Christ, it iz said, hes come in the flesh
precisely as each one of us has come, and he was before Abraham
only in the same sense that we were, Christian experience knows
how to characterize such doctrine so soon as it is clearly stated.
And the new theology will be of use in enabling even ordinary
believers to recognize soul-destroying heresy aven under the mask
of professed orthodoxy.

I make no apology for the homiletioal element in my book., To
be ¢ither true or mseful, theclogy must be a passion. Poclus est
quod theologum facit, and no disdainful cries of ¢ Pectoral
Theology 1” shall prevent me from mainteining that the eyes of the
heart muet be enlightened in order to perceive the truth of God,
and that fo know the truth it is needful to dothe truth. Theology
is a science which can be successfully cultivated only in conuneetion
with its practieal application. I would therefore, in evéry discus-
sion of its prineiples, point ont its relations to Christian experienca;
and its power to awaken Christian emotions and lead to Christian
decisions. Abstract theology is not really scientific. Only that
theology is scientific which brings the student to the feet of Christ.
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I would hasten the day when in the name of Jesus every knoe shall
bow. 1 believe that, if any man gerve Christ, him the Father will
. honor, and that to serve Christ means to honor him as I honor the
Father, Iwould not pride myself that I believe so little, but
rather that I believe go much, Faith iz God’s measure of a man.
‘Why should I doubt that God spoke to the fathers through the
prophets 7 'Why should I think it ineredible that Gred ghounld raise
the dead 7 The things that are impossible with men are possible
with God. 'When the Son of man comes, shall he find faith on the
earth ? Laet him at least find faith in us who profess to be his
followers. In the conviction that the present darkness is but
temporary and that it will be banished by a glorious sunrising, I
give this new edition of my ¢ Theology” to the public with the
prayer that whatever of good seed is in it may bring forth frﬁit,
and that whatever plant the heavenly Father has not planted may
be rooted up.

RocHESTER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY,
RocuestEr, N, Y., Avaust 8, 1906.
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SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY.

\ VOLUME 1.
THE DOOCTRINE OF GOD.

PART L
PROLEGOMENA.

CHAPTER 1.
IDEA OF THEOLOGY.

L Dzmsrmon.~Theology is the sclence of God and of the relastions
between Grod and the universe.

Though the word *“theology" i sometimes employed in dogmatic writings to
deslgnate that single department of the geience which treatz of the divine nature and
attributes, prevailiog nusage, since Abelard (A. D. 3079-1142) entitled his general treatise
* Theologis Christiana,” has included under that term the whole range of Christian
docirine, Theology, therefore, gives account, not only of God, buf of thoge relations
between God and the universe in view of which we gpeak of Creation, Providence and
Redomption.

Jobn the Evangelist la called by the Fathers “‘the theologian,” because he most fully
treats of the internal relations of the persons of the Trinity. Cregory Nazanzen
(328} recelved this designation because he defended the delty of Christ agalnst the
. Ariang. Foramodern instance of this use of the term “‘theclogy™ in the narrow sense,
seo the title of Dr. Hodge's flrgt volume: * Systematic Theology, Vol. I: Theology.”
But theology 18 not simply “the science of God,” nor even *the science of God and
msn.” It also glves account of the relations between (304 and the universe. - .

If the universe were God, theology would be the only seience. Bince the universe is
but & manifeatation of God and isdigtinet from God, there are sciences of nature and of
mind. Theology s “the fcience of the aciences,” not in the genge of including all theee
sclences, but in the sense of using their results and of showing their underlying ground;
(see Wardlaw, Theology, 1: 1, 2). Physical sclence 18 not a part of theology. Ag a mere
physlalst, Humboldt did not need to mention the name of God in his * Qoamos™ ( butsee

Cosmos, 21 418, where Humboldt sgays: **Psalm 104 presents an image of the whole - -

Cosraos"). Bishop of Carligle: * Science is atheous, and thersfore cannot be athelstic.”

Only when we consider the relationg of finite things to God, Goeg the study of them
furnish material for thoology. Anthropology Is & part of theology, because man's
nature 18 the work of God and because God's deatings with man throw Hght upon the
character of God. God ig known through his works and his astivities. Theology
therefore gives account of these works and activities so far as they come within our
knowledge. Allother seiences require theology for their complete explanation. Proud.
hon : * If you go very deeply into politics, you are gure to get into theology,” Onthe
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definition of theclogy, see Luthardt, Compendium der Dogmatik, 1: 3; Blunt, Dict.
Doat, and Higt. Theol., art.: Theology ; H. B. 811ith, Introd. to Christ. Theol., 443 ef.
Aristotle, Mataph,, 10, %, 4; 1L 6, 4 ; and Lactanting, De J'ra Dei, 1L

_ II. Am,—The aim of theology iz the assertainment of the factsrespect-
ing God and the relations between God and the universe, and the exhibi-
tion of theseo facts in their rational umty. ag connected parts of a formulated
&nd organic system of truth.

In defining theclogy ae a sciencs, we indicate 1ts aim, Science does not create; it
discovers, Theclogy anawera to this description of s science. It discovera facts and
rolations, but 1t doea not create them. Fisher, Nature and Method of Revelation, 141—
* Sohiller, referring to the ardor of Columbus'a faith, says that, if the great discoverer
had not found a continent, he would have created one, But faith is not creative, Had

. Columbus not found the land—had there been no real object answering to his belief—
hid faith would have been a mere faxoy.” Becausde theology deald with objeotive feota,
we refuse to define it as * the soisnce of rellgion ”'; versus Am. Thool, Rev., 1650 101-126,
and Thorowell, Theology, 1: 189. Both the factd and the relations with which theology
has to deal have an exigtence Independent of the subjective mental processes of the
theologian,

Befenoe is not only the nhaervtng, recording, verifying, and formulating of object-
ive faota; it is rlso the recognition and explication of the relations between these
facta, and the synthesis of both the facts and the rational principles which unite them
in a comprehonsive, rightiy proportioned, and organic syatem. Scattered bricks and
timbera are not & houst ; severed arms, legs, heads and trunks from a dissecting room
are not living men; and facts alone do not constitute seience. Beience = facta 4 rels-
tione ; Whewell, Hist, Indnotive S8clences, I, Introd,, £8—'* There may be facta withont
science, s in the knowledge of the common quarryman; there may he thought with-
out sclence, as in the early Greek philcsophy.” A. MacPonald: ** The g priort method
in related to the a posteriort as the eails to the ballast of the boat: the mors philosophy
the better, provided there are & sufficlent number of facts; otherwise, there is danger
of upsefting the oraft.”

Prasident Woodrow Wilson: “* Give ua the facts ' is the sharp Injunction of our age
to its higtorians. . . But facts of themaalves do oot constitute the truth. The truth fa
abstract, not concrete, 1t is the just idea, the right revelation, of what things mean.
1t 1 evoked only by such arrangements aud orderings of facta ag puggest meanings.”
Dove, Logic of the Chrigtian Falth, 14—* The pursuit of science 1s the pursuit of rela-
tions,” Evereti, S8clence of Thought, 83— * Logy " (& ¢, In " theology "'}, from Adyos,

- saword 4+ reason, expression + thought, fact + ldea; ¢f, John 1: 1—"In the beginning was the
nrd."

As theology dea]u with objective facts and their relations, so0 {ta grrangement of t,hese
facts 1s notoptional, biet is determined by the nature of the matartal with which tf deals.
A true thsology thinks over agaln God's thoughts and brings them into God'sorder, ay
the builders of Solomon's temple took the stones already hewn, and put them into the
placea for which the architeot had designed them ; Reginald Heber: * No hammer foll,
no ponderous axes rung ; Like some tall palm, the mystic fabrie sprung.” Sdientific
men have no fosr that the dats of physica will harrow or eramp their intelloots; no
more should they fear the objective facts which are the data of theology, We cannot
make theology, any more than we can make a law of physical nature. As the natural
philosopher 18 * Naturse minisier et interpres,” so the theologian is the servant and
interpreter of the objective trnth of God. On the Idea ot Theology as & Bystem, see
H. B. Smith, Faith and Fhilosophy, 125-168.

IIL Possmmary. —The possibility of theology has a threefold ground ;
1. In the existence of & God who has relations to the universe; 2. In the
capacity of the human mind for knowing God and certain of these relations ; H
and 8, Inthe prowmon of meana by which God is brought into acturl con-
tact with the mind, or in other words, in the provision of a revelation.

Any particular sofenoe is posaibip only when three eonditions combine, namely, the
actual existence of the objloct wlth which the scienoe dea.]a. the subjective capacity of
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the homan mind & khow that object, and the provision of definlte means by whick the
object ia brought into contact with the mind, We may iliustrate the conditiona of
theology from gelepclogy — the selence, not of ' lunar polities," which John Stuart Mill
thought 80 vain a pursuit, but of lunar physics, Selenology has three conditiona: 1.
the objeotive existenoce of the moon ; 2, the subjeotive capacity of the human mind to
know the moon ; and 8. the provision of some rmeans (é. g., the aye and the telescopa)
by which the gulf between man and the moon is bridged over, and by which the mind
can come Into sotual cognizanoe of the facts with regard to the moon.

1. In the existence of a God who has relatione to the universe,—Ti has
been objected, indeed, that since God and these relations are objects
apprehended only by faith, they are not proper objects of knowledge or
subjaots for seience. We reply :

A, Faith is knowledge, and & higher eort of knowledge.—Physioal sci-
ence plso rests upon faith—faith in our own existence, in the existence of a
world objective and external to us, and in the existence of other persons
than ourselves ; faith in our primitive conviotions, such sa space, time,
canse, substance, design, right ; faith in the trustworthiness of our facnlties
and in the testimony of our fellow men. Bt physical sciencs isnot thereby
invalidated, because this faith, though unlike sense-perception or logical
demonstration, is yet a cognitive act of the reason, and may be defined
as certitude with respect to matters in whioh verification Iv nnattainable.

The ohjectlon to theology thus mentioned and answered is expressed in the words of
8ir William Hamilton, Metaphysies, 44, 551—* Faith—beliof —is the organ by which we
apprehend what is beyond our knowledge.” But scdence §8 knowledge, and what s
heyond our knowledge cannol be matter for science. Pres. E. G. Bobihsgn saya well,
that knowledge and faith cannot he severed from one another, ke bulkheads in a ship,
the first of which may be crushed in, while the pecond still kecps the veasel aficat. The
mind 18 oe,~" 1t cannot be cut in two with a hatchet.’” Faith is not antithetical to
knowledge,—lt i# rather & larger and more fandamental sort of knowledge. Itisnever
opposed to reason, but only to sight. Tennyson was wrong when he wrote: ** We have
bist falth ¢ we cannot know ; For knowledge 18 of things we sse™ ( In Memorlam, Intro-
duction). This would make sensuous phenomens the only objects of knowledge. Faith
in supersenaible realities, on the contrary, is the highest exercise of reason.

8ir William Hamilton copaistently deciares that the higheat achievement of solence
ig the erection of an altar **'T'o the Unknown God.” Thia, however, i2 not the repre-
gentation of Seripture. Cf. Jobn §7: 3 —"this is 1ifs stornal, that they whould donow thee, e tisly true God "}
and Jor, 9; 34—"1st him that glorieth glory in that be hath understanding and ksweth me.” For eritioiem
of Hamilton, see H. B. Bmith, Feith and Philosophy, 207-388. Flehte: ¥ Weara born (n
falth.” Even Goothe called himself a bellever in the five senses. Balfour, Defence of
Philogophio Doubt, 277206, ehows that intultive beliefs In space, time, cause, substanocs,
right, are preaupposed in the acquisition of all other knowledge. Dove, Loglc of the
Christien Faith, 14 —* If. theology 18 to be overthrown beeause it starts from some pri-
mary terms and propositions, then all other sclences are overthrown with it.” Mozley,
‘Migwrales, defines faith as * unverified reeson,” 8eo A. H, Strong, Philosophy and Re-

licim 19-30.

B. Fsith is a knowledge conditioned by holy affection.-—The faith which
apprehends God’s being and working ia not opinion or imagination. It is
certitide with' regard to spiritual realities, npon the testimony of our

* rational natore and upon the testimony of God. Iisonly peeuliarity ae a cog-
nitive act of the reason is that it is conditioned by holy affection, As the
solence of msthetios is & product of reason a8 including a power of recog-
mzing beanty prwtmal]y inseparable from & love for besuty, and ss the
solence of ethics is a product of reason as incloding a power of recognizing
the morally right practically inseparable from a love for the morally right, so
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the science of theology ig s product of reason, but of resson sa including
8 power of recognizing Gtod which is practically inseparable from a love for
God.

s

We here use the term “*reagon™ to signify the mind’s whole power of knowing.
Reason in this sense includes states of the sensibility, so far ag they are indispensabla
to knowledge, 'We cannot know an orange by the eye alone; to the nnderstanding of
it, taste 18 ag necessary ag gight. The mathematics of sound cannot give us an under-
standing of muosic; we need also a muslcal ear. Logic alone cannot demonstrate the
beauty of a sunset, or of & nobje character; love for the beautiful and the right pre-
cedes knowledge of the beautiful and the right. Ullman draws attention to the deriva-
tion of sapientia, wisdom, from saplre, 10 taate, Bo we cannot know God by intellect
glone; the heart must go with the intellect to make knowledge of divine things posgible.
** Human things.” sald Pascal, ‘“‘need only to be known, In order to be loved; but
divine things must first be loved, in order to be known." * This [religioua) faith of
the intelleot,” said Kant, *is founded on the assumption of moral tempers.” If one
were utterly indifTerent to moral iwws, the philosopher continues, even then religious
truthg ** would be supportod by strong arguments from analogy, but not by such as an
obatinate, sceptical heart might not overcome.”

Falth, then, is the higheat knowledge, becange it is the act of the integral soul, the
insight, not of one eye alone, buat of the two eyes of the mind, intellect and love to God.
With one eye we can see an object as fist, but, if we wish to see around it and get the
stereoptio effect, we muat use both eyes. It is not the theologien, but the undevout
astronomer, whose sclonce is- one-eyed aud therefore incomplete. The errors of the
rationaligt are errors of defective vision. Intellect has been divorced from heart, that
i, from a right digposition, right affections, right purpose in life, Intellect gays: * I
cannot know God”'; and intellect i8 rigitt. What intellect says, the Boripture alaosaya:
1 Qor, %< 14-—*'the nntural man receiysth pot the things of the Spirit of GBod ; Tor they wra foolishness nnte him; andha
oannot know them, baoanse they are spiritually judged ; § ¢ 21-—"in the wisdom of God the world through its wis-
dom knew mot God,"

Che Soripture on the other hand declares that * by faith we know ™ (Hab, 41: 3). By “heart’
the Seripture means siply the governing disposition, or the senstbility + the will; and
it intimates that the heart s an organ of knowiledge: Fr 36 B5—"ihe women that were wis-
heartsd™'; Pa, 34: 8 — "D tagie and see that Jehovah is gord ” = a right taste precedes correct sight;
Jor, 243 7~ will give tham & haart do know ma™ ; Mat, §: 8—" Blessed are the pure in heart; for thoy shall ses
God™ ; Luke 24+ 25—"low of heart to belieys™' ; Joba 7: 171! any man willeth to o his will, he shall Xnow of
the teashivg, whether it is of God, or whether | spek from myself™ ; Bph. 1: 18—'‘having the ayes of your heart
enlightenad, thas yo may know''; {Jokn 41 7, 8—""Bvery one that Joveth is bagotlen of God, and knoweth Ged. He
that loveth 1ot knoweth zot God” Beo Frank, Christian Certainty, 503-324; Clarke, Christ.
Theol., 862: Ilingworth, Div. and Hum. Personality, 1141387 ; R. T, Bmith, Man’s Know-
ledge of Man and of God, 8; Fisher, Nat. and Method of Rev,,8; Wiliiam James, The
Wil to Believe, 1-31; Geo. 'I'. Ladd, on Lotze's view that love is esscntisl to the
knowledge of God in New World, Bept. 1805: 401-406 ; Gunsaulug, Transhig. of Ohrigt,
14, 1b.

C. Faith, therefore, can furnish, and only faith can furnish, fit and
snfficient material for o ecientific theology.—As an operstion of men's
higher rational nefure, though distinet from oenlar vision or from reason-
ing, faith is not only a kind, but the highest kind, of knowing, It gives
us understanding of realitios which to sense alone are inaccessible, namely,
(tod’s existence, and some at least of the relations between God and his
creation.

Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 1:50, follows Gerhard in making faith the joint act of intel-
leot and will. Hopking, Outline Btudy of Man, 77, 78, apeaks not only of ** the msthetio
reasan” but of “the moral resson,” Murphy, Scientific Bases of Faith, 91, 109, 145, 191
“Palth i the certitude coucerning matter in whioh verification ia unattainable."” Emer-
8on, Easays, 2: 96—* Belief consists in accepting the affirmations of the soul=—unbelfef
in rejecting them.”* More!l, Philos. of Religion, B3, 52, 58, guotes Coleridge: * Faith
congists in the syathestis of the reason and of the individualwill, . . . end by vir
tte of the former (that i, reason), faith roust be a light, a form of knowing, & bebold-
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ing of truth.” XYaith, then, ig not to be pictured asa blind girl clinging to & cross—
faith 1s not biind-—* Elge the cross may just as well be a crueifix or an image of Gand-
ama." *“Blind unbelief,” notblind faith, *is sure to err, And scen his works In vain.” As
in conselence wa recogtiize an invigible anthority, and know the treeth just in propor-
tion to our willlngness to * do the truth,” so in relizion only holiness can understand
hotiress, and only love can understand love (of. John 3: 26—*ha that desth the truth cometh to ke
Light"). . .
T£ & right state of heart be indispensable o faith and a0 to the knowledge of God,
can there beany “theclogis frregenitorum,” or theology of the unregenerate? Yes, we
angwer; just as the blind man can have a sclence of optics, The testimony of others
gives it clahma upon him; the dim light penetrating the obseuring membrane corrob-
orates this testimony. The unregenerate man can koow God as power and Justice,
and can fear hirn, But this I8 net a Enowledge of Grod's inmost character; it furnishes
some material for a defective and ill-proportioned theology; but It does not furnish
fit or suficient materiel for & correct theology. AS, in order to make his science of
apties satisfactory and complete, the blind man must have the cataract removed from
his syed by some competent oonlist, 89, in order to any completa or satisfactory theol-
ogy, the veil must be taken away from the heart by God himself (ef, 2 for. 81 15, 16—'%
voil listh upon theiv heart,  But whemsoever it [marg. ‘s man'] ehall turn 1o the Lord, the veil ip taken away™).
Our dootrine that faith is knowledge and the highest knowledge id t0 be distinguished
from thet of Bltechl, whose theology is an appeal to the heart to tha englusion of the
head—to fAducic without aotitia. But fiducie includes notitia, else it i blind, irrational,
and uns¢ientific. Robert Browning, in Iike manner, fell into a deep speculative error,
wheny, in order to substantiate his optimigtic faith, he stigmatized human knowladge
as merely apparent. The appeal of both Ritsehl and Browning from the head to the
heart should rather be an appeal from the narrower kmowledge of the mere
intellect to the larger knowledge conditioned upom right affection, See A, H.
Btrong, The Great Poets and their Theology, 441. On Ritachl’s postulated, see Stearns,
Evidenes of Christian Expoerience, 274-280, and PHeiderer, Die Ritschl’ache Theologie.
On the relatlon of love and will to knowledge, see Kaftan, in Am. Jour. Theology,
1000: 717; Hovey, Manunl Christ. Theol,, 9; Foundations of cur Faith, 12, 13; Shedd,
Hist. Doct., 1: 164-164; Presb, Quar.,, Oct, 1871, Oet. 1872, Oct. 1878; Calderwood,
Philos. Infinite, 98, 117; Van OQosterzee, Dogmatics, 2-8; New Englander, July, 1873:
481 ; Princeton Bev., 1884 : 122; Christlieb, Mod. Doubt, 124, 125; Grau, Glanbe ais hiich-
ate Vernuuft, in Beweis des Glanbens, 1885: 110; Dormer, Gesch. prot. Theol.,, 228;
Newmen, Ualv. Bermons, 208; Hinton, Art of Thinking, Introd. by Hodgson, 5.

2. In the capacily of the human mind for knowing God and certain

of these relations.—But it has urged that such knowledge is impossible
for the following reasons :

A. Because we can know only phenomena. We reply: (o) Woe know
mental as well as physical phenomena. (b) In knowing phenomena,
whether mental or physical, we know substance #s underlying the phe-
nomens, as manifested through them, and as constitating their ground of
unity. (¢) Ourminds bring to the observation of phenomena not only
this knowledge of substance, but also knowledge of time, space, canse, gnd
tight, realities which are in no sense phenomenal. Binee these objects of
knowledge are not phenomenal, the fact that God is not phenomenal can-
not prevent us from knowing him.,

‘What substance iIs, we need not here determine. Whether we are realistg or idealists,
we are compelled to grant that there cannot be phenomena without noumena, cannot
be appearances without something that appeais, cannot he qualities without sometning
that is qualified. This something which underlies or stands under appeammnce or qual-
ity we call substance. Wo are Lotzeang rather than Kantians, in our phflosophy. To
8y that we know, not. the self, but only its manifestations in' thought, is to confound
gelf with ita thinking and to teach paychology without a soitl. To say that we know
no external world, but only its manifesintions in sensations, is to ignore the principle
that binds these sensations together ; for without & somewbat in which qualities inhera
they can have no ground of unity., In like mauner, to gay that we know oothing of
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God vut his manifestations, is to confound God with the world and practieally to deny
that thereis a God,

Stihiin, inhis workon Kant, Lotze and Ritachl, 185-191, 218, 219, says well that * limita-
tion of kimewledge to phenomena involves the ellmination from theology of all claim
to know the objecta of the Christian faith as they are in themsslves.,” This criticlsm
Justly classea Ritachl with Kant, rather than with Lotze who maintaias that knowing
phenomene we know alao the noumens manifested in them. While Bitach] professes
to follow Lotze, the whole drift of his theology is in the direction of the Eantilan
identification of the world with our sensationa, mind with our thoughts, and God with
such activities of his as we can perceive. A divine nature epart from its activitles, a
preexistent Christ, an immanent Trinity, ara practically denied. Assertions that God
ie self-consctious love and fatherhood become judgments of merely subjective value.
On Ritschl, gea the works of Orr, of Garvie, and of Swing; also Minton, in Pres. and
Ref. Rev., Jan. 1902: 162-169, and €. W, Hodge, bid,, Apl. 1902 ;: 321-326 ; Flint, Agnosti-
cism, 500-507; Everett, Essays Theol. and Lit., 9209,

‘We grant that we can know God only so far as his activities reveal him, and so far as
our minds and hearts arve receptive of his revelation. The appropriate faculties must
be exercised—not the mathematical, the logical, or the prudential, but the ethical and
the religious, Itlsthe merit of Ritschl that ke recognizes the practical in distinction
from the epeculative reason ; his errox i8 in pot recogniziog that, when we do thus use
the proper powers of knowing, we galn tot merely subjective butalso objective truth,
and ecome In contact not simply with God’s activiiles butalso with God himself. Normal
religious judgments, though dependent upon subjective conditions, sre not simply
#judgments of worth * or ** value-judgments,”—they give us the knowledge of “things
in themselves.” Edward Caird gays of his brother Jobn Caird (Fund. Ideas of Chris-
tianity, Introd. ¢xxi)—* The conviction that God can be known and is knowr, and
that, in the deepest sepse, all our kuowledge 18 knowledge of bim, was the corner-stone
of his theology."”

Ritsch!'s phenomenalism is aliled to the positivism of Comte, who regarded all so-called
knowledge of other than phenomenal objects as purely negative. The phrase * Fosi-
tive Philogophy " impHes [ndeed that all knowledge of mind 13 pegative ; see Comte,
Pos. Philogdphy, Martineau's translation, 26, 28, 33—"" In order to ohserve, your intel-
leet must pause from activity--yel it is this very activity you want to obeerve, If you
cannot effeoct the pause, you cannot observe; if you do effeot it, there 1a nothing to
observe,” This view is refuted by the two facts; (1} cooaclousness, and (3) memory;
for conaclougness is the knowlng of the self side by side with the knowing of its
thoughts, and memory is the knowing of the self elde by plde with the knowing of its
past; see Martineaq, Hssays Philos. and Theol., 1: 24-40, 207-212, - By phenomena we
mean **facts, in distinction from thelr ground, priaciple, or law"; “neither phenom-
eua mor gualities, as such, are perceived, but objecta, percepts, or beings; and it is
by an sfter-thought or reflex process that these are connected as qualities and are
referred to as substances ' ; gee Porter, Human Intelleot, 51, 288, 520, 810-637, 640-645,

Phenomens may he internal, £. ¢., thoughts; in thig case the noumenon ig the mind, of
which these thoughts ar¢ the manifestations. Or, phenomeona may be external, e. g.,
color, hardness, shape, size ; in this case the nowmenaon s matter, of whioh these qualities
are the manifestations. Buf qualities, whether mental or material, imply the existenoe
of & substance to whioh they belong: they can no more be conoveived of as existing
apart from substanos, than the upper side of a plank ¢an be conceived of as existing
without an under aide; soe Bowne, Review of Horbert Spenoer, 47, 207-217; Martin-
eau, Types of Ethical Theory, 1; 455, 456—* Comte's assumption that mind canngt know
itself or ite atotes 18 exactly balanced by Hant's assumption that mind cinnot know
anything outaide of itseif, . . . Xt is precigely because all knowledge is of relations
that 1t i8 not and eannot be of phenomena sione. The absolute cannot per g¢ be
known, becanse in being known it would {peo facto entor into relations and be abso
lute no more. But neither can the phenomenal per s¢ be known, 4. ¢., be known a3
vhenomenal, without simulianecus cogeition of what fs non-phenomenal,” McCosh,
Intuitions, 138-184, stetes the charactoristios of substance as (1) being, {2} power, (@)
permanence. Diman, Thelstic Argument, 837, 363—" The theory that disproves God,
Alsproves an external world and the oxistence of the soul.” We know something beyond
phenomens, viz. : law, cause, foroe,~or we can have no soienoe ; see Tullock, on Comte,
in Modern Theorles, 53-73; see also Bib. Sac., 1874: 211; Alden, Philosophy, 44; Hop-
kina, Outline Btudy of Man, 87; Fleming, Voocab. of Philosophy, art,;: Phenomens;
Now Eoglander, July, 1876: 537-639.
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B. Becanse wo cst know only that which bears anslogy to our own
nature or experience. 'We reply: (a} It is not essential to Boowledge
that there be similarity of nainre between the knower mnd the known.
‘We know by difference as well as by likeness. (b) Our past experience,
though greatly facilitating new soquisitions, is not the meesure of our pos-
sible knowledge. Else the first act of Enowledge wonld be inexplicable,
and all revelation of higher characters to lower would be precluded, as well
68 all progress to knowledge which surpasses our present sttainments.
(¢) Even if knowledge depended upon similarity of nature and experience,
wo might still know God, since we are made in God’s image, and there
are important snalogies between the divine nature and our owa.

(z) The dictum of Bmpedocies, * Similis similibus percipiuntur,” must be supples
mented by a gecond dictum, **Similia dissimilibus pervipiuntur.” All things are alike,
in being ohbjects. But knowing 1s digtinguishing, and there mugt be aonirast
between objects to awaken our attention, (God knows sin, though it is the antithesis
to his holy being. "The ego knows the non-ego. We cannot know even self, without
objectifying it, distinguishing it from its thoughts, and regarding it as another.

(b) Versus Herbert SBpsnoer, First Principles, To-82— Knowledge is recognition and
classification.” Bui we roply that a thing must first be perceived in order to be recog--
niged or compared with something else; and thisis as frue of the first pensation as of
the later and more definite forme of knowledge,—indeed there is no sensation which
does mot involve, RS 1t3 complement, an at least incipient perception; see Sir Wil
lism Hamilton, Metaphysics, 851, 852 ; Porter, Humsn Intellect, 208,

(¢) Porter, Human Intellect, 488—* Induction is possible only upon the ssyumption
that tho intellect of man is & reflex of the divine iniellect, or that man s msde in the
tmage of God.” Note, however, that man I8 made In God's image, not God In man's,
The painting is the image of the landseape, not, vice verss, the landscape the image of
the palnting ; for there 18 much in the landscape that has nothing corresponding to
1t in the paloting. Idolatry perversely makes God in the image of man, and so deifies
man’s wesknoess and impurity, Trintty in God may have no exact counterpart inman's |
present constitution, though it may disclose to us the goal of maen's future develop-.
ment and the meaning of the increastog differentiation of man's powers. Gore, Incar-
nation, 18— If anthropontorphism ss applied to God is f5lse, yet theomorphism as
applied to man is true; man is made In God’s image, and hia qualities are, not the moeas-
urecf the divine, but their counterpart and real expression.” Bee Murphy, Solentific

122; MeCosh, in Internat. Rev., 1875: 106: Bib, Bao, 1867: 824; Martineau,
Types of Ethical Theory, 2: 4-8, and Study of Religion, 1:94,

O. Because we know only that of which we can conceive, in the sense
of forming an adequate mental image. We reply: {(a} It is true that
we know only that of which we can conceive, if by the term ““oonceive”
wa mean our distingnishing in thought the objech known from all other
objects. Baut, (6) The objection confounds conseption with that which is
merely its ocossionsl accompaniment and help, namely, the pictaring of
the cbject by the imagination. In this sense, conceivability is not 4 final
test of truth. (¢) That the formation of s mental image is not essential
to coneeption or knowledge, is plain when we remember that, as a matier
of fact, we both coriceive and know many things of which we cannot form
s mental image of any sort that in the least corresponds to the reality ; for
example, force, cause, law, space, our own minds, Bo we may know God,
though we cannot form an sdequate mental image of him.

The objection here re\futed iz expressed most clearly in the words of Horbert Spen.
cer, Firat Principles, 2535, 98—* The reality underlying sppearances i3 totally and for-

aver inovonceivable by us.,” Mangel, Prolegomens Logica; 77, 78 (¢f. 26) suggesta the
spurce of this error in & wrong view of the nature of the conoept: *The frst distin-
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{
gulshing feature of & concept, viz.: that it eannot In itaelf be deplcted tomenss or
. |magingtion,” Porter, Human Intellect, 893 (ses aleo 420, 658)—" The concept is not a
montal image'™—only the percept i8. Lotze: *Color in general is not reprasanmhle by
any Image; it looks neliher green nor red, but has no look whatever.” The generio
horse has no particular color, though the individual horse may be black,’ white, or
bay. S0 8ir William Hamliton apeaks of “the unpleturable notions of the inﬁe]llgenco.“

Martinean, Religlion and Materialism, 38, 40~This doctrine of Negolente stands in
exactly the same relation to cansal power, whether you construe 1t a8 Miterial Foroo
or 88 Divine Agency. Neliher can be observed; one or the other muet bg assumed, If
you admit to the category of knowledge only what we learn from obgervation, par-
tiouiar or generalized, then is Force unknown: if you extend the word to what Ia
importad by the intellect itself into our coghitive acts, to make them such, then i
Clodknown.” Matter, ether, energy, protoplasm, organism, life,~no ode of these can
be portrayed to the imagination; yet Mr. S8pencer deals with them as objects of
fictence. If these are not inmscrutable, why should he regard the Power that gives
unity to all things 48 Ingcrirtable ?

Herbert Bpencer 18 not in fact consistent with himeelf, for in divers pﬂ.rts of his writ-
ings he calls the insorutable Reality back of phenomena the cne, eternal, ubiquitous,
infinite, ultimate, absolnte Existence, Power and Cause. * It sooms,” days Father Dal-
galrns, “that 6 great deal is knownabout the Unknowabile.” Chadwick, Tnitarfgnism,
¥5—**The beggar phrase ‘Unknowable’ bocomes, after Spencer's repeated designations
ot it, as rich a3 Croesns with all saving knowledge.” Matheson: *T0 know that we
know nothing is already to bave reached a fact of knowledge.,” If Mr. Spencer
intended to exclude God from the realm of Knowledge, he should first have excluded
him from the realm of Hxistence; for to grant that he is, is already to grant that we
not only may know him, but that we acteally to some extent do know him; see D, J.
Hill, Genetio Philogophy, 22; MoCosh, Intuitions, 186-150 (Eng. ed., 214); Murphy, Scien~
tifie Bases, 133; Bowne, Review of Bpencer, 80-34;: New Englander, July, 1875 548, 544
Oscar Craig, in Presb. Rev., July, 1888 ; 594-602.

D. Becanse we can know truly only that which we know in whole and
not in part. Wereply: (a) The objection confounds partial knowledge
with the knowledge of a part. We know the mind in part, but we do
not know & part of the mind. (5) If the objection were valid, no real
knowledge of anything would be possible, since we know no singla thing
in all its relations, We conclnde that, although God is & being not com-
posed of parts, we mey yet have a partial knowledge of him, and this
knowledge, though not exhaustive, may yet be real, and a.dequata to the
purposes of science.

(@) The obiection mentioned jn the text 18 urged by Mansel, Limits of Religious
Thought, &7, 96, and 18 answered by Martineau, Essays, 1: 20L. The mind does not exigh
in spaoe, and it basno parts: we canpoot speak of its south-west corner, nor can we
divide it into halves. Yot we find the material for mental selence in partial knowledge
of the mind. 8o, whils we are not “‘geographeraof the divine nature” {Bowne, Review
of Rpenocer, 72), we may ey with Paul, not “now know we a part of God,” but ‘now I
kwow [God, in pzt” (1 Cor. 13: 12), We may knew truly what wedo not know exhaustively;
goa Bpb. §: 19—"to know the lova of Christ which passeth knowisdge.” I do not perfectly understand
myeelf, yet I know myself in part; so I may know God, though I do not perfectly
understand him,

(b) The same argument that proves God unknowable proves the universe unknow-
able also. Bince every particle of matter in the universs aitracts every other, no one
particle can be exhaustlvely explalned without taking account of all the regt. Thomas
Carlyle: * Tt is a mathematical fact thai the casting of this pebble from my hand
alters the centre of gravity of the universe." Tennyson, Higher Pantheism: * Flower
in the crannied wall, I pluek you out of the ctannies; Hold you herg, root and all, in
my hand, Litile flower; but if I counld understand What you are, root and all, and
all in all, I should know what God and man’is.” Schurman, Agnosticism, 11— Partini
aa it 1a, this vision of the divine transfigures the life of man on earth.’ Pfleiderer, Phi-
los, Religion, 1:167—" A faint-hearted agnosticiem I3 worse than tha arrogant and
titanio gnoaticisn ageinst which i protests,'
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E. Because all predicates of God are negative, and therefore furnish
no real knowledge, We enswer: (a) Predioates derived from our con-
scionsmege, such as spirit, love, and holiness, are positive. (5) The terms
* infinite!” and ‘“absolute,” moreover, express not merely & negative but a
positive idea—the ides, in the former case, of the absence of ell limit, the
idea that the objeot thus described goes on and on forever ; the ides, in
the latter case, of entire self-sufficiency. BSince predicates of God, there-
fore, are not merely negative, the srgament mentioned above furnishes no
valid resson 'why we may not know him.

Versus Sir William Hamilton, Metaphysics, 30— The absolute and the infinite can
each only be concelved as a negation of the thinkable; in other words, of tha shaolute
and infinite webave no conception st all.” Hamilon here confounds the infinite, ox
the absence of all limits, with the indefinite, or the absence of all known limits, Per
contrd, see Calderwood, Moral Philosophy, 248, and Philosophy of the Infinite, 272—
“Negation of one thing is possible only by afirmation of ancther.” Porter, Humsn
Intelicot, 862--*"If the Bandwich Islanders, for lack of name, had called the ox a nof
hog, the use of a negative appellation would not necessarily authorize the inference
ot a want of definite conceptions of positive knowledge.” So with the Infinite or not-
finite, the unconditioned or not-conditioned, the independent or not-dependent,—
these names do not imply that we caunot concelve and know it a8 something positive.
Hpencer, Firet Principles, 92—"0Our consciousness of the Ahgolute, indefinite though
it is, 18 positive, and not negative,”

Schurman. Agnosticism, 100, sapeaks of “the faree of nescience playing at omniscience
in sotting the bounds of selence.” " Theagnostle,” he says, “‘sets up the invisible picture
of & Grand Eire, tormiess and colorless in Itself, absolutely separated from man and
from the world—biank within and void without—ita very existence indistinguish-
able from it non-existence, and, bowing down before this idolatrous oreation, he
pouts out his soul in lamentations over the incognizableness of much s mysterious aud
swiul non-entity. . . . The truth iz that the agnostics gbstraction of a Deity is
unknown, only because it iz unreal.” Bee MoCosh, Intuitions, 194, note; Mivart, Lessons
from Nature, 363. God 1s not necessarily infinite in every regpect. He ia infinite only
in every excellence. A plane which is unlimited in the one regpect of length may be
Hmitad in anothervespect, such as breadth. Our doctrine here is not therefore incon-
glatent with what immediately follows,

F. Bocanse to know is to limit or define. Hosnce the Absolute ns
unlimited, and the Infinite a8 undefined, cannot be known. We anawer:
(a) God is absolute, not as existing in ne relation, dut as oxisting in no
necessary relation; and (b) God is infinite, not as exclnding all cosxistence
of the finite with himself, but as being the ground of the finite, and =0
unfettered by it, (¢) God is actually Hmited by the unchangeablenessof his
own attributes end personal distinetions, as well as by his self-chosen
relations to the nniverse he has ereated and to humanity in the person of
Christ. God is therefore limited and defined in such a ssnse ag to render
knowledge of him possible.

Versus Mangel, Limitations of Religious Thought, 7584, 93-95; ¢f. Bpinoza : *“Omnis
determinatio est negatio;” hence to define God is to deny bim, But we reply that
perfoection {a inssparable from limitation. Man ean be other than he i8: not 80 God,
st least internally. Buf this limitatfon, inherent in his unchangeable attributes and
personal distinctons, 1s God’s perfection, Externally, all Hmitations upon God are
self-limitations, and go are conalstent with his perfection. That God should not be
able thus to limit himself in croation and redemption wonld render all self-aserifice in
him imposaible, and so would subjeot him to the greatest of limitations,. We may say
therefore that God's 1. Perfeetion involves hia limitation to{ o) personality, (b) trinity,
{¢) righteousness ; 2. Revelation involves hisgelf-limitation in (a ) decree, (b) creation,
{¢) preservation, (@) government, (&) education of the world: 3, Redemption involves
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his infinite self-imitation in the {a) person and (b) work of Jesus Christ; sed A, H,
Strong, Chriat in Creation, 87101, and in Bap. Qusar, Bev., Jan, 1801 621-58%,

Bowne, Philoa, of Theigm, 185—"The jnfinite 18 not the guantitative all ; the abaolute
is not the unrelated . . . Both absolute and infinite mean cnly the independent ground
of things.” Julus Miller, Doct. 8in, Introdue., 10— * Religion has to do, ngt with an
Objeot that must let fzelf be known beosuse ite very existenocs 18 contingent upon its
being known, but with the Object in relation to whom we are truly subject/ dependent
upon him, and waiting until he manifest bimself.” James Martineau, St(dy of Reli-
glon, 1:846—* We must not oonfound the infinite with the total. , . . The gelf-abnegation
of infinity 18 but a form of self-pssertion, and the only form in whicli it can reveal
lzelf, . . . However fpstantanecus the omnisclent thought, however surs the
slmighty power, the execution has to be distributed in time, and must have an order
of suocessive steps; on no other terms ean the eternal bacome tempora}, and the Infi-
vite articulately speak in the finite."

Perfoct personality excludes, not self-determination, but determinaiton from with-
ouf, determination by enother. God's solf-imitations are the self-limitations of love,
and therefore the evidences of his perfection. They are signs, not of weakness but of
power. God bas limited himself to the method of evolution, gradualiy unfolding him-
#olf in nature and in history. The government of sinners by a holy Geod Involvea ocon-
stant self-represefon. The education of the race i3 a long prooesa of divine forbear-
ance; Herder: * The limitations of the pupil are limitetions of the teacher also.” In
epivation, God limits himselt by the bumsan element through which he works.
Above all, in the person and work of Christ, wo have infinite self-limitation: Infinity
narrowa iteelf down to a point in the incarnation, and holinesa endures the agonies of
the Crogs, God’s promises are sljo self-limitations. Thus both nature and grace are
self-impoged regtriotions upon God, and thegs self.limitations are the means by which
hereveals himeelf. Ses Pfleiderer, Die Religion, 1: 188, 185; Porter, Human Intellect,
858; Murphy, Bolentific Basges, 130; Calderwood, Philos. Infinite, 188 ; McCosh,, Intui-
tions, 188; Hickok, Eatlonal Cosmology, 85; Martinean, Btudy of Religien, 2: 85, 86, 862;
Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 13 138-191.

G. Because all knowledge is relative to the knowing agent; that is,
what we know, we know, not as it is objectively, but only as it is related
to our own senses and faculties. Im, reply: (a) We grant that we can
know only that which has relation to our faculties. But this is simply to
gay that we know only that which we eome into mental contaot with, that
is, we know ocnly whaf we know. Buf, (b)) We deny that what we come
into mental contact with lsknownbyusasotherthanwm. Bo far ag it iy
known at sll, it isknown ss it is. In other words, the laws of our knowing
are not merely arbitrary and regulative, but correspond fo the nature of
things. We conchide that, in theology, we are equally warranted in
assuming that the laws of onr thonght are laws of Ged's thought, and that
the results of normsally conduoted thinking with regard to Glod correspond
to the objective reality, -

Versus 8ir Wm, Hamilton, Metaph,, 98-118, and Herbert Bpencer, First Principles,
88-97, Thig doctrine of relativity i derived from Kant, Oritique of Pure Reason, who
hoids that a priort judgients are simply * regulative.” But we reply that when our
primitive beliefa are found to be simply regulative, they will cease to regulate.
The forms of thought are also faats of nature, The mind does not, like the glassof a
kalelGoseope, itself furnish the forma; 1t recognizes thege as having an existence exter-
nal to iteelf. The mind readsits ideas, not nio natuve, but in nature. Our intuitions
are not green goggles, which make all the world seem green: they are the lensesof a
mictoscope, which enable. us to see what i3 objectively real {Royoe, Bpirit of Mod.
Philog., 126). Kant called our understanding * the legialator of nature.' But it isso,
only es discoverer of nature's laws, net as creator of thom, Human reason doed.
impose it laws and forms wpon the universe but, in doing this, it interprets the real
meaning of thé universe, -

Ladd, Philos. of Enowledge: ** All judment 1mpliea an objective truth aooord!ns

L
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0 whick we jndge, which constitutes the standard, and with which we have some.
thing in common; 1. &., olr minds are part of an infinite and eternal Mind.” French
aphortem: * When you areright, you are more right than you think you are.” God
will not put us t0 permanent Iintellectusl confusion. Eant wvalnly wrote ‘' No
thoroughfare ** over the reason in its highest exercise. Martinean, SBtudy of Religlon,
1:135, 186—"* Over against Kant’s assumption that the mind cannot know anything out-
side of itself, we may set Comte's equally unwarrantable assumption that the mind
oannot know 1itaslf or ita states. We cannot have philosophy without assumptions.
Yon dogmatize if you say that the forms correspond with reality; but yon egually
dogmatize if you say that they donot. . . . 79—That our cognitive facuities corres-
pond to things as they are, 18 much lass surprising than that they should correspond to
things as they are not.,” W. T. Harrls, 1n Journ. 8pec. Philos., 1:22, exposes Herbert
Bpenver’s self-contradfction: “All knmowledge I8, not absolute, but relative; our
knowledge of this fact however 1§, not relative, but absolute.”

Ritsohl, Justification and Reconciliation, 8: 18-21, sots out with a correct giatement
of the nature of knowledge, and givesin his adheslon to the doctrine of Lotze, asdls.
tinguished from that of Kant. Ritschl's statement may be summarized as follows:
* We deal, 5ot with the abstract God of metaphysics, but with the God gelf-limited,

- whe I8 revealed in Christ. We do not know either things or God aparl from their
phenomens or manifestations, as Plato imagined ; we do not know phepomensa or man-
ifestations alone, without knowling either things or God, as Eant supposed ; but we do
know both thipgs and God ¢n thelr phenomena or manifestations, a8 Lotze taught,
We hold to no mystical union with God, hack of all experience in religion, as Pletism
does ; sonl ig always and ouly active, and religion ig the aotivity of the human spixit, in
which feeling, knowing and willing cémbine in an intelligible order.”

But Dr. C. M. Mead, Ritschl’s Place in the History of Doetrine, has well shown that
Ritschl hae not followed Lotze. His** velue-judgments ' are elmply an application to
theology of the " regulative* prinelple of Kant. He holds that we ¢an know things
not a8 they are in themselves, but only 8 they are for us. 'We reply that wliat things
are worth for us depends on what they are in themaslves., Ritschl regards the doc-
trines of Christ’s preexlstence, divinity and atonement as intrusions of metaphysics
into theology, matters ebout which we cannot kmow, and with which we have nothing
to do. There is no propitiation or mnystical union with Christ; and Christ I8 our
Exambple, but not our atoning Bavior. Ritschl does well in recognizing that love in
us gives eyes o the mind, and enables us to see the beauty of Christ and his truth.
But our judgment 18 not, as he holds, a merely subjective value-judgment,—it 18 a
coming in contact with objective fact, On the theory of knowledge held by Kant,
Hamilton and Bpencer, see Bishop Temple, Bampton Leotures for 1884: 18; H. B,
Smith, Falth and Philosophy, 207-886; J. 8 Mill, Bxgmination, 1: 113-184; Herbert,
Modern Realism Examined ; M. B, Anderson, art.: * Hamilton,” in Johnson's Knoyclo-
pmdia; MoCosh, Intuitions, 139-148, 840, 841, and Christianity and Positivism, 97-123;
Maurice, What is Bevelation? Alden, Intellectual Philosophy, 48-79, esp. 71-19; Por.
ter, Huom. Tnteliect, 628; Murphy, Soientific Bases, 108; Bib. Sac. April, 1888: 841;
Princeton Rev., 1864: 122; Bowne, Review of Herbert Spencer, 76; Bowen, in Prince-
ton Hev., March, 1878: 446-448; Mind, April, 1878: 257 ; Carpentar, Mental Physlology,
117 ; Harrig, Philos. Baals of Thelsm, 109-113; Iverach, in Present Day Tracts, 5 : No. 20;
Martinoau, Study of Beligion, 1: 79, 120, 121, 185, 158,

8. In God's actual revelation of himself and certain of these rela-
tions.~As we do not in this place attempt a positive proof of Glod’s exist-
ence or of man’s capecity for the knowledgs of God, s0 we do not now
attempt to prove that God has brought himsslf into contact with man’s
mind by revelation. 'We shall consider the grounds of this belief here-
after. Our aim at present is simply to show that, granting the fact of
revelation, & scientific theology is possible. This has been denied upon
the following grounds: _

A. That revelation, as a meaking known, is nevessarily internal and
subjective—either a mode of intelligence, or a quickening of man's cog-
nitive powers— sand hence can furnish no objective facta such as constitnte
the proper material for science.
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Morall, Philos. Beligion, 128-181, 14" The BRible cannot in striet accuracy of lane
gusge be called a revelation, since a revelation alwaya Iraplies an actual prooeas of
intelligence ina living mind.”” F. W.Newman, Phases of Faith, 152—** Of our morai
nnd spiritual God we know nothing without—everything within.” Theodore Parker:
** Verbal revelation can never communicate a simple 1des ke that of God, Justice,
Love, Religion '} see review of Parker {n Rib. Bac,, 168: 2427, Jawes Marfineau, Seat
of Authority fn Beligion: *As many minds as there are that know God at first hand,
g0 meny revesling acts there have been, and as many 88 know him at second hand are

" strangers to revelation ™ ; 8o, assuming external revelation to be impossible, Martin-
eau subloects all the proots of such revelation to ynfair deatructive criticism. PHeid-
erer, Philos. Religion, 1: 18— Assail revelation is originally aninner living experience,
the springing up of religtous truth in the heart, no external event cae belong in itself
to revelation, no matter whether it be natvrally or supornaturally brought about.™”
Profesgor George M. Forbes: “ Nothing can be revealed to us which we do not grasp
with our reason. It follows that, 80 far ag reason acts normally, 1t ig a part of revela-
tion.” Ritchie, Darwin and Hegel, 30—" The revelation of God is the growth of the
idea of God.”

In reply to this objection, urged mainly by idealists in philosophy,

(@) 'We grant that revelation, fo be effective, must be the means of
inducing a new mode of intelligence, or in other words, must be under-
stood, We grant that this understanding of divine things is imposaible
without & quickening of man’s cognitive powers. We grant, moreover,
that revelation, when originally imperted, was .often internal and
subjective. '

Mathegon, Moments on the Mount, 51-33, on GslL 1: 18—' to revesl his Son tn me™ : *The
revelation on the way to Damascus would not have enlightened Paul, had it heen
merely a vision to his eye. Nothing can be revealed to us which has not been revealed
inus. Theeye does ot gee the besuty of the lJandscape, nor the ear hear the heanty
of musie. So flesh and blood do not reveal Christ fo us. Without the teaching of
the 8pirit, the external facta will be only like the letters of a book to & chiid that can-
not read.” We may say with Channing:** I am moare sure that my rational nature ig
from God, than that any book ia the expression of hig will."”

(b) But we deny that external revelation is therefore useless or impos-
sible. Even if religious ideas sprang wholly from within, an external rev-
elation might stir up the dormant powers of the mind. Religious ideaa,
however, do nob spring wholly from within, External revelation can
jmpart them. Man osn reveal himself to man by external commmunice-
tions, and, if Grod has equal power with man, God can reveal himself to
man in like manner.

Rogers, in hig Eclipse of Faith, asks polntedly: *If Messra. Morell and Newman
can teach by a book, cannot God do the same?” Lotze, Microoosmos, 2: 860 (book 9,
chap. 4, speaks of revelstion as “either contained in some divine act of historic
occurrence, or continually repeated in men's hearta,” But in fact thereis no alter-
native here; the strength of the Christian ereed i3 that God's revelation is both
external and internal ; see Gore, in Litx Mundi, 838, Rainy, in Critical Review, 1: 1-21,
well says that Martineau unwarrantably {solates the witness of God to the individual
soul. The inwsard needs to be corabined with the ontward, in order to make sure that
it is not a vagary of the imagination,  We need to distinguish God's revelations from
our own fancios. Hence, before giving the internal, God commonly gives us the
exterpal, as a standard by wkich to fry our Impressions. We are fluite and sinful,
and we need authority. The external révelation commends iteelf ag authoritative to
the heart which recognizes its own spiritial nesds, Externsl authority avokes the
inward witneas and gives added clearnena to 1f, but onty historical revelation furnishes
indubltable proof that God is love, &nd gives us assurance that our longings after
God are not in vain,
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() Hencs God's revelation may be, and, as we shall hereafter soe, it is,
in great part, an external revelation in works and words. The universe is
a revelation of God ; God’s works in nature precede God's words in history.
‘We olaim, moreover, that, in many eases where truth was originally com-
muniested internelly, the same Bpirit who communicated it has brought
about an external record of it, so that the internal revelation might be
handed down to others than those who first received it

We st not limitrevelation to the Beriptures, Theeternal Word antedated the written

word, and through the aternal Word God is made known in nature and in history. Inter-
nal rovelation is preceded by, snd conditioned upon, external revelation. In point of
{ime sarth comes before man, and sensation before perception. Aection best expresses
character, and historic revelation is more by deeds than by words, Dommer, Eist, Prot.
Theol,, 1; £31-264—*The Word 8 not In the Heriptures alone. The whole creation
reveald the Word. In naturs God shows his power; in incarnation his grace and truth,
Boripture testifies of these, but Soripture I8 not the essentinl Word. The Scripture
is truly apprehended and appropriated when in it and through it we seo the living and
present Christ, Tt does not bizd men to iteelf alone, but it pointa them to the Christ
of whom it testifles. Christ I8 the suthority. In the Seriptures he points us to him-
gelf and demands our faith in him, This faith, once begotten, leads us to new appro-
priation of Scripture, but alse to new criticism of Scripture. We find Christ more
and more in Scripture, snd yet we judge Scripture more and more by the standard
which we find in Christ."

Newman 8myth, Christian Ethics, 71-82: ** There is but one authority— Christ. His
8pirit works in many waye, but chiefly in two: firat, the inspiration of the Beriptures,
and, secondly, the leading of the churoh into the truth. The latter 18 not to be {solated
or geparated from the former. Scripture is law to the Christian consciousness, and
Chrigtlan consciousness in fime becomes law: to the Seripture—interpreting, criticising.
voarifying it. The word and theapirit enswer to eaoch other. Seripture and faith are colir.
dinate. Protestantism has exaggerated the first; Romanism the second. Martineay -
fails to grasp the colirdination of Scripture and faith.”

{d) With this external record we shall also see that there is given
under proper conditions a special influence of God’s Spirit, so to quicken
our cognitive powers that the external record reproduces in our minds the
idess with which the minds of the writers were af firat divinely flled.

‘We may fllustrate the need of internal revelation from Egyptology, which {a impos-
sible so long as the external revelation in the hieroglyphics s uninterpreted ; from the
ticking of the clock in a dark roomn, where only the lit candle enables usto tellthe time;
from the landscape spread ont around the Rigt in S8witzerland, invisible until the firat
rays of the sun touch the snowy mountain peaks. External revelation (dovépwos, Bam, 1:19,
30) must be supplemented by internal revelation (dwoxdAwviis, 1 Cor, 8: 10, 12). Christ is the
organ of external, the Holy 8pirit the organ of internal, revelation. In Christ (2 Gor, 11
20) gre “ths yea' and *the Amsn"..the objeotive certainty and the subjective certitude,
the reality and the realization.

Objeotive certainty must become subjective certitude in order to a scientific
theology. Before conversion we have the firat, the external truth of Christ; only at con-
veorsion and after conversion do we have thegecond, « Oirist formed in us” ( Gal 4 13). We have
objeotive revelation at Sinal (Bx 20: 21); gubjective revelation in Elisha's knowledge of
Gehazl (2X.5:86). James Bussell Lowell, Winter Evening Hymn to my Fire: * There-
fore with theas I love to read Our brave old poets: at thy touchk how stirs Life in the
withered words! how swift recede Time’s shadows! and how glows again Through its
dead mass the incandescent verse, As when upon the sanvil of the brain It glittering
1ay, oyolopionlly wrought By the fast t.hmbblng bemmers of the poet’s thought "

(s) Internsl revelations thus recorded, and exfernsl revelations thus
interpreted, both furnish objactive facta which may ssrve as proper mater-
ial for science. Although revelation in its widest sonse may include, and
a8 oopstituting the ground of the possibility of theology does include, both
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insight and illuminstion, it may also be used to denote simply a pro-
vision of the external mesns of knowledge, and theology has to do with
inward revelations only as they are expressed in, or as they agree with,
this objective standard.

We have here suggested the vast acope end yet the insuzperable Nmitations of the-
ology. Bo far a8 God is xevealed, whether in nature, hiztory, consclence, or Scripture,
theology may find material for its atrcturse. Sinea Christ s not glmply the incarnate
Bon of God but alro the etarnal Word, the only Revealer of God, there 18 no theology
apart from Christ, and &l theology i3 Chelstian theology. Nature and history are but
the dimmer and more general disclosures of the divine Being, of which the Crogs is
the culmination and the key. God does net intentlonally conceal himself, He wishes
to be known. He reveals himself at all times just as fuliy as the capacity of his crea-
tures will permit. The intantile intetloot cannot understand God’s boundlessneas, nor
can the perverse disposition nnderstand God’s disintereated affection, Yot all {ruth is
in Christ and is open to discovery by the prepared mind and heart,

The Infinite Ore, so far ag he i3 unrevealed, Is certainly unknowable to the fintte, But
the Infinite One, go far as ho manifests bimselt, js knowable. This suggests the moean-
thg of the declarations: John 1 : 18— Ko man\hath ssen God at any tima; the oaly begotien Son, who is in
tha hosom of the Father, he hath declared him''; 44: 9-—'<ho that hath seen me hath seen the Fathor'™; t fim &: 16
—twhom fo min hath asea, nor can 80" We therefore approve of the definition of Kaftan,
Dogmatilk, 1--** Dogmatics is the sclenoe of the Chxistian truth which is believed and
acknowledged in the church upon the ground of the divine revelation "—in ao far as it
limits the scope of theology to truth revealed by God and apprehended by faith. But
theology presupposes both God's external and God'a internal revelations, and these, as
we shall see, include nature, history, conscience and Scrlptare. On the whole subject,

gee Kahnis, Dogmatik, 3: 87-48; Nitzsch, Bystem Christ. Doct., T2: Luthardt, Fund.
Truths, 103; Auberlen, Div, Rev,, Introd., 20; Martineau, Eeeays, 1: 171, 280; Bib. Bac.,
1867 : 603, and 1872; 428; Porter, Human Inbellect, 878-876; C. M. Mead, in Boston Lec-
turea, 1871: &8,

B. That many of the traths thus revealed are too indefinite to consti-
tute the material for science, becanse they belong to the region of the feel-
ings, becsuse they are beyond our full understanding, or becanse they are
destitute of orderly arrangement.

‘We reply : '

() Theology has to do with smbjective- foehngs only a8 they can be
defined, and shown to be effects of objective truth npon the mind. They
are not more obscure than are the facts of morals or of psychology, and the
same objeotion which would exclude such feelinge from theology would
make these latter sciences impossible,

Bee Jacobl and Schielermaoher, who regard theology as & mere acoount of devout
Christian feelings, the grounding of which in objeotive historical faets {8 a matter of

- comparative Indifference (Hagenbsch, Hist. Doctrine, 2:401-408). Bchieformacher
therefore called his system of theology * Der Christliche Glaube,” and many since his
time have called thelr aystems by the name of " Glaubenslehre,” Ritschi's ** value-
judgments,” in Hke manner, render theology s merely subjective sclence, if any
subjective sclenos is possible. Kaftan improves upon Ritschl, by granting that we
know, not only Christian feelings, but also Christian facta. Theology 18 the science of
God, and not slmply the eclence of fatth, Allied to the view already mentioned i3 tha
of Feuerbach, to whom religlon is a matter of sublective fancy; and that of Tyndall,

who would remit theclogy to the region of vague fecling and aspiration, but would
exclude It from the realm of soie:qme soc Feuerbach, Hssence of Christianity, trans-

lated by Marian Evans (George E}ioi?l; also Tyndall, Belfast Addrees.

(%) Thoss factaof revelation which sre beyond our full understanding may,
like the nebuler bypothesis in astronomy, the atomis theory in chemistry,
or the doetrine of evolution in biology, furnish a principle of union between
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great clagses of other facts otherwise irrsconcilable. We may define our
concepts of God, and ever of the Trinity, at least sufficiently to distingnish
them from all other concepta; and whataver difficulty may encumber the '
putting of them into langusge only shows the importance of attempting it
and the valne of even an approximsate suceess.

Horace Bushnell: * Theology can never he a seience, on account of the infirmities of
langnage.” But this prineiple would render void both ethical and political selence.
Fisher, Nat. and Meth. of Revelation, 145—*" Huine and Gibbon refer to faith as some-
thing too sacred to reet on proof, Thus religious beliefs are made to hang in mid-air,
without any support. Bnt the foundation of these hellefs is no less aclid for the rea.
son that empirical teats are not applicable to them. The data on which they restarerea,
and the inferenocea from the data are falrly drawn.” Hodgson indeed pours contempt
on the whole intuttional method by saying: * Whatever you are totally ignorant of,
asgert to he the explanation of everything else!™ Yet he would probably grant that
he beging his Investigations by assuming his own exlstence, The doctrine of the
Trinity i3 not wholly comprehensiblie by us, and we accept it at the first upon the festi-
mony of Scripture ; the full proof of it 18 found in the fuot that each mrccessive doc-
trine of theology 18 bound up with it, and with it stands or falls, The ‘Trinity is rational
because it explatng Christian experience as well as Christlan doctrine.

(¢) Even though there were no orderly arrangement of thesa facts, either
in nature or in Beripture, an scourate systematizing of them by the human
mind would not therefore be proved impossible, unless a principle were
assumed which would show all physical science to be equally impossible.
Astronomy snd geology are econstructed by putting together multitudinouns
facts which at st sight seem to have no order. 8o with theology., And
yet, although revelation does not present to us s dogmestic system ready-
made, a dogmatio system is not only implicitly contained therein, but parta
of the system are wronght out in the epistlea of the New Testament, as for
exampls in Rom. 5:12-19; 1 Cor. 15: 8, 4; 8: 6; 1 Tim. 8: 16 ; Heb. 6:
1, 2

‘Wo may illustrate the oonstruction of theology from the dissected msap, two pieces
of which a father puts together, leaving his child to put together the rest. Or we may
Mustrate from the physical universe, whioh to the unthinking reveals little of Its order.
. “Nature maked no fenoes.” Onéa thing seems to glide into another, 1t is man's busl-
ness to dstinguish and classify and combine. Origen: * God gives us fruth in single
threads, which we must weave into a finished texture.” Andrew Fuller sald of the
doctrines of theology that * they are united together like chain-shot, so that, which-
evor one enters the heart, the others mugt cortainly follow.”* George Herbert: *Oh
that I knew how all thy lights combine, And the configuration of their glory; Seeing
not oniy how each verse doth shine, Buat all the conatellations of the story 1™

Scripture hinta at the posaibilities of combination, in Bom, 5: $2-18, with its grouping of
the facta of sin and salvation about the two persons, Adem and Christ; in Row, 41 24,25,
with ita Unking of the resurrection of Christ and our fustification ; in ! for. 8: 8, with itg
indication of the relations between the Father and Christ; in ¢ Hm 3: 16, with its poetical
summery of the facts of redemption (see Commentaries of DeWette, Moyer, Fair-
balrn); in !.o)). 8: 1, 2, with ite statement of the fArst principles of the Christian fafth.
God’s tarnishing of concrete facts in theology, which we ourselves are Joft to sygtem-
atize, is in complete accordance with his method of procedure with regsrd to the
development of other sclenced. Pee Martinean, Easays, 1: 29, 40; Am. Theol. Rev.,
1850 : 101-126 — art. on the Idea, Bourced and Uses of Christian Theology.

IV. Nzaomsarry,—The necessity of theology has its grounds

(a) In the organizing tnstinct of the huwman mind. This organizing
principle is a part of our constitution. The mind cannhot endnre confusion
or appavent eonfradiction in known facls, The tendency to harmonize
and unify its knowledge appesrs a8 soon as the mind beeomes reflective ;
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just in proportion to its endowments and eulture does the impulse to sya
tematize and formnlate incrense. This is true of all departtuents of haman
inquiry, but it is peculisrly true of onr kmowledge of God. Since the truth
with regard to God is the most important of all, theclogy mests the despest
want of mau's rational nature. Theology is & rationsl necessity., If sll
existing theological systens were destroyed to-dsy, new systems would rise
to-morrow. o inevitable is the operation of this law, that those who most
decry theology show nevertheless that they have made a theology for them-
selves, and often one sufficiently meagre and blundering, Hostility to
theology, where it does not originate in misiaken fears for the corruption
of Giod's truth or in & naturally illogics) strncture of mind, often proceeds
from a license of speculation which cannot brook the restraints of a com-
plete Beriptural syatem,

Preaident E. G. Robinson: “ Every man has as much theology as he can hold.” Con-
aciously or unconscigusly, we philosophize, as naturally as we spsak prose. * Be
moguer de la philogophie o'est vraiment philogopher.” Gore, Incarnation, $1—* Chris-
tianity became metaphysical, ouly boecavise man i3 rational. This rationality means thal
he must atierapt ‘ to give account of things,” ad Plato said, * because he was a man, not
merely beeause he was a Greek.’” Men often denounce systematio theology, while
they extol the solenoes of matter. Has God then left only the facte with regard to him-
pelf in 50 unreiated a state that man eannot put them together? All other golences are
valuable only a4 they contaln or promote the knowledge of God. If it 15 pralkeworthy
to classify beetles, one science may bo allowed to rensonl concexning God snd the soul.
In speaking of Schelling, Royoe, Bpirit of Modern Philosophy, 173, satiricelly exhorts
ué: “Trust your geniud; follow your noble heart; change your doctrine whenaever
your heart changes, and change your heart often,—auch is the practioal oreed of the
romsnticista,” Ritchie, Darwin snd Hegel, 8--* Just thoss persons who disclaim mata-
pPhyslos are gometimes most apt to be infented with the disease they profess to abhor—
and not to know when they have it.” 8See Shedd, Discourses and Heeays, 27-62; Mur-
Phy, Betentifio Bases of Faith, 105-198.

(b)Y In the relation of systematic truth {o the development of charac-
ter. Truth thoroughly digested is essential to the growth of Christian
charscter in the individus! and in the chureh. All knowledge of God bas
its influence npon character, but most of all the knowledge of apiritnal
facts in their relations, Theology cannot, a8 has sometimes been objeoted,
deaden the religions affections, since it only draws cut from their gources
and puta into retional eonnection with each other the truthe which are
begt adapted fo nourish the religious affections. On the other hand, the
strongest Christians are those whe have the firmest grasp apon the great
doctrines of Christianity ; the heroie ages of the church are those which
have witnessed most consistently to them ; the plety that can be injured by
the systematic exhibition of them mnet be weak, or mystical, or mistaken.

Bome Imowledge 18 neobssary to conversion—at least, knowledge of gin and kmowl.
edge of a Bavior ; and the putting together of these two great truths is a beginning of
theology. All subsequent growth of charaoter iz conditionsd upon the increase of this
Eknowledge. Ol 1 : l=—adfordueves +f dmiyridoe To0 Oeod [omit év]=* inareaging by the knswlsdge
of 8od"~the instrumental dative represents the knowledge of God aa the dew or rain
which nurturea the growth of ihe plant; of. 3 Pel. 8:18.—* grow in the grace and knowledge of cur
Lerd and Bavior Joms Christ.” For texts which represent truth as nowrlghmept, see ler, 3: 15
= {ad you with knowledge and undersiending ™ ; Mat, 4 : 4 — " ¥ant shall notlive by bread alens, bat by svery
word that proosedsth out of the mouth of Ged"; 4 for, 8:1, 8" bahee in (hrist , , . I fd yes with milk, not
with maat'' ; Hab. 5: 4~ but polid food is for full-grown man,” Christinn character resta upon Chrigs
tian truth es s toundation s seo 1 o, 31 (0-45— “T Jaid & fonodetion, and ansther buildeth thawacn.”
Bee Dorus Clarke, S8aylog tho Catechism ; Blimon, on Christ Doct, and Life, in Bib, Bac.,
July, 1684 ¢ 43543,
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Ignorance is the mother of superstition, not of devotion. Talbot W. Chambers:
—=“Dogtrine withoutduty is a tree without fruits; duty without doctrine I8 g tree with-
out roots.” Christian morality is a fruit which grows only from the tree of Christian
dootrine. We cannot long keep the frizits of falth after we have cut down the tree
upon which they have grown. Balfour, Foundations of Bellef, 82— Naturalistio virtue
i parasitic, and when the host perishes, the parssite perishes also. Virtue without
religlon will die,” Kidd, Social Evolution, 214 —* Becauge the fruit survives for a time
when removed from the tree, and even mellows and ripens, shall we say that it is
independent of the tree?” The twelve manner of fruitg on the Christmas-tree are
only tacked on,—they never grew thers, and they can never reproduce their kind.
The withered apple awella out under the exhausted receiver, but it will go back again
to 1ts former shrunken form ; sothe self-riphteousness of those who get out of the
atmosphere of Christ and have no divine ideal with which to compare themselves.
W, M, Lisle: “It I8 the mistake and disaster of the Christian world that effects are
sought instead of canges.” George A. Gordon, Christ of To-day, 28 —"* Without the his-
torical Christ and personal love for that Christ, the broad theology of our day will
reduce itself to a dream, powerless t0 rouse a sleeping church.”

(¢) In the importance fo the preacher of definite and just views of
Christian doctrine, His chief intellectuzl qualification must be the
power clearly and comprehensively to conceive, and aceurately and power-
fully to express, the truth. He can be the agent of the Holy Spirii in con-
verting and sanctifying men, only as he can wisld *the sword of the
Bpirit, which is the word of God” ( Eph. 6: 17), or, in other language,
only as he can impress truth upon the minds and consciences of his
hearers. Nothing more certainly nullifies his efforts than confusion and
inconsistency in his statements of doctrine. His object is to replace
obhscure and erroneous concepfions among his hearers by those which are
correct and vivid. He cannot do this without knowing the facts with
regard to God in their relations —kaowing them, in short, as parts of a
system, With this trath he isputintrust, To mntilate it or misrepresent
it, is not only =in against the Revealer of it,—if may prove the ruin of
men’s sonls. The best safeguard against such mntilation or migrepresen-
tation, is the diligent study of the several docirines of the faith in their
relations to one another, and especially to the central themae of theology,
the person and work of Jesus Christ,

The more refined and reflective the age, the more 1¥ requirea reagons for feeling.
Imagination, as exerclsed in poetry and eloguence and as exhibited in politics or
‘war, innot loss strong than of old,—it is only morerational. Notice the progress from
“Buncombe”, in legislative and forensic oratory, to sensible and logical addresd. DBas-
sanio in Bhakespeare’'s Merchant of Venlee, 1: 1: 118 —* Gratiano speakd &n infinite deal
of nothing. . . . His reasons are as two graing of wheat hid in two busheis of chafl.”
B0 in pulpit oratory, mere Scripture quotation and fervid appeal are no longer puffi-
vient. As well be o howling dervish, sa to indulge in windy declamation. Thought is
the staple of preaching. Feellng musat be roused, but only by bringing men to e
¥aowledge of the trath” (2 Tim, 2: 25). The preacher must furnish the basls for feeling by pro-
ducing intelligent conviction. He mugst ingtrizot before he can move. If the object of
the preacher Is fixet to know God, and gecondly to make God known, then the atudy of
theology 18 abeolutely necessary to his succesd.

Bhall the physician practice mediclone without study of physiology, or the lawyer
practice law without study of Jurlsprudence? Professor Blackie: “ One may a8
well expoot to make a great patriot out of a fencing-master, as to make a great orator
out of a mere rhetorician.” The preacher needs doctrine, to prevent his being a mere
barrel-organ, playing over and over the same tunes. John Henry Newwmgn: “The
false preacher 18 One who has to say gomething ; the irue preacher {8 one who has sgme-
thing tosay.” Spurgeon, Autobicgraphy,1: 167—"Constant change of oreed ig sure loes.

3 .
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If a tree hes to be taken yp two or three times a year, you will not need to bufld s very
large loft in which to stors the apples. When people are ghifting their doctrinal prin-
oiples, they do not bring forth much frult, . . . We gball never have great preach-
ers till we have great divines, You cannot build a man of war ouf of a currant-bush,
nor can great soul-moving preachers bt formed out of superficlal studenta.” Illustrate
the harmfuiness of ignorant and errcnsous preaching, by the mistake in & physician’s
prescription ; by the wrong trall at Lake Placid which led astray thoss ascending White-
face; by the sowing of acorns whose crop wes gathered only after a hundred years.
Blight divergences from correct dootrine on our part may be ruinously exaggerated
in those who come after us. Though the ‘moth-miller has no teeth, ita offspring has,
£ Tim. 8 ; 3-="And the things which thett kst beerd from me wmang wany wituseses, the same oomamit thoa o faithtal
men, who shall he abls to taash athers alse.”

{d) In the inlimate connection between correct dootrine and the
safety and aggressive power of the church., The safety and progress of
the church is dependent upon her “holding the pattern of sound worda®
(2 Tim. 1: 13), and serving as *“pillar and ground of the truth * (1 Tim. 3;
15), Delective understanding of the truth results sooner or later in
defects of organization, of operation, and of life. Thorough comprehén-
sion of Christian truth as an organized system furnishes, on the other hand,
not only an invaluable defense againat heresy and immorality, but also an
indispensable stimulius and. ms’r.rument in aggressive labor for the world’
ponversion.

The coreeds of Christendom have not originated in mere speculative curloalty and
logioal hair-splitting. They are statements of doetrine in which the attacked and
imperfled church has sought to express the truth which conatitutes her very life,
Those who deride the early creeds have smalt coneséption of the Intellectnal acumen and
. the moral earnedtness which went to the making of them. The creeds of the third and
tourth centuries embody the regulis of controversles which exbausted the posatbilities
of hereay with regard to the Trinity and the person of Christ, and whioch set up bare
againgt false dootrine to the end of tlme. Mahaffy: “What coaverted the world
wag not the example ¢of Christ’'s life,--it was the dogma of his death.” Colerldge: “ He
who does not withstand, haa no standing ground of his own." Mrs. Browning: “ Entire
intellectural toleration 1 the mark of those who belleve nothing.” E. G. Hobjnson,
Christian Theology, 860-862—*A doctrine {8 but a precept in the style of a proposition }
and a precept 8 but a doctrine in the form of & command, . . . Theology is God’s
gerden; its troes are treed of his planting ; and ‘sl the tress of the Lord are full of sap® (Py. 104: 16).”

Bose, Ecumenioal Councils: * A creed is not cathollc becausea coune!l of many or
of few bishops decreed 1f, but becanse it expresses the common conviction of entire
generations of men and women who turned their understanding of the New Testament
into those forms of words.” Dorner: * The areeds are the precipitate of the relig-
fous eonaciousness of mighty men and times." Foster, Christ. Life and Theol., 182—
1t cxdinarlly reguires the shook of some grest event to startle men into clear appre.
hension and crystallization of thelr substantial belief. Such a shook was given by the
rough and coarse dootrine of Arius, upon which the oonelusion arrived at in the Coun-
¢l of Nlce followed ae rapidly 48 in chilled water the crystals of ive will someatimes
form when the containing veasel receives a blow.” Balfour, Foundations of Belef, 287
—""The creeds were not explanations, but rather denials that the Arfan and Gnostic
explanstions were suficlent, and declarationg that they irremadiably impoverished the
idea of the Godhead. Thoy fosisted on preserving that ides lo all its inexplicable ful-
noes.” Depny, Stodies in Theology, 192=—"Pagan philosophles tried to capture the
church for thelr own ends, and o turn it jnto a school. In self-defense the church was
eompelled to becoms somewhat of & school on. itg-own gogount. It had o asgert ite
facta; 1t had to defino 15 1dega ; it had to interpret in its own way thosa facts which
men were ndainterpreting '

Protessor Howard Oagood: *A oreed Is Hkoa backbone. A man does not need to
weear his backbone In front of him; but he must have a backbone, and a straight one,
or he will be & flexible if not & humpbacked Christian,” Yet wemust remember that
areeds are evedita, and not eredenda; historical statements of what the church hde
belleved, not infallible presoriptions of what the church must belleve. George Dunas
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Boardman, The Church, —* Creeds are apt to become cages.” Schy 0gti=
clgm, 151—* The creeds were meant to be defenstve fortifications otmraljgl:f;n alas,
that they should bave sometimes turned their artillery againgt the: citadel ftgolr.”
T. H. Green: " We are told that we must be loyal to the bellefs of the Fathers. Yes, but
who knows what the Fathers belleve now?" {ieorge A. Gordon, Chrigt of To-day, 80
—*The assumption that the Holy Bpirit is not concerned in the development of theo-
logical thought, nor manjfest In the Inteiiectual evolution of mankind, 18 the super-
htivg heresy of our gemeration. . . . The metaphysics of Jesus are absojutely essen-
tial 6 his sthics. . . . If bisthoughtisa dream, hisendeavor for man is a delusion.” -
Bee Behat?, Creods of Christendom, 1: 8, 15, 16; Storrs, Div, Origin of Chrigtianity, 121;
lan Maclaren (John Wateon), Cure of Souls, 108; Frederick Harrisom, in Fortnightly
Rev., Jan. 1389,

(e) Inthe direct and indirect injunctions of Scripture. The Scrip-
ture urges upon us the thorough and comprehensive study of the truth
(Jobn &5 :89, marg., —“ Search the Scriptures”), the comparing and
bermonizing of its different parts (1 Cor, 2: 18— comparing spiritual
things with spiritnal ), the gathering of all sbout the great central fact of
revelation (Col, 1: 27—+ which is Christ in you, the hope of glory "), the
Proaching of it in its wholeness as well as in its due proportions (2 Tim. 4:
2— ¢ Prench the word™), The minister of the Gospel is called ““a scribe
who hath been made & disciple to the kingdom of heaven” [Mat. 18: 52);
the ¢ pastors” of the churches are at the same time fo be *‘teachers”
(Eph. 4: 11); the bishop must be ““spt to teach” (1 Tim. 8 : 2), “ handling
sazight the word of truth ” (2 Tim. 2:15), “holding to the faithful word
which i8 aocording to the teaching, that he may be able both to exhort in
the sound dootrine and to conviet the gainsayers™ (Tit, 1: 9).

As & means of instructing the church and of securing progress in his own under-
standivg of Chrigtian truth, it is well for the pastor to preach regularly each month e
doctrinal sermon, and to expound in course the principal artioles of the falth. The
treatment of doetrine in thege sermons should be simple encugh to be comprehensible
by intelligent youth s it shonld be made vivid and interesting by the help of brief
fllustrations ; and at least one-third of each germon ghould be devoted to the practical
appiications of the dootrine propounded. See Jonathan Edwards's sermon on the
Importance of the Enowledge of Divine Truth, iu Works, 4:1-15, The actual sermons
of Bdwards, however, are not models of docirinal preaching for our generation, They
are too scholastio fn form, too metapbysical for substance; there is too little of Sorip-
ture and too little of {Nlustration. The doetiinal preaching of the English Puritans in
a gimilar manner eddressed itself almost wholly to adulte. The preaching of our Lord
on the other hand was adapted also to children. No pastor should count himseif
faithful, who permits his young people to grow up without regular instruciion from
the pulpttin the whole circle of Christlan doctrice. Shakeapeare, K. Henry VI, Znd
part, 4: 7="Ignoranoe is the curse of God; knowledge the wing wherewith we fly to
heaven.”

V. Rznarmion to Renision,—Theclogy and religion are related to esch
other as effects, in different spheres, of the same cause. As theology is an
effect produced in the sphere of systematio thought by the facts respecting
(tod and the nniverse, so religion is an effect which these same facts pro-
duee in the ephera of individusl and collective life, With regerd to the
term ‘ religion’, notice;

1. Derivation. _ i

(2) The derivation from religire, ‘to bind back® (men to God), is
negatived by the authority of Cieero and of the best modern etymologists;
by the difficulty, on this hypothesis, of explaining such forms as religio,
religens; ond by . the necessity, in that case, of presupposing s fuller
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knowledge of sin and rt_ademf»tion than was common $o the ancient world.

(6) The more correct derivation is fror relegére, *‘to go over again,”
*icarefully to ponder.” Tts original mesning is therefore *‘reverent
obgervance” {of dutiex due to the gods).

For advocacy of the derivation of religio, a8 meaning * bindlng duty,” from relighrs,
ges Lange, Dogmatik, 1:185-108. This derivation was first proposed by Lactantius,
Inst, Div,, £:28, & Christian writex, To meetthe objsction that the form religio seoms
derived from a verb of the third conjugation, Lange cites rebelifo, from reheliftre, and
optio, from optdtre. But we veply that these verbs of the first conjugation, like many
others, are probably dorived from obeolete verbs of the third conjugation, For the
derivation favored in the text, see Curtlus, Griochische Eiymologle, 5te Aufl., 8843
Fick, Vergl. Wieterb. der indoger. Spr., 2:227; Vanicek, Gr.-Lat, Etym. Worterb,
2:820; Andrews, Latin Lexicon, {n voce; Nitzsch, System of Christ, Doctrine, T; Van
Oosterzee, Dogmaties, 7577 ; Philipp!, Glaubensielre, 1: 8, Kahais, Dogmatik, 8:18;
Menzles, History of Religion, 11 ; Max Mtiller, Natural Religion, leot. 5.

2, False Conceptions.

(@) Religion is not, as Hegel declared, a kind of knowing; for it
would then be only an incomplete form of philosophy, and the messure of
knowledge in each case would be the measure of piety.

In asystem of i&ealistic panthelsm, 1tke that of Hegel, God 18 the subject: of religion
68 well as 1t8 objJect. Religion is God’s knowing of himself through the humsag con-
geionsness, Hegel did not utterly ignore other clements in religion. * Feellng, intui.
tion, and faith belong to it,”” he eaid, “and mere cognition is one-sided.” Yethe waa
always looking for the movement of thought in all forms of life ; God and the unjverse
were but developments of the primordial idea. *What knowledge 1s worth Enowing,”
ke asked, *“if God is unknowable? To know Gtod {s eternal life, and thinking is also
true worship.” Hegel's ervor wad in regarding life as a process of thought, rather than
in regarding thought as a process of life. Here was the reason for the bitterness
between Hegel and Schielermacher, Hegel rightly considered that feeling must become
intelligent before it is truly religious, but he did not recognize the supreme importance
of love in & theological system. He gave even less place to the will than he gave to the
emotions, and he falled to see that the knowledge of God of which Beripturs speaks is
a knowing, not of the intetlect alone, but of the whole man, including the affectional
and voluntary nature, . ‘

Goethe: * How can & man come to know himeelf? Never by thinking, but by doing.
Try to do your duty, and you will know at once what you areworth., You cabnot play
the flute by blowing alone,-you must use your fingers.” 850 we can never come to
know God by thinking alone. John 7:17—1f any man willeth to do his will, ke shall know of the teach-
ing, whather it is of God,” 'The Gnoatics, Stapfer, Henry VIIL, alt show that there may be
much theclogical Enowledgze withous trne religlon. Chilingworth's maxim, * The
Bible only, the religion of Protegtants,™ 18 nadequate and inacemrate ; for the Rible,
without fajth, love, 2and obedlence, may become & fetich and a gnare: Jokn S : 39, 40—"Ye
soaxch the Soriptures, , . . and yo will not coms to me, that ye may have lifa" See Sterrvett, Studies in
Hegel's Philosophy of Religion; Porter, Human Intellect, 59, 60, 412, 525-538, 569, 650;
Morell, Hist. Philos., 478, £17; Hamerton, Tntel. Life, 214; Bib. Bac., 91874,

{(b) Religion is not, as Sehleiermacher held, the mere feeling of depend-
ence ; for such feeling of dependence i not religious, unless exercised
toward God and socompanied by moral effort.

In German theology, Schielermacher constitutes the transition from the old rational.
jam to the evangelionl falth. * Like Lazarue, with the grave clothes of n pantheistio
philogophy entangling his stepa,” yet with a Moravian experience of the life of God in
the soul, he based religion upon the inner vertainties of Christian foeling, But, as Prin-
cipal Fairbalrn remarks, * Emotion is inipotent unleas it spesks out of conviction; and
. where conviction 18, there will be emotion whick is potent to persuads.” If Christiag-
ity is religions feeling alane, then there is no easentinl difference between it and other
religions, for a1l alike aré products of the religious sentimbnt. But Christianity is dis-
tinguished from other religions by its peculiar religious vonosptions. Dootrine pre-
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oodea life, and Christian dootrine, not mers religious feeling, o the cause of Chris-
tianity as a distinctive religion. Though faith begins in feeling, moreover, it does not
end there. 'We gee the worthlessness of mere feellng in the translent emotions of
theatre-goars, and In the oocaslonal phanomenn of revivaly,

Sabatier, Philos. Relig., 27, adda to Schielermacher's passive element of dependence,
the active element of prayer. Kaftan, Dogmatik, 10— * Schleiermacher regards God as
the Source of our belng, but forgets that he is also sur Erd.” Fellowship and progress
are as hinportant elements in religion rs 18 dependence; and fellowship must come
before progress—such fellowship as presupposes pardon and life. Bchlelermacher
aepparently bellevod In neither a personal God nor hiz own personal immortality ; see
hig Life and Letters, %: 7803 Martineau, Study of Religlon, 2: 357. Charles Hodge
compares hin to a ladder In g pit—a good thing for those who wish to get out, but not
for those who wish to get in. Darner: * The Moravian brotherhood waa his mother ;
Greoce was his nurvee.” On Schleiermacher, see Herzog, REealencyclopldie, tn toce ; Bib.
Bao., 1863 375; 1883: 534; Liddon, Elements of Religion, lect. I3 Ebrard, Dogmatik, 1:
14 ; Jullus Miiller, Doctrine of 8in, 1: 175; Fisher, Supernat. Origin of Christianity, 563
570; Caird, Philos. Religion, 160-188,

(e) Religion is not, as Kant maintained, morelity or moral action ; for
morality is conformity to an sbatract law of right, while religion is essen-
tially & relation to & person, from whom the soul receives blesamg and to
whom if surrenders itself in love and obedience,

Kant, Eritik der praktlschen Vernunft, Begchluss: * I know of but two beautiful
things, the gtarry heavens above my head, and the sense of duty within my heart.”
Butt the mere senea of duty often distrosses. We object to the word “ obey ™ ss the
imperative of yeligion, because (1} it makeg religion a matter of the will only; @) will
presupposes affection ; (8} love is not subjeet to will: () it makes God all law, and no
grace; (B} it makes the Chrigtian a servant only, not a friend ; ef, John 15; 15~ No longer do
T ol you servants , . , . but I have called you friends” —a relation not of service but of love
(Westeott, Bib, Com., i l0co ). The veice that apeaks is the volce of love, rather than the
voloe of law. 'We object nlso to Matthew Arnold’s definition: “ Religlon 1 ethics
heightened, enkindled, 11t np by feeling ; morality touched with emotion.” Thisleaves
out of view the receptive element in religion, as well ag its relation to a personal God.
A truer statement would be that religion {8 morality toward God, as morality is
religion toward man. Bowne, Philos. of Thelsm, 261—* Morulity that goes beyond
mere conecientiousness must have recourse to religlon ; see Lotze, Philos. of Religion,
128-143. Goethe: “ Ungqualified activity, of whatover kind, ieads at 1ast to bankruptey ™;
goa alao Peiderer, Philoa. Religion, I :65-60; Shedd, SBermons to the Natural Man, 244
248; Liddon, Elements of Religion, 19,

8. FEssential Jdex, Religion in its essential idea is a life in God, = life
lived in recognition of God, in scommunion with God, and under control of
the indwelling Spirit of God. Bince it is alife, it cannot be described as con-
gisting solely in the exercise of any one of the powers of intellect, affection,
or will. As physical life involves the nnity and coliperstion of all the organs
of the hody, so religion, or epiritual life, involves the united working of all
the powers of the soul. To feeling, however, we must assign the logica.l
priority, since holy affection toward God, J.mpa.rted in regenemhon, is the
condition of truly knowing God and of truly serving him,

fSee Godet, on the Ultlmate Desipn of Man—" God in man, and man in God"—in
Princeton Rev., Nov, 1880; Pllelderer, Die Religion, 5-79, and Religionsphilosophie, 265
—Raligion {s ** Bache des ganzen Qelsteslebens : Crane, Religion of To-morrow, +—"* Reli-
glon is the personal inflnence of the immanent God ”; Bterrett, Reason and Authority
in Religion, 51, 32— Religion 18 the reciprocal relation or communion of God and man,
inve'ving (1) revelation, (2) faith " ; Dr. J. W, A, Stewart: ** Raligion 1s fellowship with
Ood " ; Paseal: * Plety Is God sensible to the heart ™ ; Ritschl, Justif. and Reconcil,, 18
=" Ghristianity is an ellipse with two foolk—Christ ag Redeemer and Christ as Kina,
Chrlyt for us and Christ in ug, redsmption and morality, religion and ethics ' ; Kaftan,
Dogmatik, &~ The Christian religion is (1) the kirgdom of God as a goal ahove the
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world, to be attained by moral develonment here, and (2} reconcilistion with God per-
mitting attainment of this goal in spite of our aing, Christian theclogy omoe grounded
itself in man's natural knowledge of God; we now ataxt with religion, ¢. ¢., that
Christian ¥nowledge of God which we call faith,”

Herbort Bpencer: “Religion 18 an & prioré theory of the universe”; Romanes,
Thoughts on'Religion, 45, adda: * which ammimes intelligent personality as the orlg-
inating cause of the univerte, solence dealing with the How, the phenomenal process,
religion dealing with the Who, the intelligent Personality who works through the
proceds.” Holland, in Lux Mundl, 27— Natural life is the life In God which hag not yet
arvived at this recognition ¥— the recognition of the fact thet God 18 in all things—*it
18 not yet, a8 such, religious; . . . Religion is the discovery, by theaon, of & Father who is
in all his works, yet 1a diatinot from them all." Dewey, Paychology, 238~ Foeling
finds its absolutely universal expression in religious emotion, which is the inding or
realization of self in a completely realized personality which unites in ftaeif truth, or
the oomplete unity of the relstions of all objecta, beauty or the complete unity of all
ideal velues, and rightness or the somplete unity of all persons, The emotion which
acqompanies the religious life is that which apcompanies the complete activity of our-
selves ; the self i3 realized and finds it true life in God.” Upton, Hibbert Leoctures,
263—* Ethics 18 simaply the growing insight into, and the effort to sctualize in soclety, .
the sense of fundamental kinship and identity of substance in all men ; while religion
s the emotion and the devotion which attend the realization in our self-congeiousneas
of an inmoset spiritual relationship exising out of that unity of substanco which con-
gtitirtes man the true son of the eternal Fether” Sos Van Dosterzee, Dogmatics, 81-35;
Julius Mitller, Doct, Bin, £: 827; Nituoh, 8ylt of Christ. Doot., 10-28; Luthardt, and.
Truths, 147 ; Twesten, Dogmatik, 1:

4. Inferences,

From this definition of religion it follows :

(&) Thet in strictness there is but ohe religion. Man is n religions being,
indeed, as baving the capacity for thig divine life, Ha i actnally religious,
however, only when he enters into this living relation to God. Falee
religions axe the caricatures which men given fo sin, or the imaginations
which men groping after light, form of this life of the soul in God,

Peabody, Christianity the Reiigion of Nature, 18— If Christianity be true, 1t 18 not a
religlon, but the religion. If Judalsni be also true, it 18 so not as distinet from but as
coincidont with Christianity, the one religion to which it can bear only the relation of
a part to the whole. If there be portions of truth in other religious systems, they art
not portions of other religions, but portiong of the one religion which eomehow or
other became incorporated with fables and falsities.” John Caird, Fund, Ideas of Chris-
tianity, 1t 26— You can never get at the trite idea or essence of religion merely by
trying to find out something thatis common to all religions; and it is not the lower
religions that explain the higher, but conversely the higher religion explains ali the
lower religions.” G@George P. Fisher: **The recoghition of certaln elements of truth in
the ethnie religions does not mean that Christlanity has defects which are to be repaired
by borrowing from them ; it only meand thet the ethnio faiths have in fragments what
Christinnity has as a whole. Comparative religion doed not bring to Christlanity new
truth i it provides iitustrations of how Christian truth meets human needs and aspl-
rations, and gives a full vislon of that whiok the most spiritual and gifted smong the
heathen only dimly dlscerned.”

Dr. C. H. Parkhurst, sermon on Preverhs 8: 7—-Eho apleit of mars fx the laump of Jaboral ™ — g, Iamp,
but not necessarily ighted ; a lamp that onn be lit only by thetouch of a divinefiame ** =
man has naturally and universally a capsalty for religion, but is by no means naturally
and universally veligious, All false religions have some element of truth; otherwise
they eould never have gained or kept their hold upon mankind, We need to recognize
these elontents of truth in dealing with them. Thers issacine gfiverin a counterfeif dol-
1ar, else it would deoeive no'one; but the thin washing of silver overthe load does not
prevent it from being bad money. Clarke, Christian Theology, 8-~ Bee Paul's methods
of dealing with heathen religion, In Acts 14 with gross paganism and in Acts 17 with its
oultured form. He treats it with sympathy and justics. Chvistlan theclogy has the
advantage of welking in the light of God's self-manifestation in Christ, while heathen
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mﬂé!qns grope after God and worship him in ignorance”; cf. e 14: 16—"Ws . , ,
bring yo tidings, that ye should turn from theoe vein fthings noie s living Ged "'; 17: 22—"T parceive that yo
are more thin ysually reverent doward the divinitiss, . , , What therefirs yo wership. in ignorance, this I set
forth undo you.",

Matthew Arnold: **Children of men! the unsven Power whose eye Foreverdoth
acoompany tankind, Eath looked on no religion scornfully That man did ever find.
‘Which has not teught weak wills how much they can? Which has not fallem on the
dry heart like rain? Which hasnot eried o sunk, self-weary man, Thou must be born
again {7 Chrigtianity is absoluteiy exclusive, because it is absclutely Inclugve. Itis
not an amalgamution of other religions, but it has in it all that 18 best and truest
In other religlons Tt is the white light that contsins all the colored rays. God
may have made &isclosures of truth outside of Judaism, and did so in Balsam
and Melchisedek, in Confucius and Socrates, But while other religions have a
reiatlve excellence, Christianity is the absolute religion that containg all excellencles,
Matheson, Messagés of the Old Religlons, 328-342—** Christianity i& reconciliation,
Christianity includes the aspiration of Egypt: i sees, in thisaspiration, God in the soul
{Brahmanism}; recognizes the evil power of sin with Parseeism ; goeaback to 1 pure
beginning like China; surrenders itself to human brotherhood like Buddha ; gets all
things from within ke Judaism; makes the present life beaut{ful like Greece; seeks
& universal kingdom like Rome ; shows a growth of divine life, like the Teuton. Chris-
tianity 18 the manifold wigdom of God,”” Bew also Van Oosterzee, Dogmatics, 83-98,
Shakespeare: * There is some sout of goodress in things evil, Wonld men observingly
distill it put.™

(b} That the content of religion is greator than that of theology. The
facts of religion come within the range of theology only so far as they can
be definitely conceived, acourately expressed in language, and brought
into rational relation to each other,

Thie principle enables us to defipe the proper limits of religious fellowship, Tt shonld
be a8 wide as is religion itgelf. But it is important to rememher what religion is.
Boligion is not to be jdentifiod with the capacity for religion. Nor can we regard the
perverstons and caricatires of religion aa meriting our feltowship. Otherwise we might
be reguired to have fellowship with devil-worship, polygamy, thuggery, and the inquisi-
tion ; for all these have been dignified with the name of religion. True reldgion involves
some knowledge, however rudimentary, of the true God, the God of righteousness;
pome sense of gin ag the conirast between human character and the divine standerd ;
some casting of the goul npon divine mercy and s divine way of aalvation, in place of
self-righteous earning of merit and reliance upon one's works and one's record;
some practionl effort to reslize ethical principle in & pure life and in infinence over
others, Wherever these marks of true religion appear, even In Unitarians, Roman-
ists, Jews or Buddhigts, there we recognize the demand for fellowship. But we also
attribute thege germs of true religion to the inworking of the omnipresent Christ,
“the light which lightath svsry mon" { Jokn 1: § ),and we see in them inoiplent repentance and faith,
evap though the Christ who is their objecti is yet unknown by name, Chiristion fellow-
#hip must have a larger basis In accepted Christian trath, and Church fellowship a still
Inrger basls fn common ecknowledgment of N, T, teaching as to the church. Religious
tallowahip, in the widest sense, rests upon the fact that “God is 1o respesier of persns: bt in
svary ation bsihas feareth him and worketh rightecsness is aoooptabls o him™ (Lets 10 34, 35),

{e)} That religion is to be distingnished from formal worship, which is
ginply the outward expression of religion., As such expression, worship is
*formal communion between God and his people.” TIn it God speaks to
man, and man to Ood, It therefore properly includes the reading of
Seripture and presching on the side of God, and prayer and song on the
side of the people.

Bterrett, Reason and Authority in Religion, 168—"Christian worship is the utterance
(outeranoce) of the gpirit.”” But thers 18 more in true love than cen be put into 8 love-
letter, and there is more.in true religion than can be expressed either in theology or
in worghip. Christian worship is communion hetween God and man. But communion
cannot ba one-sided. Madame de Sta#l, whom Heine called ** a whirlwind in pettipoats,*
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ended one of her brilliant solloguies by saying: “What a delightful conversatigh we
have hadl” We may find & better illuatration of the nature of worship in Thémas &
Kempis's dislogues between the saint and his Bavior, in the Imitation sf Chriat.
Goothe: “Against the great superiority of another there is no remedy but ove. . + .
To praise a man is to put one's seif on his level.” If this be the effect of loving and
praising man, what must be the effect of loving and prajsing God! I ption in Gras-
mera Church; *“Whoever thou art that enterest this church, leave it pot without one
prayer to God for thyself, for those who minister, and for those whg worship here.”
In James1: ¥~ TFure religien and undeRled before our God sad Father is this, to visit the fatherless xnd widows in
their afliction, snd ta keep onesel! unspsited from the world” - “nligion,” Spmoxeia, 1§ culius exterdor:
and the meaning is that **the externsl service, the outward garb, the very ritual of
Christlanity, I8 & life of purity, love and self-devotion. What its true essonce, ite
inmost splrit may be, the writer does not say, but leaves this to beinferred.,” On the
relation between religion and worship, see Prof, Day, in New Englander, Jan. 1882;
Prof, 'T. Harwood Pattison, Publio Prayer; Trench, Syn. N.T., 1: sec. 48; Coleﬂdxe,
Aids to Reflection, Introd., Aphorism 23; Lightfoot, Gal,, 851, note 2,



CHAPTER II.

MATERIAL OF THEOLOGY.

1. Soumoss or TERoLoGY.— Ghod himself, in the last analysis, must be the
only source of knowledge with regard to his own being and relstions,
Theology is therefore s snmmary and explanation of the content of God’s
self-revelations. These are, firat, the revelation of God in nature ; secondly
and supremely, the revelation of Ged in the Seriptures,

Ambross: “To whom shall I give greater credit concerning God than to God him-
#0l{?"” Von Baader: *To know God without God Iz imposstble ; therels no knowiedge
without him who ig the prime source of knowledge.™ C. A. Briggs, Whither, 8— " God
reveals truth in several apheres: in universal nature, in the constitution of mankind,
in, the history of our race, in the Bacred Seriptures, but above all in the person of Jesus
Christ our Lord.,” F. H. Johnson, What is Reality ? 860—"'The teacher intervenes
when needed. Revelation helps reason and consclence, but f8 not & substifute for them.
But Catholiciem affirms this substitution for the church, and Protestantism for the
Bible. The Bible, like nature, gives many free gifts, but more in the germ, Growlng
ethical 1derls must interpret the Bible.,” A. J.F. Behrends: “ The Bible is only a tele-
820Pg, not the eye which sees, nor the stars which the telescope brings to view. It is
your business and mine to see the stars with our own eyes.” Schurman, Agnosticism,
178-~* The Bible in a glass through which to see the living God. But it is uselesa when
you put your eyes out.”

Wecar know God only so far as he has revealed himself, The immanent God is
kngwn, but the transcendent God we do not know any more than we know the gide of
the moon that i8 furned away from us. A. H. Strong, Christ in Creation, 113—*The
word ‘gquthority’ is derlved from auctor, augeo, ‘to add.’ Authority edds something
to the truth communicated. The thing added 15 the personal element of witness. This
is needed wherever there is ignorance which eannot be removed by our own effort, or
unwillingnees which results from our own sin. In religion I need to add to my own
knowledge that which God imparts. Reason, conselence, church, Beripture, are all
delegated and subordinate authorities; the only original and supreme authority is God
bimself, or Christ, who i only God revealed and mede comprehensible by na.” Gore,
Incarpation, 181 All legitimate anthority represents the reason of God, educating
the reason of man and communicating itself to it..... Man is made in God's image:
he i8, in his fundamental capacity, a son of God, and he hecomes so 10 fact, and fully,
through union with Chrigt, Therefors in the truth of God, as Christ presents it to him,
he oan recognize his own better reason, —to use Plato's beautiful expreesion, he can
salute it by torce of instinct as something skin to himself, before he can give Intellec-
tual account of it.”*

Balfour, Fournidations of Belief, 382-887, holds that there iy no such thing as unassisted
reason, and thet, even If there were, natural rellgion ig not one of its products. Behind
all evolution of cur own reagon, he says, stands the Supreme Reason. **Congcience,
ethical ideals, capacity for admiration, sympnthy, repentance, righteous indgnation,
a8 well a8 our delight in beguty and truth, are all derived from God." Kaftan, in Am,
Jour. Theology, 18003 718, 719, maintaing that thers is no other principle for dogmatica
than Holy Scripture. Yet he holds that knowledge never comes directly from
Seripture, but from faith. The order {8 not: Beripture, doctrine, faith; but rather,
RBoripture, faith, doctrine. Beripture is no more a direct authority than is the ohurch.
Revelation is pddressed to the whole man, that i, to the will of the man, and it
claims obedience from him. Sinee all Christian imowledge is mediated through faith,
1t rosts on obedience to the authority of revelation, and revelation is self-manifestation

]
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on the part of God. Kaftan should bave rocognized more fully that not slmply
SBeripture, but all knowable truth, ig a revelation from God, and that Christ i * the light
which lightath avery man ™ (Johni:¢). Revelation is an organic whole, which bagins in nature,
but finda its climax and key in the historfoal Christ whom Soripture presents to us.
Bee H. C. Minton'd review of Mm‘td.nanu’a Boat of Authority, in Preab. and Ref. Bev.,
Apr. 1900 : 208 sq.

1. Seripture and Nature, By nature we here mean not only physical
facts, or facts with regard to the substances, properties, forces, and laws
of the material world, but also spiritual facts, or facts with regard to the
intellectual and moral constitution of man, and the orderly arrangement of
human society and history, '

We here use the word “pature™ in the erdinary sense, a8 including man, There fa
another and more proper use of the word * nature,” which malkes it slmply & complex
of foroes and heings under the law of cause and effact. To nature in this sense man
belongs only as reapoects his body, while ag immaterial and personal he is 2 supernatural
being. Freo wil is not under the Iaw of physical and meochanical causation. "As
Bushnell has said: * Nature and the supernatural together constitute the one system
of God.” Drummond, Natural Law in the Spiritusl World, 282 —* Things are nataral
or supernatural according to where. we stand, Man ig supernaturel to the mineral;
God 18 supernatural to the man:” We shall in subsequent chapters use the ferm
“nature'’ in the narrow sense. The universal use.of the phrase ** Netural Theology, '
however, compels ug in this chapter toemploy the word ‘“ nature in its broader sense
a8 inclucing man, although we do this under protest, and with this explanation of the
more proper meaning of the term. See Hopkins, in Princeton Review, Sept. 1882: 183sq.

E. G. Eobinson : * Bushnel! paparates nature from the supernatural. Nature 8 &
blind train of causes, God has nothing to do with 1t, except ag he steps into it from
withont, Man {8 supernatural, because he i8 outside of nature, having the power of
originating an independent train of causes.” If this were the proper concepiion of
nature, then we might he compelled 0 conolude with P. T. Forsyth, in Faith and
Criticiam, 00— “There iy no revelation in nature. There can be none, because there
iff no forgiveness. We cannot be'gure about ber. She ig only asthetic. Her tdeal is
harmony, not reconciliation. . . . . For the conseience, stricken or strong, she has no
word. . ., Nature does not contain her own teleology, and for the moral soul that
refuses t¢ be fancy-fed, Christ Is the oie luminous smile on the dark face of the world.'
But this is virtually to confine Christ's revelation to Scripture or to the incarnation.
Asthere wag an agtronomy without the telescope, so there was a theclogy before the
Bible. George Harris, Moral Evolution, $11—* Nature 18 both svolution and rovela-
tion. Assoon as the question How is answoered, the questions Whence and Why arise.
Nature is to God what speech Is to thought.,” The title of Henry Drummond's book
should have heen: * Spiritual Law in the Natural World,"” for nature ig but the free
though regular sctivity of Gtod ; what we call the supernatural ia nimply his extraordi-
nary working.

{a) Natural theology. — The universe is a sonrce of theclogy. The
Beriptures assert that God has revealed himself in nature, There is not
only an outward witness to his existence and character in the constitution
and government of the universe {Ps. 12; Acts 14:17; Rom. 1:20), but en
inward witness to his existence and charact.er in the heart of every man
(Rom, 1:17, 18, 19, 20, 82; 2:15). The systematic exhibition of these
facts, whether derived from obsemtmn, history or amenoe, oonstitutes
nataral theology.

Outward withess: Ps. 19:1-8 —* Ths hoxtons dedlare the glory of uod"; Aota 14 :47 — " e lof not himealf
withont witness, in that he did good, and gave you from hesvon rains and fruitfnl sessons”; Rom. 1 : 80— “for the
invimble things of kim since tha areation of the world are cloarly toon, baing perceived shrough the things that mee nade,
oven his everlasiing powsr aad divinity," Inwerd witness: Bom. 1:19.rd yraoror rol Geqd o= "that
whick is krown of God is manifest i theet™  Covopare the émokarixrerar 0f the goapel in verse 17,

with the drexaivmrera: of wrath i verse 18— two revelations, one of spyi, the other of
xéper; sen Bhodd, Homiletios, 11, Ro. 4; 38~ knowing the ordinance of Ged " ; 2 :15——"“they thow ﬂn:

A
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wwrk of the uw wrtian o their bearle” Therefore even the heathen are  without ezouss” (Rom. {:80),
There are two books: Nature and Scripture— one written, the other unwritten: and
there is need of studying both, Op tue passages in Komans, see the Commentary of
Hodge.

Spurgeon told of a godly person who, when sailing down the Bhine, closed his syes,
leat the beauty of the scene shonld divert hig mind from spiritual themes. The Puaritan
turned away from the mods-rosa, saying that he would count nothing on earth lovely.
But this I8 to desplse God’s works. J. H. Barrows: “The Himalayas are the raised
wetters vpon which we blind' children ‘put cur fingers to spell out the name of God.”
To despise the works of God is to despise God himself. God i present in nature, and
im how spefikdng. Pa 18:1—"The heavene deolars the glory of God, and the frmament showeth kis haodi-
work " —present tenses. Nature 19 not so much a book, asa voice. Hutton, Essayn, 2:236
—*The direct knowledge of spiritual commumion must be supplemented by kmowledge
of God's ways gained from the study of nature. To neglect the study of the natural

" mystaries of the universe ieads to an arrogant and illielt intrusion of moral angd spirit-
ual assumptions into a different world., This is the legson of the book 0f Job.,” Hatoh,
Hibbert Leotures, 85— Man, the servant and interpreter of pature, s also, and is
thereby, the sorvant and interpreter of the living God.” Books of sclence are the
record of man's pagt Interpretations of God's worka,

(&) Natural theology supplemented. — The Christian revelation is the
chief sourea of theology. The Scriptures plainly declare that the revela-
tion of (fod in natare does not supply all the knowledge which a sinner
needs ( Acts 17:23 ; Eph. 8:9), This revelation is therefors supplementad
by another, in which divine attributes and mereiful provisiona only dimly
shadowed forth in mnature are made known to men. This latter revela-
tion congista of a series of supernatural events and commuaicetions, the
record of which is presented in the Scriptures.

data 17 ; %5 — Pani shows that, though the Atheniens, in the erection of en altar to an
unknown God, “ acknowledged a divine existence beyond any which the ordinary rites
of their worship recognized, that Being was gtill unknown to them ; they had no Just
sonception of his nature and perfections” ¢ Hackett, inloco). Bph. 3:8—'the mystery which
hathy beem hid in Bod *—this mystery is in the gospel made known for man’s salvation.
Hegel, Inhls Philosophy of Religion, says that Christianity is the only revealed religion,
because the Christian God I8 the only one from whom a revelation can come. We may
add that as sclence is the record of man's progressive Interpretation of Ged'd revela~
tion in the realm of nature, 8o Soripture is the record of man's progressive interpreta-
tion of God's revelation in the reatm of spirit. The phrage “word of 0" doss not prima.
rily denote a record,—it 13 the spoken word, the doetring, the vitalizing truth, disclosed
by Christ ; see Nat. 13 149 —* haareth the word of the kingdom "; Luke 5 : 1—* heard the word of God"; Aote 8:
25 — “gpoken the ward of the Tord " ; 13: 48,49 gloriflsd the word of God: . . . the word of tha Lerd was
spresd abroad"; 10110, 20— "“hoard the word ofthalord, . . . mightily grew the word of the Lord™; 1 Oor.
13118 — “ihe word of the ereas"’ — a1l designating not a document, but an unwritien word ; cf.
Iar.1: 4 —““ihe word of Jehovah came mnto me"; Ba i:3—“ths word of Jeboveh came sxpressly unto Dxsklsl,
the primet,”

(¢) The Seriptures the final standard of appeal, —HScience and Seriptnre
throw Hght npon each other. The same divine Bpirit who gave both rave-
lations is shill present, enabling the believer to interpret the ome by the
other and thns progressively to come to the knowledge of the truth.
Because of our finiteress and sin, the total record in Soripture of God’s past
commmunications is & more trustworthy somrce of theology than are our
oonelusions from nature or our private impressions of the teaching of the
Hpirit, Theology therefore locks to the Seripture iteelf s its chief source
of material and its final standard of appeal.

There iy an internal work of the divine Spirit by which the cuter word la made an
fnner word, and ita truth and power are manifested to the heart. Scripture represents
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this work of the Spirit, not as a giving of new truth, but as an illumination of the mmd
to perceive the fulness of meaning which lay wrapped up in the truthalready revealed.
Christ 5 “the bruth " (John 14:8); *ix whom xvw a!l the treasures of wisdons and knowledgs idden™ {Qol, 2:3) «
the Holy Spirit, Jesus says, "sball taks of mins, and shall declars it wnio you ' (John 16:14). The
fncarnation and the Cross express the heart of God and the secret of the universe; all
discoveries in theology are but the unfolding of truth invelved in these facta, The
Hpirit of Christ enables us to compare nature with Boripture, and Scripture with
nature, and fo correct mistakes In interpreting the one by light gained from the other.
Because the church as & whols, by whick we mean the company of true believers in all
lunds and aged, hag the promise that it shail be guided “into all the trath™ {John 16:13}, we
may confidently expeot the progreas of Christian doetrine.

Christian experience i1s sometimes regarded as an original source of religious truth.
Rxperience, however, I8 but & testing and proving of the truth objectively contained
in God’s revelation. The word “experience” 18 dexlved from experior, to test, to try.
Christian consciodsness {s not * norma normans,” but *norms, normats,” Light, Hke
life, comed to us through the mediston of others. Yet the first comes from God as
really as the Iast, of which without hesitation we say: “God made me,” though we
have human parents. As I get through the service-pipe in my house the same water
which is stored In the reservoir upon the hillgide, 80 in the Scripturea I get the same
truth which the Holy Spirit originally communicated to prophets and apostles. Calvin,
Inathtiztes, book I, chap. 7—* As nature has an immediate manifestation of God In
oconsclence, a mediate in hig worke, 8o revelation has an immediate manifestation of God
in the Spirit, a mediate i the Beriptures.” * Man’s nature,” said Bpurgeon, *is not
an organized lie, yet his inner consciouaness has been warped by ain, and though onee
it was an infallible gulde to truth and duty, sin has made it very deceptive. The
standard of Infallbility is not in man's consciousness, but in the Beriptures. When
consciousness in any matter is contrary to the word of God, we must know that it is
not God's voice within us, but the devil's." Dr, George A. Gordon says that * Christian
history is 8 revelation of Christ additfonal to that ocontained in the New Testament."
Should we not gay *“filustrative,” inatead of * additionai*? On the relation hetween
Ohristian exportence and Seripture, see Stoarns, Kvidence of Christian Experience, 285
80P : Twesaten, Dogmnatik, 1:344-348; Hodge, Byst. Theol., 1:15.

H. H. Bawden : ‘' God is th¢ ultimate authority, but there are delegated authorfties,
such ng family, state, church ; instinots, feelings, congoience ; the general axperience of
the race, traditions, utilities; revelation In nature and in Soripture. But the highest
authority available for men in morals and religios is the trath concerning Chyist con-
tajoned in the Chrigtisn Scriptures. What the trutb concerning Christ 43, is determined
by: (1) the human reason, conditioned by & right sttitude of the feelings and the will;
(2) in the light of all the truth derived from nature, Including man; (8} in the light of
the history of Christienity; (4) in the light of the origin and development of the
Scriptures themselves. The authority of the generic reason and the authority of
the Bible are co.relative, since they both have been developed in the providence of
God, and since the lafter is In large measure but the reflectlon of the former. This
view enables ua to hold & rationa] coneeption of the function of the Scripture in
religion. This view, further, enables us to rationalize what is called the inspiration of
the Bible, the nature and extent of inspiration, the Bibie as history—a record of the
historie untoiding of revelation; the Bible as Uterpture —a compend of life-prin-
ciples, rather than a book of rules; the Bible Christocentric—an incarnation of the
divine thought and will in human thougbt and langusge.”

(d) The theclogy of Seripture not unnatural.—Though we speak of
the systematized truths of nature as constitnting natural theology, we are
not to infer that Scriptural theology is8 unnatural. Since the Scriptures
have the same suthor as naturs, the same principles are illustrated in the
one a8 in the other. All the doctrines of the Bible have their reason in
that same nature of God which constitutes the basis of all material things,
Christianity is & supplementary dispensation, not as contradicting, or cor-
recting errors in, natural theology, but as more perfectly revealing the
truth, Christianity is indeed the ground-plan upon which the whole
creation is built—the original and eternal truth of which natoral theology
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is but » partisl expression, Hence the theology of nature and the theol-
ogy of Beripture are mutually dependent, Natural theology not only pre-
pores the way for, but it reccives stimulus and aid from, Scriptural
theology. Natural theology may now be a source of truth, which, before
the Heriptures came, it conld not fnrnish.

John Caird, Fund. Ideas of Christianity, 23—*There {s no such thing as a natural
religion or religion of reason distinct from revealed religion. Christianity is more
profoundly, more comprehensively, rational, more acoordant with the deepest prinoei-
plea of human nature and human thought than is natural religion; or, as we may put
it, Christianity is natural religion elevated and trangmuted into revealed.,” Peabody,
Chrigtanity the Religion of Nature, lecture 2—* Revelation ig the unveiling, uncovers
ing of what previously existed, and it excludes the idea of newnesg, invention, creation.
. . . The revesled religion of earth is the natumral religion of heaven.” Compare
Bav, 12 ¢ & — ' the Lamb that hnth been siain from the foundation of the wetld "* = the ootning of Christ was
no make-8hift ; in a true sense the Cross existed in eternity ; the atonement 1s g revela-
tion of an eternal fact In the being of God,

Note Plato’s illustration of the cave which can be casily threaded by one who has
previously entered it with a torch., Nature is the dim light from the cave's mouth;
the torch is Scripture, Xant to Jacobi, in Jacobi's Werke, 3:523—**If the gospel had
ot previously taught the universal moral laws, reason would not yet have obtalned
go perfect an insight into them.” Alexander McLaren:* Non-Chrigtian thinkera now
talk eloguently about God’s love, and even reject the gospel in the name of thai love,
thus kicking down the ladder by which they have cimbed, But it was the Cromss that
taught the world the love of God, and apart from the death ef Christ men may hope
that thore is & heart at the cenfre of the universe, but they can never be sure of ft.”
The parrot fancies that be tavghi men fo talk, Bo Mr, SBpencer fancies that he
invented ethics. He is only using the twillght, after his son hag gone down. Dorner,
Hist. Prot. Thecl., 252, 253~ ** Faith, at the Reformation, first gave sclentiflo certainty ;
it had God sure ; hence it proceeded to banish seepticism in philosophy and selence.”
See mlso Dove, Logie of Christian Faith, 838; Bowen, Metaph, and Kthics, £42-468;
Bib. Bao., 1874 :436; A. H. Btrong, Christ in Creation, 226, 227,

2. Seripture and Bationalism, Although the Seriptures make known
much that is beyond the power of man’s wnaided reason to discover or
fully to comprehend, their teachings, when taken together, in no way eon-
tradict & reason conditioned in its activity by a holy affaction and enlight-
ened by the 8pirit of God, To resson in the large sense, s including the
mind’s power of cognizing God and moral relstions— not in the narrow
sense of mere reasoning, or the exercise of the purely logical faculty —the
Beriptures continually appeal.

A. The proper office of reason, in this large mense, is : (@) To furnish
18 with those primary ideas of spaoce, time, cause, substance, design, right,
and God, which are the conditions of all subsequent knowledge. {(5) To
judge with regard to man’s need of & special and supernatural revelstion,
(¢) To examine the credentiala of eommunieations profeesing to be, or of
doouments professing to record, such a revalation. (d) To estimate and
‘reduce fo eystem the facis of revelation, when these have been found pro-
perly attested. (¢) To deduce from.these facts their natural and logioal
conclusions, Thus reason itself prepares the way for a revelation above
resson, and warrants an implicit trust in such revelation when onoe given.

Dove, Loglc of the Christian Fafth, 315—' Reason terminates in the proposition :
Look for revelation.” Lelbnitz: * Revelztion is the viceroy who first presents his cre-
dentials to the provinedal assembly (reason ), and then bimself presides.” Reason can

vecognize truth after it 18 made known, as for exampls in the demonsatrations of geom-
etry, glibough it vonld vever dipcover that truth for jiteclfs. Sce Calterword's usirs-
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tion of the party lost in the woods, who wisely take the course Indicated by one at the
tree-top with g larger view than thelr own. ¢ Philosophy of the Infinite, 123). The nov-
ice does well to trust his guide in the foreat, at least till he learns to recognize for him-
golf the marks blazed upon the trees, Luthardt, Fund, Truths, lect. vili—" Resson
could never have invented & gelf-hami{listing Ged, cradled in a manger and dying on a
aross.” Lessing, Zur Geschichte und Litteratur, 4: 134~—"What iz the meaning of a
revelation that reveals nothing "

Hitachl denles the presuppositions of any theology based én ihe Bible as the infal-
lible word 'of God on the one hand, and on the valldity of the knowledge of God s
obtained by sclentific and philosophlo procosses on the other, Because philosophers,
gelentists, and aven exegotes, ire not agreed among themselves, he concludes that oo
trustworthy resuits are attainable by human reasen. We grant that reason without
love will fall into many errors with regard to God, and that faith i therefore the organ
by which religious truth is ¢ be apprehended. But we clalm that this falth includes
reason, and is itself reagon in itg highest form. Faith criticizes and judges the pro-
ceeees of naturel science ag well as the contents of Sevipture. But it also recognizes in
goience and Scripture prior workings of that same Spirit of Christ which ia the source
and authority of the Christian life, Ritsohl ignores Christ’s world-relations and there«
fore secularizes and disparages science gnd philosophy. The faith to which hetrusts as
the gource of theology is unwarrantably sundered from reason. It becomes & subjectiva
and arbitrary gtandard, to which even the teaching of Seripture must yleld prece-
dence. We hold on the contrary, that there are ascertained results in sclence and in
philosophy, as well ag in the interpretstion of Soripture ss a whole, and that these
results constitite an authoritative revelation. Bees Orr, The Theology of Ritachl: Dor-
ner, Hist. Prot. Theol., 1 253—"The unreasonable in the empirical reason is taken
captive by faith, which is the nascent true reason that deapairs of itaelf and trustfully
laya hold of objective Christianity,”

B, Rafionalism, on the other hand, holds reason to be tha ultimate
source of all religions truth, while Seriptire is authoritative only so far asits
revelations agree with previous sonclusions of resson, or can be rationally
demcnstrated. Every form of ratiopulism, therefore, commits at lesst one
of the following errors: {¢) That of confounding reason with mere rea-
soning, or the exercise of the logical intelligence. () That of ignoring
the necessity of a holy aftection as the condition of =all right resson in
religious things. (c) Thet of denying our dependence in our present state
of sin upon God’s pest revelationa of himaslf. (4) 'That of regarding the
unaided reason, even its normal and unbissed state, as eapable of dis-
covering, comprebending, and demonstrating all religious trnth.

Reason must not be confounded with ratiocination, or mere ressoning. Bhall we fol-
low reason ? Yes, but not individual reasoning, againat the testimony of those who
are bettor informed then we ; nor by inalsting on demonstration, where probable ovi-
dence alone ia possible; nor by trusting solely to the ovidence of the scnses, when
epiritual thinge are In question. Coleridge, in replying to those who argued that all
¥nowledge comes to ne from the senses, says: “ At any rate we must bring to all facts
the light in which we see them.” This the Christlan does. The light of love reveals
much that would otherwise be invisible, ‘Wordsworth, Exoursion, hook b (563} —*The
mind’'s repose On evidence i3 not to be ensured By act of naked reason. Moral truth
Is no mechanio structure, bullt by rule.”

Rationalism in the mathematicai theory of knowledge, Bpincza’'s Ethicsis an fllustra-
tion of it, It would deduce the universe from an axiom. Dr.Hodge very wroogly
deseribed ratfonaliem as *an overuge of reascn.” It {s rather the use of an abnormal,
perveartad, improperly conditionéd reason; see Hodge, Syst. Theol., 1; 84, 89, 55, and
criticlam by Miljer, in his Fetichin Theolog'y‘ The phrase ** sanotified intelleot*” means
smply intellect acopmpanted by right aeffections towerd God, and trained to work
under thelr influence. Bishop Butlér: “Iet reason be kept to, but let notsuch poor
creatnres ad wo are-go on oblecting té an infinfte scheme that wo do not ses the neoes.
eity or usefulness of all its parts, and oall that reasoniog.” Newman Smyth, Death’s
Flace in Bvolution, 86— Unbelief is a ehaft sunk down into the darkness of the earth.



SOURCES OF THEOLOGY. 31

Drive the shaft deop enough, and it would come out Into the sunlight on the earth’s
other sjde.” The most unreasonahle people in the world are those who depend solaly
upon réason, in the narrowsense. “The better to exalt reason, they make the world
irrational,” *The hen that has hatohed duckstings Walks with them to the water's edgs,
but thers she stops, and she Is amazed when they go on. So reason stops and faith goes
on, Ainding 1t8 proper element in the invisible. Reason i the feet that gtand on solid
earth; faith is the wings that enable us to fly; snd normal man 18 & creaturs with
wings.” Compare yvéouw (1 Tim, 6: 20— “the knowledge which in falsoly s0 called " } with émiyvwos
{3 Peh 1: 3 —*{ho knowledge of God and of Jesns onr Lerd” == full knowledge, or true knowledge),
Bee Twesten, Dogmatik, 11 467-500; Julius Milller, Proof-texts, 4, &; Mansel, Limits
of Religious Thought, 9 ; Dawson, Modern Idess of Evolution.

8. Scripture and Mysticiem. As rationalism recognizes too little as
coming from Giod, so mysticism recognizes foo much,

A, True mysticism.—We have seen that there is an llumination of the
minds of all believers by the Holy Spixit. The Spirtt, however, makes no
now revelation of fruth, but uses for his instrument the truth already
revealed by Christ in nature and in the Scriptures. The illuminating
work of the 8pirit is therefore an opening of men’s minds fo understand
Ohrist’s previons revelations. As one initiated into the mysteries of Chris-
tianity, every true beliover may be called a mystic, True mysticism is
that higher knowledge and fellowship which the Holy Spirit gives through
the use of nature and Seripture as sybordinate and principal means.

“ Mystic'' = one initiated, from pvw, *to close the eyes " —probably in order that the
soul may bave inward vision of tryth, But divine truth is a “*mystery,” not only as
somethlog into which one must be Initiated, but ag twepBiliovra s yvdoeus (Mph. 3:19)
—surpasiing full knowledge, even to the bellever ; see Meyer on Rom. 11 25 —* 1 wonld not,
brethren, have you ignorant of this mysiery,” The Germana have Mystik with a favorable gense,
Mystiolemus with an unfavorable sense,— gorresponding respectively t¢ our true and
false mysticiam. True mysticlsm ig intimated in John 16 : 13 ~*“thespiritof truth . . . shall
guids you intoall the trath™; Bph. 3 : 9— “dispensstion of tha wystecy "' ; 1 Gor, B 2 10 — “ unio ws God revasled
tham throngh the Bpirit" Nitzsch, Syst. of Christ. Doct., 35 —* Whenever true religion
révives, there 18 an outery agalnst mysticism, i. e., higher knowledge, fellowship, activ-
ity through the Hpirit of God {n the heart,” Compare the charge against Paul that he
waamad, in hoa26: 24, 25 with bis self-vindication in 2 Cor, §: 13 —“ wheiber wa are beside our-
salmeg, 14 isnato Sod."

Inge, Christian Mysticism, 21 — Harnaok speaks of mysticism aa rationalism applied
to a sphere above reason. He should have sald reason applied to & sphere above ration-
alism. Its fundamental doctrine in the unity of all existence. Man can realize his indj-
viduality oniy by transcending it and finding himself in the larger unity of God's
being. Man is s microcosm. He recapitulates the race, the universe, Christ himsel?.”
Ibd., 5— Mysticlsm is ** the attempt to realize in thought and feeling the immanence of
the temporal in the eteroal, and of the eternal in the tempeoral. Yt Impliea (1) that
the soul can se and percetve gpiritual truth; (2) that man, in order to know God, must
‘be a partdker of the divine natuve ; {(3) that without holiness no man can see the Lord;
{4} that the true hierophant of the mysterier of God islove. The *scala perfectionis’
18 {a) the purgative life; (b) the llluminative life; (o) the unitive life.” Btevens,
Jobannine Theology, 209, 2t0—*The mysticism of John ., , 18 not a sublective mys-
ticism which absorbe the soul in aelf-contemplation and revery, hut an oblective and
rational mysticlsm, which lves in 8 world of realities, apprehends divinely revealed
truth, and bases 1t4 experience upon it. It is a mysticism which feeds, not vporrdts own
feelings and fancies, but upon Christ. It involyes an acceptance of him, and a lfe of
obedience to him. Its motte is: Ablding in Christ.” As the power press cannot dis-
rense with the type, so the 8pirit of God does not dispenss with Christ’s external revela-

- tions in nature and in Scripture. E, G, Robinson, Christian Theology, 884 — * The word
of God {3 & form or mouid, into which the Holy Spirit delivers us when he creates ug
anew ™ : of, Bom. §:47—*“Fe beoame chedisnt fram the heari to that form of teeshing whersunte Ye were
dalivared "
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B, Falso mysticism. — Mystivism, however, as the term is commonly
used, erra in holding to the attainment of religious knowledge by direct -
communieation from Gtod, and by passive sbeorption of the human activi-
ties into the divine, Tt either partially or wholly loses sight of (@) the out-
ward organs of revelation, nature and the Scriptures; (b) the activity of
the human powers in the reception of all religious knowledge ; (c) the
personality of man, and, by consequence, the personality of God.

In opposttion to false mysticiem, we are to remember that the Holy Bplrit works
through the truth externally revealed in nature and in Seripture (At 14: 17— “he Ieft
1ot himuslf withont witnsss "; Rom, 1 : 30— “ tke invisible things of him aincs the erestion of the world are dlearty
mon' ; hota 7: 51 = “yo do always resist the Hely Spirids me your fathers did, so do ye™*; Eph. 6: 17 —“the
sword of the Spirif, which is the word of Ged "), By this truthalready given we arve totest all new
communications which would contradiot or supersede it {1 John 4: 1-—* beliova not svary
wpirit, but prova the spirits, whether they are of God''; Bph. 5: 10—"proving what is wall pleasing wnto the Tord "'},
By these tests we may itry Spiritualsm, Mormonism, Swedenborglanism. Note the
mystical tendency 1o Francls de Sales, Thomag & Kempis, Madame Guyon, Thomas C,
Uphaw, Theso writers seom st times to advocate an unwarrantable abnegation of cur
reagon and will, and & “swallowing up of man in God.” But Christ doesnot deprive us
of reason and will ; he only takes from us the perverseness of our reason and the gelf-
ishness of our will; so reeson and will are restored to their normal clearness and
strength. Compare Pa. 16: 7— " Ishoval, who hath given me counsal; yes, my beart instruetath main the
alght sasons™ = God teaches hig people through the exercise of thetr own faculttes,

Talse mysticlem 1s sometimes present though unrecognized. All expectation of
regults without the use of mesns partakes of 1t, Martineau, Seat of Authority, 238—
*The lazy will would like to have the vision while the eye that apprehends it sieeps.”
Preaching without preparation is like throwing ourselves down from a pinnacle of the
temple and depending on God to send an angel to hold us up. Christian Science would
trust to supernatural sgencies, while casting aside the natural egencies God has
aiready provided ; ag if a drowning man should trust to prayeér while refusing to sefze
the rope., Using Scripture * ad apertursm librl” is Hke guiding one'sections by a
throw of the dice. Allen, Jonpathen Edwards, 171, note — “Both Charles and John
Weeloy were agreed in accepting the Moravian method of solving doubtass to gome
ocouree of action by opening the Bible at hazard and regarding the passage on which
the eye firat alighted as a revelatlon of God's will in the matter” ; ¢f, Wodgwoed, Life
of Wealey, 193; Southey, Life of Wealey, 1; 216, J.G. Paton, Life, 2: T4--""After many
prayers and wrestlings and tears, I went alone before the Lord, and on my knees oast
lots, with a solemn appeal to God, and the anewer tamet: *Gohome!'" Hedid this
only once in hie life, in overwhelming perplexity,and finding no light from human
oounsel. “To whomsoever thig falth is glven,” he says, *let him obey 1t.”

¥, B, Moyer, Christian Living, 18 — ** It 1s a mistake to seek & sign from heaven: to
ran from coungellor to counsellor; to cast a lot; or to trust in gome chance coinci-
dence. Not that God may not reveal his will thus; but becanss it is hardly the behav-
{or of a child with its Father. There la a more excellent way,” —namely, appropriate
Christ who i wisdom, and then go forward, sure that we shall be guided, as each new
atep must be taken, or word spoken, or declslon made, Our service Is to be 'rationsl ser-
vios” (Rom. 12: 1); blind and arbltrary action ia inconaistent with the spirit of Chrigtian
ity. Buchaction makes os vietims of temporary feeling and a prey to Satanio decep-
tion. In ceses of perplexity, walting for light and waiting zpon God will commonly
enable us to make an intelligont deciglon, whils ' whatssaver in not of faithis gin " { Rem, 14: 23 ).

“* False mysticism reached its logical restult in the Buddhistic theosophy, In that sys-
tem man becomes most divine In the extinetion of his own pergonality. Nirvaos ia
reached by the eightfold path of ¥ight view, aspiration, speech, conduot, Hvellhood,
effort, mindfulness, rapture; and Nirvana is the 1oss of ability to say: ‘This 14 I,’ and
‘This s mine,* Buch was Hypatia's attempt, by subjection of self, to be wafted away
into the arms of Jove, George Eliot was wrong when she seld ; * The happiest woman
has no history.’ Beif-denial is not self-effacement. The cracked bsll has noindividugl-
ity. In Christ we become our complets selves.” ol 8: 9, 10 — “For in hint dwelleth all the frl-
nom of the Godberd bodily, and in bhim ye are made fult"

Royoe, World and Individual, 2: 248, 249 — ** Assert the apiritusl man; abnegste the
patural men, The fleshly solf is the root of all evil; the spiritual welf belonga to a
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bigher realm. But this spirituni self Yes at first outaide the sonl ; it becomen ours only
by grace. Plato rightly made the eternal Idess the gource of all human truth and
goodness., Wisdom comes into a man, like Aristotle’s »eis.” A. H. Bradford, The
Inner Light, in making the direct teaching of the Holy Bpirit the sufficient if not the
gole source of religious knowledge, seems to us to ignore the principle of evolution in
religicn. God bullds upon the past. His revelation to prophets and apostles consti-
tutes the norm and corrective of our indgividuet experiencs, even while our experience
throws new light upon that revelation. On Mysticism, true and false, see Inge, Chris-:
tian Mysticiem, 4, 5, 11; Btearns, Evidence of Christian Experience, 280-204; Dorner,
Geschichte d. prot. Theol., 46-59, 83 ; Herzog: Encycl., art.: Mystik, by Langs; Vaughan,
Hours with the Mystica, 1:109; Morell, Hist. Philos., 58, 191-215, 5b6-625, 728; Hodge,
gyst, Theol., 1: 61-6%, 97, 104; Fleming, Vocah, Philos., in voce; Tholuck, Introd. to
Blfithensamwmiung aus der morgenlindischen Mystik; Willlam James, Varietles of
Religious Experience, 379-420,

4. Soripture and Romanism. While the history of doctrine, as show-
ing the progressive apprebension and unfolding by the church of the truth
contained in nature and Scripture, is a subordinate source of theology,
Protestantism recognizes the Bible as under Christ the primary and final
authority.

Romanism, on the other hand, commits the two-fold error {a) Of making
the church, and not the Scriptures, the immediate and sufficient source of
religions knowledge ; and () Of making the relation of the individual to
Christ depend upon his relation to the church, instead of making his rela-
tion to the church depend uwpon, follow, and express his relation to Christ.

In Roman Catholicism there 18 a raygiical element, The Beripturesd are not the com-
plete or fnal standard of belief and practice. God gives to the world from time to
time, through popes end councils, new communications of truth. Cyprian: *“He who
bhas not the chureh for his mother, kas not God for his Father." Augustine: I would
not believe the Scripture, unless the suthority of the church alse influenced me™
Francis of Assisi and Ignatius Loyola both represented the traly obedient person s
one dead, moving only as moved by his auperior; the true Christiun has no life of his
own, bas is the blind fnstrument of the church. John Henry Newman, Tracts, Theol-
and Eeel,, 287—" The Christian dogmas were in the church from the time of the
apostles,~they were ever in their aubstance what they are mow,” But this is demon-
strably untrue of the !mmaculate conception of the Virgin Mary; of the treasury of
merits to be distributed in indulgences; of the Infallibility of the pope (see Gore,
Incarnation, 186). In place of the true docirine, " ULl Spiritus, ibi ecclesia,” Roman.
ism substitutes her maxim, * Ubi ecclesis, ibi Spiritus.” Luther saw in this the prin-
cipie of myaticlem, when he sald: “Papatus est merus enthusiasmus.” See Hodge,
fiyst. Theol., 1 : 6160,

In reply to the Romanist argument that the church was before the Bible, and that
the sawe body that gave the truth at the first can make edditlons to that truth, we say
that the nnwritten word was before the church and made the church pogaible. The
word of God existed before it wag written down, and by that word the fivat disciples ag
well as the latest wers begotten (1 Pet 13 33— “Degobtan sgain . ., through the word of God™).
The grain of truth in Roman Catholie doctrine 18 expressed in 1 Tim, 3: 15— “the ohurck of
the living God, the pillar and groand of the truth "' = the church is God's appointed proclaimer of
truthy ef. Phil 3: 48 — " holding forth the word of lifs” But the church can proclaim the truth,
only as it is built upon the fruth. So we may say that the American Hepublic i3 the
pillar and ground of libexty in the world ; but this is true only 8o far as the Bepublic is
tulitupon the principle of Hberty asitafoundation. When the Romanist agks : “Where
was your church before Luther? " the Protestant may reply : **Where yours lsnot now
~= i the word of God. Where was your face before it was washed ? Where was the
fine flour before the wheat went to the mill? Lady Jane Grey, three daya before her
execution, February 18, 1554, 8ald: *I ground my faith on Ged's word, and not upon
the church; for, If the church be a good church, the faith of the church must be tried
by God’s word, and not God’s word by the church, nor yet my faith.”

The Roman church would keep men in perpetual childhood — coming o her for trutk
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instoad of going divectly to the Bible; *f like the foolish mother who keeps her boy pin.
ing in the house lest he stulb his toe, and would love best to have him rémain s babe for-
ever, thatshe might mother him atill." Martensen, Christian Dogmatics, 30— Roman-
i8m is 80 busy in bullding up & system of guarantees, that she forgets the truth of Christ
whichghewould gusranteo.” George Herbert: “ What wretchedness can give him any
Toom, Whosee house ig foul whilehe adores his broom | T is a semi-parasttic dectrine
of safoly without intelligence or piritulity. Romanismsays: * Man for the machine |"
Protestantiam : * The machineforman | Catholicism strangles, Protestentigm restores,
individuality. Yetthe Romanist prineiple sometimens appears in so-called Protestant
churches. The Catechiem published by the League of the Holy Cross, in the Anglican
Church, containg the following s ** Tt s to the priest only that the child must soknowl-
edge hig 8ing, if he desires that God should forgive him. Do you know why? Itis
because God, when on earth, gave to his priests and to them alone the power of forgiv-
fog sius. Go to the priest, who {a the dootor of your soul, and who cures you in the
name of God.” But thiz contradiots lckn 16 ; 7—where Christ says “T sm the door™ ; and
108, 3 : 41— other foundatisn can no map Iay than that which {s 1id, which is Josns Christ" = S8elvation is
attained by Immediate access to Christ, and there 18 no door between the soul and
him, 8ee Dorner, Geach. prot. Theol., 227; Behlelermacher, Glaubenslohre, 11 24; Rob-
ingon, in Mad. Av. Lecturea, 857 ; Figher, Nat. and Methed of Revelation, 10; Watking,
Bampton Lect. for 1800: 149; Drummond, Nat. Law in Spir. World, 327,

. Yawrramrons or THEEoLoGY. — Although theology derives its mate-
rial from God’s two-fold revelation, it does not profess to give an exhaus-
tive knowledge of God and of the relations between God and the nniverse,
After showing what material we have, we must show what material we have .
not. ‘We have indieated the souroes of theology ; we now examine its limi-
tations. Theology has its limitations :

(@) In the finiteness of the human understanding. This gives rise
to a class of necessary mysteiies, or mysteries connected with the inflnity
and incomprehensibleness of the divine nature (Job 11 : 7 ; Rom. 11 : 88),

Job 41 1 7 — * (anst thou by searching fnd out Ged 7 Onmmt thon, knd out the Almighty to perfortion * Rom, {1: 33
— "how unssarchable are his jndgments, xad his ways paat Anding wi!” Every doctrine, therefore,
has its inexplicable gide. Here {3 the proper meaning of Tertuilian's saylngs: ** Cer-
tum est, quis Impossible est: quo absyrding, eo verlus ; that of Anselm: * Credo,
ut intelligam **; and that of Abelard : *“ Qui credit oito, levis corde est." Drummond,
Nat. Law in Spir. World: “ A sctence without mystery is unknown ; a religion without
mystery 18 absutd,” E. &, Robinson : A finlte being cannot gresp even its own rela~
tione to the Infinite,” Hovey, Manusl of Christ. Theol., 7 — “ To infer from the per-
fection of God that all his works [ nafurs, man, inspiration 7 will be absolutely and
unchangsably perfect: to infer from the perfect love of God that there can be no sin
or suffering in the world; to Infer from the sovereignty of God that man I8 not & froe
moral agent ;— all these inferences are rash ; they are inferences from the causs to the
effect, while the canse is imperfectly known.” Bee Calderwood, Philos. of Infinite,
401 ; 8iy Wm. Hamilton, Disousslons, 23,

(&) In the imperfect state of science, both natural and metaphysical,
This gives rise to a class of accidental mysteries, or mysteries which
consist in the apparently irreconcilable nature of truths, which, teken
separately, are perfectly comprehensible,

‘We are the vietims of a mental or moral astigmatism, which sees 8 single point of
truth as twe., We see God and man, divine povereigniy and human freedom, Christ’s
divine natuve and Christ’s human nature, the natural and the aupernatural, reapect-
ively, ag two disconnected facts, when perhaps deeper insight would see but one,
Astronomy hes ita centripetal and centrtfugal forees, yet they are doubtless one foroe,
The child cannot hold two oranges at onoa in its Httle hand, Negro preacher: * You
can't carry two watermelons nnder one arnm,” Shakespears, Antony and Clecpates,
1: 2 —“ In nature’s infinite book of secreay, A little I can read.” Cooke, Credentials of
Bolenoe, 34— Man's progress in knowledge has been sc constantly and rapidly acoce]l-
eicktod that more has been gained during the lifetime of men still Hving timn during all
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hnman history before.” And yet we may say with ' Arcy, Ideslism and Theology, 248
— * Man’s position in the universe is ¢cocentrio. God alone 18 at the centre, To him
alone is the orbit of truth completely displayed., . . . There are cirgumstances in
which to us the onward movement of truth may seem a retrogrestion.” Willam Wat-
son, Collected Pooms, 271 —* Think tot thy wisdom can illume away The ancient tan.
glernent of night and day, Enough to acknowledge both, and both revere: They se
not cleatliest who e all things clear.” :

() In the inadequacy of language. Since language ie the medium
through whick truth is expressed and formulated, the invention of a pro-
per terminology in theology, s in every other science, is a condition and
oriterion of its progress. The Seriptures recognize a peculiar diffeulty in
putting spiritual truths into earthly language ( 1 Cor. 2: 13; 2'Cor. 8: 6;
12: 4),

100, 3: 13 —= “uod in words which man's wisdom tascheth ™; 8 Gor,$: 6 — “the Istler killth"; 13: 4 —
“upspeakable words” God submits to conditions of revelation; of. Jsha 16: 43— "1 bave yet
many things to ssy wnto you, but ye canzot basr them 20w, Language has to be created. Wordy
have to be taken from a commoz, aad to be put to a larger and more gacred, nse, 30
that they * stagger under their welght of meaning " — ¢, ¢., the word “day," in Oenesis i,
and the word éydry in 1 for. 13. 8Bee Gould, in Amer, Com., on 1 Ger, 13 : 12— “now we s In
» miirver, derkly ™ — in a metallic mirror whose surface is dim and whose images are
obsoure = Kow we behold Christ, the truth, only a8 he Is reflected in imperfect speech
—“but than fam to fase” = immediately, without the intervention of an imperfect
medium. *“As fast as we tunnel into the sandbank of thought, the stones of language
must be bullt into walls and arches, to allow further progress into the boundless mine,”

() In the incompletencss of our knowledge of the Soriptures.
Bince it is not the mere letter of the Scriptures that constitutes the truth,
the progress of theology is dependent upon hermenentics, or the interpre-
tation of the word of God.

Notice the progress in commenting, from homiletieal to grammatical, historical, dog-
matic, {llugtrated in Beott, Ellicott, Stanley, Lightfoot. John Robinson: I am ver-
liy persuaded that the Lord hath more truth yet to break forth from his holy word.”

Recent criticlsm hus shown the nocesgity of studying each portion of Seripture in the
light of its origin and connections, ‘Thers has been an evolution of Beriptare, s truly

" a8 there has been an evolution of natural sclence, and the Spirtt of Chrigt who wes in

the prophets has brought about & progress from germinal and typical expregaion to
exprossion that i8 complete and olear. Yet we still need to offer the prayer of Pr 119: 18
—“Open thou mine syes, that I may behold wendrots things ont of thy law.” On New Testament Interpro-
tation, see A. H, Birong, Philosophy and Religion, 334-388.

{e) In the silence of written revelation, TFor our discipline and pro-
bation, much ig probably hidden from us, which we might even with our
present powers comprehend. :

Instanoes the sllence of Soripture with regard to the life and death of Mary the Vir.
gin, the personal appearance of Jesus and his occupations in early life, the origin of
avil, the method of the atonement, the state after death. 50 also as to sooial and polit-

joal questions, such as slavery, the liquor traffic, domestie virtues, governmental cor-
ruption. * Jesus wasin heaven at the revolt of the angels, yet he tells us little about

. angeis or about heaven. He does not discourse about Eden, or Adam, or the fall of

man, or death as the resnlt of Adam’s gin; and he says little of departed spirifs, whe-
ther they are lost or saved.” It was better to inculeate principles, and trust his follow-
era to apply them. His gospel is not intended #o gratify & vain curicaliy. He would
not dtvert men's minds from pursuing the one thing needful; of, Lakes 13: 28, 84 — " Lard,
are they fow that arasaved 7 And ke 2aid unio them, Birive to enterin by the narvew door : for any, Fesy nuis you,
aball ansk to entar in, sud shall ot ho able” Paul’s silence upon speculative quegtions which he
must bave pondered with absorbing interest i8 & proof of his divine ingpiration. John
Foster spent his life," gathering questions for sternity *’; of. John 13: 7 —“What I do then
nowast not 50w ; but thou ehalt codersiand hereafiar.” The most beautiful thing in & countenance
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1g that which a picture can never exproay. He who would speak well must omit well,
Story: * Of every noble work the slient part 18 best ; Of sl expressions that which can-
not be expressed,” OF. 10er.2: 9 — “Things whish oys saw not, and sar hesrd not, And which sutarsd nab
Into the heart of man, Whaiscevor things God propared for them that love him "' ; Deut. 28: 29 .~ “*The secret. things
belong wnto Jehavah our dod : but the things that are revealed balong unio us s2d Wour chiliren.” For Luther’s
view, sen Hagenbaoh, Hist. Dogtrine, 2; 833, 8eealgo B. D, Thoman, The Booret of the
Divine 8ilence,

() In the lack of spiritual discernment caused by sin. 8ince holy
affection is a condition of religions knowledge, all,moral imperfection in
the individual Christian and in the church serves as a hindrance to the
working out of & complete theology.

Joha 3+ & — *“Eyxoept ons he born anew, he cannat ses the kKingdom of 30d.” The spivitual ages meks
moat progrees In theology, — witniess the half-century succeeding the Reformatior,
and the half-century succeeding the great revival in New England in the time of Jona-
than Edwards. Ueberweg, Logic (Lindsay's transl.), 614 —*'Science is much under
the influence of the will; and the truth of knowledge depends upon the purity of the
oonscience, The will has no power to resist scientific evidence; but scientific evidenoe
18 not obtained without the continuous loyalty of the wil,” Tord Bacon declared
that man cannot enter the kingdom of sclence, ﬂ.ny more than he can onter the king-
dom of heaven, withont becoming a little child, Darwin describes his own mind as
having bocome a kind of machine for grinding general iaws out of large coliections
f facts, with the result of producing “ atrophy of that part of the brain on which the
ldgher tastes depend” But g similar sbnormal atrophy is possibie in the cage of the
1noral end religious faculty (see Gore, Incarnation, 87). Dr. Allen gaid ir hig Introduc~
tory Lecture at Lane Theological Bemingry: * Wo are very glad to see you it you wish
to be students; but the professors’ chairs are all filled.”

ITL. FRrnamions oF MATERIAL 70 Progrzss 18 THEOLOGY.

(a) A perfect aystem of theology 48 impossible. 'We do not expect to
eonstruet such a system. All science but reflects the present attainment
of the human mind. No seiénce is complete or finished. However it
may be with the sciences of nature and of man, the science of God will
never amount to an exhanstive knowledge. We must not expect to dem-
onstrate all Seripture doetrines upon rationsl grounds, or even in avery
cage to see the principle of connection between them., Where we eannot
do this, we must, as in every other science, set the revealed facts in their
places amd wait for further light, justead of ignoring or rejecting any of
them becanse we cannot understand them or their relstion to other parts
of our system.

Three problema left uneolved by the Hgyptlans have been handed down to our gen-
eration: (1) the duplication of the cube; (2) the trisection of the angle; (3) the
quadratyre of the efrele. Dr. Johneon: "chtionariaa gye like watohes; the worst is
better than none; and the beat cannot be expecied to go quite true,” Hood spoke of
Dr. Johnson's ** Contradictionary,” which had both “interiour" and “exterfor.” Sir
william Thompson (Lord Kelvin) at the fftieth anniversary of his professorship
said : ** One word charecterizeathe most strepuous of the efforts for the advancement
of sclence which I bave made perseveringly through fifty-five years: that word is
faflure; I know no more of electric and magnetic foroe, or of the retations betwaen
sther, slectricity and pouderable matier, or of chemical afinity, than I knew and
{ried to tesch my studenta of natural philosophy Qfty yeara ago in my flrst session as
profossor,” Allen, Rellgious Progrees, mentions three tendencles. *The first says:
Destroy tha new! The second says: Destroytheold! The third says: Deatroy noth-
ing! Letthe ald gradually and quistiy grow into the new, as Evasmus wished. We
should ecoept contradiotions, whether they can be intellevtuslly reconciled or not.
The truth has never prospered by enforelng soms *via media' Truth lies rather in
thio union of opposits propositions, ey in Christ's divinity and humanivy, and tn grace
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and freedom. Blanee White went from Rome to infidelity ; Orestes Brownson from
infidelity to Bome; 80 the brothera John Henry Newman end Francls W, Newman,
and the brothers George Herbert of Bemerton and Lord Herbert of Cherbury, One
wounld ssoularize the divine, the gpther wouild divinize the secular. Buat if one s true,
g0 18 the other. TLet us adopt both. All progress is o deeper penetration into the
meaning of 0ld trixth, and a larger appropristion of it.*

(0} Theology is nevertheless progressive. Tt is progressive in the
sense thet our subjective understanding of the faots with regard to God,
and our consequent expositions of these facts, may and do bacoms more
perfect. But theology is not progressive in the sense that its objective
facta change, either in their number or their nature. With Martinesy we
may say : ‘' Religion hes been reproached with not being progressive ; it
makes amends by being imperishable.” Though ounr knowledge may be
imperfect, it will have great value still.  Our suecess in constrneting &
theology will depend upon the proportion which clearly expressed facts of
Seripture bear to mere inferences, and wpon the degree in which they all
cohere about Christ, the central person and theme.

The progress of theology 18 progress in apprehension by man, nof progress in com.
munication by God. Originality in astropomy is not man's creation of new planets,
but man’s discovery of planets that were naver secn before, or the bringing to light
of relations between them that were never before suspected. Robert Kerr Hecleg:
“Originality 18 & habit of recurring to origing—the habit of securing personal exper-
ience by personal application to original facts., Tt 1s not an eduction of novelties
elther from naturs, Beripture, or inner consctousness ; 1t 15 rather the habtt of regorting
to primitive facts, and of pecuring the peraonal experiences which arige from contact
with these facts.” Fisher, Nat. and Meth, of Revelation, 48— * The starry heavens are
now what they were of old; there i8 no enlargement of the gtellar universe, except
that which comes through the Increased power and use of the telescope.” We must
not imitate the green sailor who, when set to gteer, said he had “sailed by that atar.”

Martineau, Types, 1: 482, 495— * Metaphysics, go far aa they are true to their work,
are stattonary, precisely because they have in charge, not what begins and oceages to
be, but what always s, . . . It is absurd to praise motion for always making way,
while disparaging space for stili being what it ever waa: asif the motion you prefer
could be, without the space which you yeproach.” Newman Smyth, Christian Ethics,
45, 67-10, 78— True conservatism is progresa which takes direction from the past and
fulfils its good ; false congervatism is a narrowing and hopeless reversion to the past,
which ig a betrayal of the promise of the future, 8o Jesus came not ‘te destroy the law or
the prophats'; he ‘came not to destrey, but o fulfil’ (Mat, §:17). . . . The last book on Christian
Ethics will not be written before the Judgment Day.” John Milton, Areopagitica:
“Truth is compared in the Seripture to a streaming fountain; if her waters flow not
in a perpetual progression, they sicken into a muddy pool of conformity and tra-
ditlon. A man msy be a beretie in the truth.,” Paul in Eom, 2:15 and in 2 Tm. 2:8—
apeaks of “my gospel.” It is the duty of every Christian to have his own conception of
the truth, while he respects the conceptions of others. Tennyson, Locksley Hall: I
that rather held it betier men ghonld perish one by one, Than that earth should stand

{at gaze likre Joshua's moon at Ajalon.” We do not expect any new worlds, and we
need not expect any new Soriptures : but we may expect progress i the interpreta-
tion of hoth. Facts are inal, hut interpratation is not.
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METHOD OF THEQLOGY.

I Requisrres mo THE StUDY.~~ The requisites to the successfnl study
of theology have already in part been indicated in speaking of its limita-
tions, In mpite of some repetition, however, we mention the following:

() A disciplined mind. Only such a mind can patiently collect the
facts, hold in its grasp many facts at once, educe by continuous reflection
their connecting principles, suspend final judgment until it conclusions
are verified by Soripfure and experience.

Hobert Browning, Ring and Booi, 175 (Pope, 228) — “Truth nowhere le, yot every-
where, in these; Not absolutely in » porticn, yet Evolveable from the whole: evolved
at last Painfully, held tenaciously by me.” Teachers and students may be divided
into two olassea: (1) those who know encugh already; (2) those wish to learn more
than they now know. Motio of Winchester S8chool in England: “ Disce, aut discede.”
Buteher, Greek Genius, 213, 280 — “ The Sophiata fancied that they were imparting edu-
cation, when they were only imparting results. Arigiofle illustrates their method by
the example of a shoemaker who, professing to teach the art of making painless shoes,
puts into the apprentice’s hand a jarge assortment of shoes ready-made. A witty
Frenchman classes together those who would make science popular, metaphysica
intelilgible, and vice respectable. The word oxdiw, which firet meant ‘lelsurs,
then ‘ philosophicd] digeussion,” and finally ‘school,’ shows the purs love of learning
smong the Gresks.” Robert 6. Ingersoll sald that the average provineial olergyman
s like the land of the upper Potoma.ospoken of by Tom Randolph, as almost worthleas
inits original stete, and rendered wholly 80 by cultivation. Lotze, Metaphysios, 1: 16

—* the vonstant whetting of the knife ia tedious, 1£ it 18 not proposed to cut anything
with it." “To do theiy duty is theler only holiday,” 18 the description of Athenian
character given by Thucydides. Chitty asked a father inquiring a4 to his son's qualifi-
cations for thelaw: “Can your son oub sawdust without any butter?"” On opportu-
nitles for culture in the Christian ministry, sse New Englander, Oct. 1876 g4d; A, H.
Btroog, Philoaophy and Religion, 878275 ; Christ in Creation, 318-320.

(0) Ar intuitional as distinguished from a merely logical habit of

- mind,~ or, trust in the mind's primitive convictions, as well as in its

processes of reasoning. The theologinn must have insight as well as under-

standing. He must sccustom himself to ponder spiritual facts as well aa

those which are sensible and material ; to see things in their inner relations

as well a8 in their ontward forms; to cherish confidence in the reality and
the unity of truth.

Vipet, Outlines of Philcsophy, 88, #0—" If I do not feel that good 18 good, who will
ever prova it tome?” Pasoal: ** Loglc, which ls an abstraction, may shake everything.
A being purely intellectual will be incurably sceptical.” Calvin: **Satan iz an acute
theologlan.” Rome men can see & fly ona barn door a mile away, and yet can never
pon the door, Zeller, Outlines of Greek Philosophy, 98— Gorglas the Sophist was
able to show metephysically that nothiog oan exist: that what does exist cannot be

known by us; and that what 18 known by us cannot beimparted to others * (quoted
by Wenley, Socratesand Christ, 28). Aristotle differed from those moderate men who

»
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. thougbt ¢ impossible to go over the same river twice,— he held that it conld not be
done ever onoe (¢f, Wordsworth, Preiude, 588). Dove, Logio of the Christian Faith,
1-26, and eapecially 25, gives 8 demonstration of the impossibility of motions A thing
cannot mo¥e in the place where it is; it cannot move in the places where it 18 not;
but the plack where it 18 and the places where 1t is not are all the places that there
are ; thereforea thing cannot move at all, Hazard, Man a Creative First Cause, 109,
ghows that the bottom of a wheel does not move, sinoe it goes backward as fast as the
top goos forwanl. An instantanecus photograph mekea the upper part a confused
blur, while the spokes of the Iower part are distinctly visible. Abp. Whately: “Waak
arpuments are often thrust before my path; but, although they are most nnsubstan-
tial, it is Botenay to destroy them. There is nota more difficult feat known than to
out ithrough 4 cushion with a sword."”" (Y. 1 Tin. 8: 20— “oppesitions of the knowledge which is
falrely oo oalled '; 3: B —"the hishop thersforemust b ., . soher-minded ' — eddpwr = * well bal-
anced.” The Soripture speaka of “ sound [ iyuis = healthiul ] dootrine™ (1Tim 1: 10). Contrast
{1Tim6: 4 = [ vooiow == ailing ] *disessed about questionings and disputes of words.”

{e) An acquaintunce with physical, mental, and moral science.
The method of conceiving and expressing Secripture truth is so affected by
our elementary notions of these sciences, and the weapons with which
theology is aitacked and defended are so commonly drawn from them as
arsenals, that the stndent cannot afford fo be ignorant of them,

Goethe explains his own greatness by bis aveidance of metaphysica: * Mein Kind,
Ioh habe ¢8 klug gemacht: Ich habe nie tiber’s Denken gedacht”— I have been
wisa in never thinking about thinking *; he would have been wiger, had be ponderad
more deeply the fundamentel principles of his philosophy; see A, H. Strong, The
Great Poets and thelr Thesclogy, 2662909, and Phitogophy and Beligion, 1-18 ; also in Bap-
tist Quarterly, 2: 383 &g, Many a theological system has fallen, like the Campanile af
Veniee, becauss 1ta foundations were insecure. Sir Willlam Hamilton: ** No diffi-
culty arfseain theology which bas not first emerged in pbilosophy.” N. W. Taylor:
" Give me & young men in metaphysics, and I care not who has him in theology.”
Prestdent Sameon Talbot: “1love metzphysics, because they have to do with reali-
tien.” The mexim * Thi tres medici, ibl duo athef,” witnesses to the trith of Galen's
words: dpuorres iarpde kal duidrados —* the best physiotan 13 also i philosophber.” Theciogy
ocannot dispense with acience, any more than science can digpense with philosophy.
B. G. Bobinson: ‘‘gcience has not invalidated any fundemental truth of revelation,
though it has modified the statement of many, . . . Physical Sctence wili undoubtedly
knock some of our crookery gods on the head, and the sooner the bettor.”” There s
great advantage t0 the preacher Iz taking up, as 4id Frederick W, Robertson, ono
sefence after another. Chemistry entered into his mental structure, a8 he said, * like
iron into the blood.”

{d) A Enowledge of the original langunges of the Bible. This is
necessary to enable us not only to determine the meaning of the funda-
mental terms of Scriptare, such as holiness, sin, propitiation, justification,
but also to interpret statements of dootrine by their connections with the
context.

Emerson sald that the man who reads 8 book in a strange tongue, when he can have
& good trauslation, 9 8 fool, Dr. Behrenda replied that he id a focl who 1a satisfied with
the substitute. XK. G. Robingon: *“*ILanguage is 8 grest organisim, and 1o gtady 8o dis-
ciplines the mind as the disgection of 8n organism.” Chrysostom-: ‘*This is the canse
of al] our evils — our not knowing the Bcriptures.’ - ¥at a modern scholar has said:
“The Bible ia the most dangerous of ali God's gifts to men.” Ik is possible to adore the
letter, while we fail to perceive its spirit. A narrow inferpretation may contradict its
rmaesbing. Miuch depends upon sonnecting phrases, as for example, the &4 reivo and &°
¢, inBom. 5: 12. Professor FPhilip Lindsley of Princeton, 1818-1853, aaid to his pupila:
* One of the beat preparations for death ig a thorough Imowiedge of the Greek gram-
mar.” The youthful Eragraus: ‘*'When X get some money, I will get me some Greek
books, and, after that, some clothes.” The dead languages are the only really Hving
onea— froe from danger of misunderstanding from changing usage. Divine Provie
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denoa has put revelation into fixed forma it the Hebrew and the Greak, Wiilian
Hargilton, Disoussions, 8330 —** To be & competent divige is in fact to beq soholar.”
On tha true idea of a Theologioal Seminary Course, see A. H. Strong, Phuoqx and Relig-
ion, 302-318. /

(&) A holy affection toward' Giod. Qnly the renewed hArb can pro-
per]y feel its need of divine revelation, or undetstand that revelation when
given. ‘ /

(

Pa. 25: 14— Tho seoret of Jehovah 18 with them that fenr him "5 Rom. 12: B—"prove whatisthe . . .
will of §ed ™" ; of, Ba 38+ 1 — " the tansgrossion of the wicked apeaks in kis heart like g oradle” **It i8 the
heart and not the brain 'That to the highost doth attaln.” To " iearn by heart * is some-
thing more than to learn by ming, or by head, All heterodoxy ig preceded by hetero-
praxy. In Bunysn's Pilgrim’s Progvess, Faithfu) does not go through the Slough of
Deapong, as Christian did ; and itis by getting over the fenoe to find an easler road, that
Christian and Hopeful get into Doubting Castle and the hands of Giant Despalr,
*Greet thoughts come from the heart,” eaid Vauvenargues. The preacher cannot,
like Dr, Kane, kindle fire with & lens of loe. Aristotle: “The power of attaining
moral truth is dependent upon our acting rightly.” Pasosl:; “We know truth, not
only by the reason, but by thehéart. . . , The heart hasite reasons, which the reason
knows notblng of.” Hobbes: * Even the axioms of geowmetry would be disputed, if
men’s passions were concerned in them.” - Macaulsy: * The law of gravitation would
still be controveried, If it interfered with vested interests.” Nordau, Degeneracy:
* Philogophio systems simply furnish the exouses réason demands for the unmnsciuus
impulses of the race during a glven periad of time,”

Lord Bacon : ** A tortoise on the right path will beat & racer on the wrong path.”
Goethe: * As are the fnclinations, 80 Aleo are the opinions. . . . A work of art can be
comprehended by the head only with tle assjstance of the heart. .. . Only law can
give us liberty.” Pichte: * Our system of thought is very often only the history of
our heart, , ., . Truth 15 descended from colkclence. . . . Men do not will according to
their reason, but they resson according to their will.” Neander's motto was: * Pectus
est gnod theologum factt "~ It is the bheart that makea the theclogian."” John
Btirling: * That is a dreadful eye which opn be divided from s living human heavenly
heart, and still retain its all-penetrating vision,~such was the eye of the Gorgous™
But such an eye, we add, is not all-penstrating. E. G, Robingon: * Never study theol
0gy in cold blood.” W. O, Wiikingon: ' The head 18 & magnetio needls with truth for
ita pole. Dut the heart is a hidden mass of magnetie iron. The hiead s drawn somewhat
toward 18 natural pole, the truth+ but more it is drawn by that nearer magnetism.”
Bee an affecting inftance of Thomas Carlyle's enlightenment, after the death of his
wife, as to the meaning of the Lord's Prayoer, in Fisher, Nat. and Meth. of Revelation,
185, On the importance of feeling, In asgooiation of ideas, see Dewoy, Pavchology,
108, 107.

(F) The enlightening influence of the Holy Spirit. As only the
Spirit fathoms the things of God, #O only he can illuminate our minds to
apprehend them.

1 0or. 32 #, 18 — “ the things of God notis kuoweth, sve tho Spixit of God. PBut werectived . , . the Spirit
which is from God ; that we might kaow.”  Cicero, Nat. Deorum, 60 —* Nemo igitur vir magnus
gine aliquo adfiatu divino unquam fuit,” Profsasor Beck of Tilbingen: * Forthestu-
dent, there i3 no privileged path leading to the itruth; the only one which leadsto it
1s also that of the unlearned ; it is that of regeneration and of gradual illumination by
the Holy Spirit; and without the Holy Spirit, theology is not only a cold stone, itian
deadly poigon.” As all the truths of the differential and integral caloulus are wrapped
up in the simplest mathematical axiom, soall theology is wrapped upin the declarstion
that God 18 holiness snd love, or in the protevangeliom uttered at the gates of Eden.
Buat dull minds cannot of themselves evolve the caleuluns from bhe axiom, nor can gin-
ful hearts evolve theology from the first prophecy. Teachers are needed to demon-
strate geometrical theorems, and the Holy Spirit is needed to show us that the “nyw
commendment” illustrated by the death of Cholnt Is only an **old commendment whick yo had from the
beginning " {1Jebn 2: 7). The Principia of Newton ig a revelation of Christ, end so ara the
Beriptures. The Holy Spirlt ensblos us to enter into the meaning of Christ'y revelations
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in both Boripture and nature; to Interpret the one by the other; and so to work out
original demonstrations and applications of the truth ; Mat. 18 ; 62— “Tharefore evary sribe whe
batk boan made & &isipls of the kingdom of baaven is like wnto s man that is a honssholdsr, whe bringeth forth outef
his trexsurs things new and old." See Adolph Monod's sermons on Christ's Tempiation, ad-
dressed to the theological atudents of Montauban, in Belect S8ermons from the French
and German, 117370,

II. Divisions or TrEoLoGY.—Theology is commonly divided into Bibli-
oal, Historical, Bystematio, and Practical.

1. Biblival Theology saims to arrange and classify the facts of revelation,
confining itself to the Scriptures for its material, and treating of dootrine
only so far as it was developed at the close of the apostolie age.

Instanee DeWetts, Biblische Theologle; Hofmann, Bchriftbewesis; Nitzsch, [Bystem
of Christian Dogtrine. The last, bowever, has more of the philosophical element than
properly belongs to Biblicsl Theology. The third volume of Ritachl's Justification and
Reconciliation is intended as a system of Biblical Theology, the firat and second
volumes being little more than an historical introduction. But metaphyaics, of &
Eantian relativity and phenomenalism, enter so largely into Ritachl’s estitnates and
interpretations, ags to render his conclusions both partial and ratiopalistic. Notice &
questionable use of the term Biblical Theology to designate the theology of a part of
foripture severed from the rest, ag Bteudel’s Biblical Theology of the Qid Testament;
Schmiat's Biblical Theclogy of the New Testament; and in the common phrases:
Biblical Theology of Christ, or of Paul. These phrases are objectlonable as Intimating
that the hooks of Horipture have only a buman origin, Tpon the sssumption that
there is no commeon divine authorship of Scripture, Biblical Theology is concelved of
a8 8 serles of fragments, corresponding to the differing teachingg of the varlous
prophets and apostles, and the theology of Paul is held to be an unwarranted and
incongruous additlon to the thevlogy of Jesas. See Reuss, History of Christian
Theology in the Apostolic Age,

2. Historical Theology traces the development of the Biblical dootrines
from the time of the apostles to the present day, and gives aceount of the
results of this development in the life of the church.

By dooctrinal development wo mean the progressive unfolding and apprehension, by
the churohb, of the truth explicitly or impiicitly contained in Scripture. As giving
account of the shaping of the Chriatinn faith into doctrinal statements, Historical
Theology 18 called the History of Doctrine. As describing the resulting and aoccom-
peuying ohanges in the life of the church, outward and inward, Historical Theology
is called Church History, Instance Cunningham’s Historical Theology: Hagenhach's
snd Bhedd’s Histories of Dootrine ; Neander's Church History. There is always & danger
that the historian will see hin own views too alearly reflected in the higtory of the church.
Shedd's History of Christian Docirine has been called “The History of Dr. Shedd’s
Christian Doctrine.” But if Dr. Shedd's Augustinianism colors his History, Dr.
Sheldon's Arminfanism also colors hig, G. P, Fisher's History of Christian Dootrine is
tuusually lucid and impartinl. See Neander's Introduetion and 8hedd’s Philosophy of
Ristory.

3. Systematic Theology takee the material furnished by Biblical and
by Historical Theology, and with this material seeks to build np into an
organio and consistent whole all our knowledge of God and of the relations
between God and the universe, whether this knowledge be originally
derived from nature or from the Beriptures,

Sygtematic Theology is therefare theology proper, of which Blblcal and Historieal
Theology are the incomplete and preparatory astages. Bystematie Theclogy is to be
clearly distingtished from Dogmatio Theology, Dogmatic Theology ia, In strict nsage,
the systematizing of the doctrines ag expressed in the symbole of the church, togetber
with the grounding of theso In the Soriptures, and the exhibition, so far A8 ay be, of
their rational necessity. Bystematio Theology beging, on the other hand, not with the
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nymbols, bt with the Scriptures. Tt aaks first, not what the clurch mfmuwed. but;
what 1s the truth of God's revealsd word, It examines that word with all the alds
which nature and ¢the Apirlt bave given i, using Biblical and Historioal'Theology as its
nemntx and heipers, but not as its masters. Notice hera the technical nse of the word

" gymbel,” trom cupBdiiw, = i brief throwing together, or condensed. statement of the
ossentials of Christian dootrine. Bynonyma are; Confesslon, oreed, consensug, decla-
ration, formulary, canons, articles of faith,

Dogmaclem argues to foreyons conchuions. The word is not, however, deriyed
from "dog,"” as Douglas Jarrold facetioudly suggested, when he gaid that ** dogmatism
is puppyism tull grown,” but from Soxiw; to think, to opine. Dogmatic Theology iaa
two prineiples: (1) The absolute autherity of creeds, as decisions of the church; (2)
The spplication to these creads of formal logle, for the purpose of demonstrating
their truth to the understanding., In the Roman Chtholie Church, not the Beripture
bat the clurch, and the dogia given by if, is the deeisive authority. The Protestant
principle, on the contrary, is that Soripture decides, and that dogma 18 £6 be judged by
it. Following 8chlelermacher, Al Schweizer thinks that the term * Dogmatik”
should be discarded ag essentially unprotestant, and that * Glaubenslehre™ should
take its place: and Harnack, Hist. Dogma, 8, remarks that * dogma has evér, In the
progress of history, devoured ita own progenitors.” While it {s true that every new
and advanced thinker in theology has been counted & hearetic, there has always been
a common fajth— ' ihe faith which was onos for alt delivered anto the saints*' {Fnds 1—and the study
ot Systematio Theology has been one of the chiof meane of preserving this fafth in the
world, ¥ah 16 18, 14—"Byery plaut whish sy beavenly Father plauted not, sball be rosted up. Let them
alone; they are blind guides"—there lg truth planted by God, and it has permanent divine
life. Human errors have no permsanent vitality and they perish of themesives, See
Kaftan, Dogmatik, 2, ..

4. Practicel Theology is the syatem of truth considered as & means of
renewing and sanctifying men, or, in other words, theology in ita publioa-
tion and enforcement.

To this department of theology belong Homiletics and Pastoral Theology, since
these are but gcienttfio presentations of the right methods of unfolding Christian
truth, and of bringing it to béar npoa men individualiy and in the church. 8See Van
Oocsterzee, Practical Theology : T. Harwood Pattison, The Making of the Bermon, and
FPublic Prayer; Yale Lectures on Preaching by H. W. Beecher, R, W. Dale, Phillips
Brooks, E. G. Robinson, A. J. F. Behrends, John Wataon, and others; and the work on
Pastoral Theology, by Harvey, -

It 18 sometimes asserted that there are other departments of theclogy not inoluded in
those above mentioned, PBut most of thege, {f not all, belong to other spheres ot
research, and cannot properly be classed under theology at all. Moral Theology, so
¢alled, or the selence of Christian morals, ethics, or theological ethics, is indeed the
proper restilt of theology, but 19 not to be cenfounded with it. Speculative theology,
80 called, respecting, as it does, such truth as 18 mers matter of opinion, la either
extra~soriptural, and so helongs to the provinee of the philosophy of religion, or is an
attempt to explain truth already revealed, and so falls within the provioce of Syste-
matic Theology. * Speculative theology starta from certain a priori principles, and
from them undertakes to determine what s and must be. It deduces ita scheme
of doctrine from the laws of mind or from axloms sapposed 'to be lnwrought into its
ocongtitution.” Hib. Sac,, 1852:876—"Bpeculative theology tries to show that the
dogmas agree with the laws of thought, whila the philosophy of religion tries to
show that the lawe of thought agree with the dogmas.” Theclogical Encyoclepsedia
{ the word signifies * instruction {n a olrale ) 18 & general Introduction to all the divi-
slons of Theology, together with an agpount of the refations between them. Hegel’s
Enoyoclopedia was an attempted exhibiiion of the principles and connections of alk
the solenccs, Bee (rooks and Hm‘ Theologicnl Enoydlopeedia and Methodology;
Zdckler, Handb, der theol, W o &1606-769,

Therelations of theology to solence and philoso'phy have been variously stated, but .
by none better than by H. B. Smith, Faith and Fhilosophy, 18 —* Philosophy is 8 mode
of human knowledge—not the whols of that knowledge, but a modae of {t—the
knowing of thinga rationally.” Solenoosaks: “ What do I kmow 7" Philosophy asks:
* What can I know " William Juméy, Paychology, 1: 146! Metaphysici means nothing
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but sn unusuaily obatinate effort to think clearly.” Aristotle: “The partieular
solences are tolling workmen, while philosophy 18 the architect., The workmen are
sluves, existing for the free master. So philosophy rules the sciénoes.” With rogard to
philosophy and seience Lord Bacon remarks: “Those who have handled knowledge
have been too much either men of mere chservation or abstract reasoners, The
former are Hke the ant; they only collect materiel and put it to immediate use. The
abstract reagoners are like spiders, who make cobweba out of thelr own substance,
But the bee takes a middle course: it gathers ita material from the flowers of the
garden and the field, while it transforms and digests what it gathers by & power of its
own. Not unlike thip 48 the work of the philosopher.” Novalis: “ Philosophy can
‘bake Do bread ; but it can give us God, freedom and immortality,” Prof. DeWitt of
Princeton : **Seience, philosophy, and theology are the three great modes of organ-
izing the universe into an intellectual system. Science never goes below second
causes ; if it does, it is no longer eclence, —it becomes philosophy. Philosophy views
the universe a9 & unity, and the goal it is always seeking to reach is the source snd
centre of thiy unity —the Absolute, the First Cause, This goal of philosophy is the
point of departure for theology. What philosophy is striving 0 find, theoltogy
geserts has been found. Theology thersfore starts with the Absclute, the First
Cauge,” W, N. Clarke, Christian Theology, 48—"Secience examines snd clasaifies
faots; philesophy inquirea concerning spiritual meanings. Beience seeks to know the
universe: philogophy to understand it.”

Balfgur, Foundations of Ballef, 7—" Natural sclence has for ita subjeet matter
things and events., Philosophy Is the systomeatio exhibition of the grounda of our
knowledge. Metaphysica I8 our knowledge respesting realities which are not phenom-
enal, ¢, g, God and the soul.” Knight, Essays in Philosophy, 81 —*The aim of the
solences 1s increase of knowledge, by the discovery of laws within which all phenom-
ena may be embraced and by means of which they may be explained. The aim of
philosophy, on the other hand, i8 to explain the selences, by at onee including and
transcending them, Itsspheroissubstance andessénce.”” Bowne, Theory of Thought
and Knowledga, 3-6— * Philosophy ~ docirine of knowledge (18 mind passive or active
in knowing ? — Epistemology ) + docirine of being (is fundamental being mechanical
and uninteiligent, or purposive and intellipent? —Metaphysics). The systems of
Locke, Hume, and Kant are prefminently theories of knowing; the systems of
Bpinora and Leibuitz are prefminently theories of being. Historically thearies of
being oome first, because the object is the only determinant for reflective thought.
Bt the instrument of philosophy 18 thought iteslf, First then, we must ptudy Yogie,
or the theory of thought: secondly, Epistemology, or the theory of knowledge:
thirdly, Metaphysics, or the theory of being."

Protessor George M. Forbes on the New Psychology: * Locke and Kant represent
the two tendencies in philosophy — the empirical, physical, scientific, on the one hand,
and the rational, metaphysical, logical, on the other. Locke furnishes the basls for
the sssociationel schemes of Hartley, the Mills, and Bain; Kant for the idealistio
peheme of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. The two are not contradiotory, but comple-
mentary, and the Scotch Reid and Hamilton combine them both, reacting against the
exrtreme empiricism and sceptictam of Hume., Hickok, Porter, and MeCosh repre-
sented the Beotch school in Amerlea. It was excluslvely analytical; its psychology
was the faculty-psychology; it represented the mind as a bundle of facultiea. The
unitary philoeophy of T. H. Green, Edward Caird, in Great Britain, and in :Amerloea,
of W.'T, Harrls, George 8, Mortis, and John Dewey, waaareaction against this faculty-
peychotogy, under the infuence of Hegal, A seoond reaction nader the influence of
the Herbartian doctrine of apperception subatituted funetion for faculty, making all
provesses phases of epperception, G. F. Stout and J. Mark Baldwin represent thig
paychology. A third reaction comes from the influence of physical scienca. All
attempts to unify are relegated to a metaphysical Hedeg, There is nothing but states
and processes, ‘The only unity is the lawa of their codzistence and succession. There
is nothing o priord. Wundt identifles apperceptlon with will, and regards it as the
unitary prineiple. Ktilps and Titchener find no self, or will, or soul, but treat these as
inferences littie warranted, Thelir psychology is psychology without asoul. The old
peychology was exclusively stalic, while the new emphasizes the genetic polnt of view.
Growth and development are the leading idens of Herbert Spencer, Preyer, Tracy
and ftanley Hall, Willlam James is explanatory, while George T, Ladd is descriptive,
Cattell, Soripture, and Milusterberg spply the methods of Fechner, and the Paycholog-
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foal Review s thelr organ, Thelr erroris in their negative attitnde. The old peyochel-
ogy 18 needed to supplement theé new. 1t has greater scope and more practical
significance.” ©On the relation of theology to pbilosophy and to soience, see Luthardt,
Compend, der Dogmatik, £;: Hagenbach, Eneyclophidie, 108,

III. Hisrosy or Bysremario Treoroay,

1. In the Bastern Church, Bystematio Theology may be said fo have
had its beginning and end in John of Damasous (700-760).

Ignating (+ 115—Ad Trall, o. 9) glves us * the first distinot statement of the faith
dvawn up in & series of propogtions, This systematizing formed the hasis of all latey
efforts” (Prof. A. H. Newman), Origen of Alexandria (186-254) wrote his Mepi "Apyiy
Athanasius of Alexandria (300-373) his Treatises on the Trinity and the Deity of Christ;
and Gregory of Nyssa in Oappadocia (352-898) his Adyoc xerqynricds & méyas, Hatch,
Hibbert Lactures, 323, regards the * De Principiis” of Origen 28 the * first complete sys-
tom of dogime,” and speaks of Origen as *'the disciple of Clement of Alexandria, the
firgt great teacher of philosophical Christianity.”* But while the Fathers fust men-
tioned seem to have conceived the plan of expounding the doctrines in order and of
showing their relation to one another, it was Jobn of Damascus (700-760) who first
potually carriod out such a plan. His “"Exdeow Grpefhs rie dpdedsfov Miorens, Or SUMMATY
of the Orthodox Faith, may be considered the earlieat work of Bystematic Theology.
Neander calls it * the most important doctrinal text-hook of the Greek Church.” John,
lixe the Greek Church in general, was speculative, theological, semi-pelagian, sacra-
montarian. The Apostles” Creed, so ¢alled, is, in ifs present form, not earlier than the
fifth century; see Behaff, Creeds of Christendom, 1:18. Mr, Giadstone suggested that
the Aposties’ Creed was a development of the baptismal formuls. McGiffert, Apos-
tlea’ Creed, assigng to the meagre originel form a date of the third quarter of the sec-
ond century, and regards the Roman orjgin of the symbol ag proved. It was framed
a4 g baptismal formuls, but specifically in opposition to the teachings of Marcion,
which were at that time causing much trouble at Bome. Harnack however dates the
original Apostles’ Creed at 160, and Zahn places it at 120, Bee also J. C, Long, in Bap.
Qusyx, Rev,, Jan. 18072 89-101.

2. In the Western C’humh, we may ( with Hngenbach) d.mt.mgmsh
three periods :

(#) The period of Bcholaeticism, —introduced by Peter FLombard
(1100-1160), and reaching its enlmination in Thomas Aquinas (1221-1274)
and Duns Seotus {1265-1208),

Though Systematic Thaology had its beginning In the Fastern Church, its develop-
ment has been confined almoat whelly (o the Western, Augustine (868483} wrote
his * Encheiridion ad Laurentium " and his ** De Civitate Del,” and John Scotus Bri-
gena (+ 880), Roscelin (1082-1122), and Abelard (1079-1142), in their attempis at the
rational explanstion of the Christian dootrine foreshadowed the works of the great
acholastic teachors, Aunselm of Canterbary {1084-1100), with his * Proslogion de Dei
Existentia’ and hig * Cur Deug Homo,” has gometimes, but wrongly, been called the
founder of Beholagticisim, Allen, in his Continulty of Ohristinn Thought, represents
the transoendence of God aathe controiling principle of the Augustinian and of the
‘Western theology. The Eagtern Church, he msintaing, bad founded its theology on
@od’s iinmanence. Paine, in his Evolution of Trinitarianiam, shows that thig fs erron-
eous. Augustine was a theistio monist. He declares that ** Dei volunias rerum natura
ept," and regards God's upholding as & continuous creation. Western theology recog-
nized the immanence of God as well as his trangeendenoce,

Peter Lombard, however, (1100-1180), the “magister gententiarum,” wag the first
great aystematizer of the Western Chureh, and his ** Libri Sententigrum Quatuor ' was
the theologioal text-book of the Middle Ages. Tenchers lectured on the **Sentences ™
( Sententio = sentence, Sats, locus, point, grtfole of falth ), as they did on the books of
Avristotle, who furnished to Scholagticlam 1ts impulse and guide. Every doctrine was
treated in the order of Aristotle’s four causes: the materisl, the formal, the eficient,
thefinal. {* Cauge " here = requisita: {1) mettor of which a thing consists, é. ¢., bricks
and mortar; (2) form it assumes, & ¢., plan or degign; (3) producing agent, e. g.,
* pullder; ( 4 ) and for which made, &. g., house,) The organization of phyaical as well as
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of theologioal solence was due to Aristotle, Dante oalied him * the master of those who
know.” James Ten Broeke, Bap. Quar. Rev., Jan. 1802: 1-26 —* The Revival of Learn-
ing showed the world that the real Aristotle was much broader then the Scholastic
Aristotle — information very unwelcome to the Roman Church,” For the {nfluence
of Bcholagticlsm, compare the literary methods of Augustine and of Calvin, — the
former giving us his materials in disorder, like soldlers bivouacked for the night; the
Iatter arranging them like those same soldiera drawn up in battle array; see A. H.
Strong, Philosophy and Religion, 4, and Christ in Creation, 188, 153,

Candlish, art. : Dogmatic, in Encycl. Brit., T: 340 -= ** By and by a mighty intellectual
foroe took hold of the whols collected dogmatic material, and reared out of it the great
scholastie aystems, which have been compared to the grand Gothic cathedrals that ware
the work of the same ages.'” Thomas Aquinas (1221-1274), the Dominican, * doctor
angelious,” Augustinian and Realist, — and Duns S8cojus {1265-1308), the Franolscan,
“ dootor subtills,” = wrought out the scholastic theology more fully, and left behind
them, 1o thelr Summom, gigantic monuments of Intellectual industry and aomwmen.
Scholasticiam simed at the proof and systemstizing of the doctrines of the Church
by means of Aristotle’s philosophy. It became at last an illimitable morass of useless
subtilities and abstractions, and it finally ended in the nominalisdc scepticism of
Willlam of Occam (1270-1347 ). Ses Townsond, The Great Bchoolmen of the Middle Ages.

(5) The period of Symbolism, —represented by the Lutheran theol-
ogy of Philip Melanchthon (1497-1560), and the Reformed theology of
John Calvin (1509-1564) ; the former connecting itself with the Analytic
theology of Calixtus (1585-1656), and the latter with the Federal theology
of Uocoeius (1603-1669).

The Intheran Theology.—Preachers precede theologigns, and Luther (1485-1548) was
preacher rather than theologian. But Melanchthon (1497-15801, *‘the preceptor of
Gormany,” as he was called, embodied the theclogy of the Lutheran church in his *“Loci
Communes * = pointy of dootring common to believers (firat edition Augustinian,
afterwards substantially Arminian ; grew out of lectures on the Epistle to the Romans ),
He was followed by Chemnitz (1522-1588), “ clear and accurate,” the most learned of the
disoiples of Melanchthon, Teonhard Hutter (1543-1618), called * Lutherus redivivus,™
and John Gerhard (1682-1637) followed Luther rather than Melanchthon. * Fifty years
after the death of Melanchthon, Leonhard Hutter, his successor in the cheir of theology
at Wittenberg, on an oceaston when the authority of Melanchthon was appealed to,
tore down from the wall the portrait of the great Reformer, and trampled it under foot
in the presence of the assemblage ”’ ( E. D. Morris, paper at the80th Anniversary of Lane
Seminary ). George Calixtus (1586-1656) followed Melenchthon rather than Luther,
He taught & theology which recognized the good element in both the Reformed and
the Romanist dootrine and which was called **Byncretlsm.” He separated Ethics from
Systemsatic Bheology, and applied the analytical method of investigation to the latter,
beginning with the end, or final cause, of all thingd, viz.: blessedness. He was followed
in his analytic method by Dannhauer (1603-1688), who treated theology allegori-
cally, Calovius (1812-16868), *the most uncompromiging defender of Lutheran ortho-
doxy and the most drastio polemicist againet Calixtus,” Quenstedt (1617-1638), whom
Hovey calls * learned, comprehensive and logieal,” and Hollaz (+ 1780). The Lutheran
theology aimed to purify the existing church, maintaining that what is not againat
the goapel is for it. It emphesized the materlal principle of the Reformation, Justifica-
tion by faith; but it retained many Romanist oustoms not expressly forbidden in
Seripture, - Eaftan, Am, Jour, Theol, 1900: T16—* Because the medimval school-
philosophy mainly held sway, the Proteatent theology representing the new faith was
meanwhile necessarily accommodated to forms of knowledge thereby conditioned,
that is, to forms egsentially Catholie.”

The Reformed Theology. — The word * Reformed ** s here nsed in ita tochnical sense,
as degignating that phass of the new theology which criginated in Switzerland. Zwin-
gle, the Bwiss reformer (1484-1551), differing from Luther as to the Tord’s Bupper and a8
to Saripture, was more then Luther entitled to the name of systematic theologian.
Certatn writings of his may be considered the beginning of Reformed theology. But
it was Jaft bo John Celvin (1509-1664), after the death of Zwingle, to arrange the prinet-
vies of that theology in systamatic form. Culvin dug channsls for Zwingle's flood te
flow in, es Melanohthron Aid for Luther's, His Institutes (™ Institutio Beligioniy Chris-
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tians "), 1s one of the great works in theclogy ( superior as a systomatic work to Mel.
anchthon’s* Lool ™). Calvin wasg followed by Peter Martyr (150-1582), Chamier (1565~
1671}, and Theodore Besa (1519-1005). Besa carried Calvin's doctrine of predestination
to an oxtreme supralipsarianisss, which iy hyper-Calvinigiic rather than Calvinistio.
Coooefun (1603-1668), and affer hinm Whiglus (1626-1708), made theology centre ebout the
idea of the covenants, and foynded the Federal theology. Leydecker (1642-1721)
treated theclogy in the order of the perdons of the Trinity. Amyraldus (1506-1688)
and Placous of Baumur (1586-1652) modified the Calvinistic dootrine, the latter by his
theory of mediate imputation, and the former by advocating the hypathetic universal-
fam of divine grace,: Turretin {1671-1787), a clear and sirong theologlan whose work
is still & text-bock at Princeton, and Flotet (1855-1126), both of them TFederalists,
ghowed the influence of the Cartesian philosophy, The Reformed theology aimed fo
bulld & new charch, afirming that what 18 not derfved from the Bible is againat it. It
emphasized the formal principle of the Reformation, the sole authority of Soripture.

In general, while the line hetween Catholic and Protestant {n Furops runs from west
to east, the line betwoon Lutheran and Reformed runs from south to north, the
Reformed theology Sowing with the eurrent of the Rhine northward from Bwitzerland
to Holland and to England, in which latter country the Thirty-nine Articles represent
the Roformed faith, while the Prayer-book of the English Church i8 substantially
Arminian ; sea Dorner, Gosoh. prot. Theologle, Einleit., 9. On the difference between
Lutheran and Reformed doctrine, see Sobaff, Germany, 1is Universities, Theology and
Religion, 167-177, On tha Reformed Churches of Burops and America, see H. B, Smith,
Faith and FPhilosophy, 87-124,

(¢) The period of Oriticism and Bpeoulation, —in its three divisions :
the Rationalistic, represented by Bemler (1725-1791) ; the Transitional, by
Schleiermacher (1763-1834) ; the Evangelical, by Nitzach, Miiller, Tholuck
and Dorner.

First Diviglon. Rationalistio theologles: Though the Reformation had freed theclogy
in great part from the bonds of scholasticlem, other philogophies after a time took its
place., The Lealbnitz-(1846-1754) Wolfllan (1679-1754) exaggeratlon of the powers of
npatural relgion prepared the way for rationalistic systems of theology. Buddeus
" (1867~1729) combated the new principles, but SBemler’s (1724-1701) theclogy was bullt
upon them, and represented the Beripturee as having a merely local and temporary
oharacter. Michaells (2716-1784) and Doederloln (1714-1788) followed Bemler, and the
tendency toward rationalism was greably assisted by the critical philosophy of Eant
(1724-1804), to whom *“revelation was problematieal, and posltive religion mersly the
medium through which the practical trutha of reagon are cornmunicated ” { Hagenbach,
Hint. Doct., 2:807). Ammon (1786-1850) and Wegsohelder (1771-1348) were ropresent-
atives of this philosophy. Daub, Marheinecke and Strause (1808~1874) were the Hegelian
dogmatigts, The system of Btraum reserabled ** Christian theology as a cemetery resem-
bles & town." Btorr (17i8-1305), Reinhard (1758-181%), and Knapp (1763-1525), 1n the
main evangelical, ondeavored to reconcdle revelation with reason, but were more or
lesa influenced by this rationalizing spirit. Bretschneider (17T76-1828) and Do Wette
{1780-1848) may be said to have held widdle ground.

Second Divirion. Transition to a mars Horiptural theology. Herder (17{4-1803) and
Jacobl (1742-1819), by their more spiritual philcaophy, prepared the way for Bohleler-
machser’s (1788-1884) grounding of dootrine in the facts of Christian experience. The
writings of Bohlelermacher oonstifuted an epoch, and had great inflzence in delivering
Germany from the rationalfstic tolls fvto whioh it had fallen. We may now speak of &

Third Division— and In this division we may put the names of Neander and Tholuok,
Tweston and Nitzach, Milller and Lathardt, Dorner and Philippi, Ebrard and Thomas-
{us, Langs and Kahnis, all of them expenents of a far more pure and evangelical the-
ology than was sommon in Germany & century ago. Two new forms of ratiopalism,
however, have appeared in Germany; the one based upon the phitosophy of Hegel, and
numbering among ite adherents Strauss and Baur, Bledermann, Lipeius and Pfletd-
erer § the other based npon the phijceophy of Kant, and advocated by Ritachl and his
followers, Harnack, Hermann gni] Eaftan ; the former emphasizing the ideal Chriat,

the latter emphasizing the hmmm Cheist: but nelther of the two fully recognizing
the Uving Christ present in every huaver (see Johnaon's Gyulopm(iia.. art. ; Theology,
by A. H, Btrong).
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8. .dAmong theologians of views diverse from the prevailing Protes-
tant faith, may be mentioned :

(a) Bellarmine (1642-1631), the Roman Catholic.

Besides Bellarmine, “the hest controversial writer of his age* { Bayle), the Boman
Catholic Church numbera among its noted modern theologians : —~ Petaving {(1583-1652),
whose dogmatic theology Gibbon cslls & work of inoredible labor and compasa” ;
Melehior Canug (1628-1560), an opponent of the Jesuits and their scholastic method ;
Bossuet (1627-1704), who idealized Catholicism in his Exposition of Dooirine, and
attacked Protestantisom in his History of Variations of Protestant Churchea; Jangen
(1586-1888), who attempted, in opposition to the Jesuits, to reproduce the theclogy of
Augustine, and who had In thig the powerful assistance of Pascal (1623-1062), Jansen-
ism, so far as the dootrines of grace are oonoerned, but, not as regpects the sacraments,
i virtusl Protestantism within the Roman Catholio Church, Moehler's Bymboligm, Per-
rone’s * Prelectiones Theologices,”" and Hurter's * Compendium Theologlse Dogmat-
fose ** are the latest and most approved expogitions of Roman Catholle dogtrine,

(b} Arminius (1560~1609), the opponent of predestination,

Among the followers of Arminius (1580-1608) must be reckoned Episcopius (1588~
1648), who carried Arminianism to almost Pelagian extremes; Hugo Grotius (1558~
1645), the jurist and statesman, author of the governmental theory of the atonement;
and Limbarch (1633-1713), the most thorough expoaitor of the Arminian doctrine.

(¢) Laelius Socinus (15256-1662), and Faustus Bocinus (1589-16804),
the leaders of the modern Unitarian movement,

The works of Laelius Bocinua (1625-1662 ) and hia nephew, Faustus Socinus ( 15981604 )
constituted the beginnings of modern Unitarianism,. IaelinsBooinus was the preacher
and reformer, as Faustus Bocinus was the theclogian; or, as Baumgarten Crusius
expresses it: * the tormer was the apirituml founder of Socinianism, and the latter the
founder of the seot.™ Thelr writings are collectoed In the Bibliotheer Fratrum Polon.
orum. The Hacovian Catechism, taking its name from the Polish town Racow,
contains the most succinet exposition of their views. In 1660, the Unitarian church
of the Sosint fn Poland waa destroyed by perbecution, but its Hungarian offshoot
has stil} more than & hundred congregations,

4. British Theology, represented by :

() The Baptists, John Bunyan (1628-1888), John Gill (1897-17T1),
and Andrew Fuller (1754-1515).

Bome of the best British theology is Baptist. Among John Bunyan’s works we may
mention hig *Gospel Truths Opened,” though his * Pllgrim's Progress " and * Holy
War"? are theological treatises in sliegorical form. Macaulay oalls Milton and
Bunyan the two great creative minds of England during the latter part of the 17th
ocentury. John Gill's ¥ Body of Practical Divinity ** shows much ability, although the
Rabbinical learning of the author cocaslonally displays itaslf in n curious exegesis, a3
+when on the word “Abba’ heremarks: * ¥ou see that this word which means * Father *
reads the same whether we read forward or backward ; which euggesta that God is the
same whichever way we look at him.” Andrew Fuller’s * Letters on #ystematio
Divinity "' & s hrief compend of theology, Hia treatises upon special doctrines are
marked by sound judgment and clear Insight. They were the most influential factor
in rescuing the evangelical churches of ¥ngland from antinomianism. They justify
the epitheta which Hobert Hall, one of the greatest of Baptist preachers, gives him :
"WO\Z';' 13 lumlnous," [ ‘powerful."

(8} The Puritans, John Owen (1616-1683), Richard Baxter (1615-1691),
John Howe (1680-1705), and Thomas Ridgeley (1666-1754).
Owen was the most rigid, as Baxter was the most liberal, of the Puritans. The

Enoyclopsedie Britannica remarkn: ** As a theological thinker and writer, John Owen
holds his own distinetly defined place among those titanic intellects with which tha
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age abounded, Surpassed by Baxter in point and pathos, by Howe in imagination
snd the higher philosophy, he 18 uniivaled in his power ¢f unfolding the rich meanings
of Scripture. Inhis writings ho wasa pretminently the great theologian.” Baxter
wrote & * Methodus Theologise,” and & “ Catholic Theology”; John Howe 18 chiefly
known by hig * Living Temple"; Thomas Ridgeley by his “ Body of Divinity,™
Charles H. Bpurgeon never ceased to nrge his students to becoms fnmi.liar with the
Puritan Adams, Ambrose, Bowden, Manton and Bibbes.

(¢) The Bootch Presbyterians, Thomas Boston (1676-1732), John Dick
(1764-1833), and Thomas Chalmers {1780-1847).

Of the Scotch Presbyteriany, Boston is the most voluminous, Dick the most oalm and
fait, Chalmers the most fervid and popular.

(d) The Methodists, John Wesley (1703-1791), and Richard Watson
(1781-1883).

Of the Methodists, John Wesley's dootrine {5 presented in * Christisn Theology,”
collected from his writlngs by the Kev, Thornley Smith, The great Methodist text-
bocok, however, {8 the “ Institutes™ of Watson, who systematized and expounded the
Wesleyan theology. Pope, & recent English theologian, follows Wataon's modified
and improved Arminianigm, while Whedon and Raymond, recent Ametican wrlt.ers.
hold rather to a radical and extreme Arminianism,

{¢) The Quakers, George Fox (1624-1691), and Robert Barcley (1848~
1690).

As Jesus, the preacher and reformer, preceded Paul the theologian; a8 Luther
preceded Melanchthon; as Zwingle preceded Calvin; as Laellus Socinus preceded
Faustus S8ccinus; as Wesley preceded Watson; so Fox preceded Barclay. Barclay
wrote an *Apology for the true Christian Divinity,” which Dr. E. G. Robinson
deacribed as * not a formal treatise of Bystamatm Theology, bt the ableet exposition
of the views of the Quakers.” George Fox was the reformer, Willlam Penn the soclal
tfounder, Robert Barclay the theologian, of Quakerism.

(/) The English Churchmen, Richard Hooker (1553-1600), Gilbert
Burnet (1643-1715), and John Pearson (1613-1886).

The English church has produced ne great systematio theologlan (see reasons
aasigned In Dorner, Gesch, prot, Theologle, 470). The ** judicious ' Heoker Is still its
greatest theological writer, although his work 1a only on * Eecclesiastical Polity.”
Bigshop Burnet 1s the author of the * Exposition of the XXXTX Articles,” and Blshop
Pearson of the “Hxpositfon of the Creed.” Both these are common English text-
books. A recent * Compendium of Dogmatie Theology,"” by Litton, shows a tendency
to return from the usual Arminianism of the Anglican church to the old Augustinian-
ism; so also Bishop Moule's ** Outlines of Christian Doofrine,” and Mason's * Faith of
the Gospel.”

5. American theology, running in two lines:

{a) The Reformed system of Jonathan Edwards (1708-1758), modified
aucoesaively by Joseph Bellamy (1719-1790), 8amuel Bopkings (1721-1808),
Timothy Dwight (1752-1817), Nethanasl Emmons (1745-1840), Leonard
‘Woods (1774-1854), Charles G Finney (1792-1875), Nathaniel W, Taylor
{1786-1858), and Horace Bushnell (1802-1876). Calvinism, as thus
modified, is often called the New England, or New School, theology.

Jonathan Edwards, one of the greatest of metaphysicians snd theologians, was an
idealist who held that God 1a the only real cause, elther in the realm of matter or in
the realm of mind. He regarded the chief good as happiness—a form of sensibility.
Yirtus was voluntary choloe of this good. Henoe union with Adam in acts and
exercises was sufficlont, This God’s will made identity of being with Adam. Thisled
to the oxercise-system of Hopkinsand Xmmons, on the one hand, apd to Bellamy’asnd
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Dwight's Genial of any imputation of Adam's gin ot of inhorn depravity, on the other—
In whioh last dental agree many other New England theologians who reject the exercise-
gcheme, as for exawmple, Strong, Tyler, Bmalley, Burton, Woods, and Park. Dr.N. W.
Tayior added a more distinotly Arminian element, the power of gontrary choice—and
with thistenet of the New Haven theology, Charleg G. Finney, of Qberlin, substantiplly
agreed. Horace Bushnell held to a practically Sabellian view of the Trinity, and to a
moral-infizence theory of the atonement. Thus from certsin prineiples admitted by
Edwards, who held in the main to an 0ld School theology, the New Bchool theology
has been graduslly developed.

Robert Hsll called Edwards **the grestest of the sons of men.” Dr. Chalmers
regarded bim a8 the “greatest of theologians.” Dr. Fafrbaeirn says: “He is not only
the greatestof all the thinkers that America has produced, but alao the highest speoula-
tive genins of the eighteenth century. In a far higher degree than Spinoza, he was a
*God-intoxioated man.'”” His fundamental notfon that there is no causality except
the divine was made the basis of a theory of necessity whioh played into the hands of
the deists whom he opposed and was alien not only to Christianity but even to theism,
FEdwards could not have gotten his idealism from Berkeley ; it may have been sug-
gested to him by the writings of Locke or Newton, Cudwoerth or Descartes, John
Norria or Arthur Collier. See Prof. H. N. Gardiner, in Philos. Rev., Nov, 1900 :573-
E95; Prof. B. C. Smyth, in Am, Jour. Theol, Qct. 18971986 ; Allen, Jonathan Ed-
wards, 16, 308-310, and {n Atlantic Monthly, Dec, 1881 :767; Sanborn, in Jour. Spec.
Philos., Oct. 1883 :401420; G. P. Fisker, Edwards on the Trinity, 18, 18.

" {&) The older Calvinism, represented by Charles Hodge the father (1797—
1878) and A. A. Hodge the son (1823-1886), together with Henry B.
Smith (1815-1877), Robert J. Breckinridge { 1800-1871), Samuel J. Baird,
and William Gt T. Shedd (1820-1894). All these, although with minor
differences, hold to views of human depravity end divine grace more nearly
conformed to the doctrine of Augnstine and Calvin, and are for this reason
distinguished from the New England theologians and their followers by
the popular title of Old Behool.

014 Behool theology, in its view of predestination, exalis God; New Bckiool theology,
by emphasizing the freedom of the will, exalts man. It is yet more important to nofice
that Old S8choot theology has for its characteristio tenet the guilt of inborn depravity.

‘ But emong those who hold this view, some are federalista and crestianists, and justify
God’s condemnation of all mnen upon the ground that Adam represented his pogterity.
Such are the Prinoeton theologians generslly, including Charles Hodge, A. A. Hodge,
and the brothers Alexander. Among those who hold to the Old School doctrine of the
gullt of inborn depravity, however, there are others who are traduciang, and who
axplain the imputation of Adam's sin to his posterity upon the ground of the natural
union between him and them. Balrd’s “ Elohim Revesled ” and Shedd’s essay on
“ Original 8in* { 8in a Nature and that Nature Guilt) represent this realistic conception
of the relation of the race to its first father. B. J. Breckinridge, R. L. Dabney, and
J. H. Thornwell assert the fact of inhevent corruption apd guilt, but refuse to assign
any rationale for it, though they tend to realism. H. B, Smith holds guardediy to the
theory of mediate imputation.

On the history of Systematic Theology in general, see Hagenbach, History of Doc-
trine (from which many of the facts above given are taken), and 8hedd, History of
Doctrine; also, Ebrard, Dogmatik, 1:44-100; Eahnis, Dogmatik, 1:15-123 ; Hase, Hui-
terus Redivivus, 24-52. Gretlliat, Théologie Bystématique, 3:24-120, has given an
excellent history of theology, brought down to the present time. On the history of
New England theology, se¢ Fisher, Discussione and Essays, 285-354,

IV. Ogmper or Trsarwsxr v Sysremarc Taeonoay.
1. Various methods of arranging the topics of a theological eystem.
(a) The Analytical method of Calixtus begine with the sssumed end of

" all things, blessedness, and thence passes to the mesns by which it is
secured, (5) The Trinitarien method of Leydeeker and Martensen regards



50 _ rkﬁmonmm.

Christian doctrine as s mumiamﬁon suceesmvely of the Father, Son and
Holy Spirit. (¢) The Federal method of Cocceins, Witsius, and Boston
treats theology under the two covenants. {d) The Anthropological method
of Ohalmers end Rothe ; the former beginning with the Disease of Man
and pagsing to the Remedy, the latter dividing his Dogmatik into the
Conscionsness of Sin and the Qonsciousness of Redemption. (e) The
Christological method of Hase, Thomasius and Andrew Fuller treats of
God, man, and siu, a8 presuppositions of the person and work of Christ,
Mention may also be msde of (#} The Historical method, followed by
Ursinus, aad adopted in Jonathat Edwards's History of Bademphon and
{g) The Allegoricsl method of Danghaner, in which man is described as &
wanderer, life as s road, the Holy Bpirit as a light, the church asa candle-
stick, God as the end, and heaven a8 the home ; so Bunyan’s Holy Wanr,
and Howe’s Living Temple. :

Bea Calixtus, Epitome 'I‘heoloxm I@ydecker. De (Bconomia trium Personarum in
Negotio 8alutis humsne ; Martensen (1808-1884 ), Christian Dogmatics ; Coceeius, Sumima
Theologime, and Summa Doctringe de Foxdere et Testamento Dei, in Works, vol. vi:
Witgias, The Economy of the Covenants; Boston, A Complete Body of Divinity (in
‘Works, vol.1 and ), Questions in Divinity (vol. 8), Human Nature in its Fourfold
State ( vol. 8); Chalmers, Institutes of Theology; Rothe (17091887 ), Dogmatik, and
Theologische Rthik ; Hase (1600-1890), Evangelische Dogmatiic ; Thomasius ( 1802-1875 },
Christ! Person und Werk; Fuller, Goepel Worthy of all Acceptation (in Works,
%:825-416), and Letters on Systematin Divinity (1:684-711); Ursinus (15341583}, Loci
Theologict (in Works, 1:42-800); Dannhauer (1608-1666) Hodosophia Christians, seu
Theologia Positiva in Methodum M Jonathan Bdwards’s so-called History of
Redemption wag in reality a system of in historical form. It**wag to begin
end end with eternity, all great avenﬁ and epochs In time belng viewed ‘gub specie
etornitatis.' The throe worlds—hesves, earth and hell-wers to be the goenes of thiz
grand drama, Tt was to inolude the. topios of theology as Mving factors, each in ita
own place,” and all forming a oom.nlete uad harmonious whole ; seo Allen, Jonathan
Edwards, 879, 380.

2., The Synthetic Metkod whioh we adopt in this oompenﬂmm, is both
the most common and the most logical method of arranging the topics
of theology. This method proceeds from causes to effects, or, in the
language of Hagenbach ( Hist. Doctrine, 2:152), *starta from the highest
pringiple, God, and proceeds o man, Christ, redemption, and finally to
the snd of all tlnngs. * In snch s treatment of theology we may best
arrange our topics in the following order:

iat. The existence of God. .

2d., The Beriptures a revelation from God.

3d. The natore, decrees and worka of God.

4¢h, Man, in his original likeness to God and subsequent apostasy.
5th. Bedemption, throngh the work of Christ and of the Holy Bpirit.
6th. The nature and Iaws of the Christian church.

7th. The end of the present ayskam of thmgs

V., Texr-Boogs IN Txmonoﬁt. Vﬁunble for reference :—

1. Confessions: Schaff, Oreadc of Christendom.

9, Compendiums : FL B, Suiith, System of Christian Theology ; A. A,
Hodge, Outlines of Theology; H.-H. Johnson, Outline of Bystematio
Theology ; Hovey, Manual of Thqu}egy and Ethiez; W. N. Clarke, Outline
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of Christian Theology ; Hase, Hutterna Redivivus ; Luthardt, Compendium
der Dogmatik ; Kurtz, Religionslehre,

3. .Eztended Treatises : Dorner, Bystem of Christian Doctrine ; Bhedd,
Dogratio Theology; Calvin, Institutes; Charles Hodge, Systematic
Theology ; Van Qosterzee, Christian Dogmatics ; Baird, Elohim Revealed ;
Luthardt, Fundamentel, Saving, and Moral Tryths ; Phillippi, Glaubens-
lehre ; Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk.

4. Collected Works : Jonathan Edwarde ; Andrew Fuller.

5, Histories of Doctrine: Harnack; Hagenbach; Shedd; Fisher;
Sheldon ; Orr, Progress of Dogms.

6. Monographs: Julins Miiller, Doctrine of 8in; Shedd, Discourses
snd Fasays; Liddon, Our Lord’s Divinity; Dorner, History of the
Doctrine of the Person of Christ; Dale, Atonement; Strong, Ohrist
in Creation ; Upton, Hibbert Lectures.

7. Theism: Martincau, Stndy of Religion; Harris, Philosophical
Basia of Theism ; Strong, Philosophy and Religion ; Brace, Apologetics ;

"Drummond, Ascent of Men ; Griffith-Jones, Ascent through Christ.

B. Christion Evidences: Butler, Analogy of Natural and Revealed
Raligion ; Pigher, Grounds of Theistic and Christian Belief ; Bow, Bampton
Lectures for 1877 ; Peabody, Evidences of Christianity ; Mair, Christian
Evidences ; Fairbairn, Philosophy of the Christian Religion ; Matheson,
Spiritnal Development of 8t Paul.

9. Initellectual Philosophy : Stout, Handbook of Peychology ; Bowne,
Metaphysics; Porter, Human Infsllect; Hill, Elements of Psychology;
Dewey, Payohology.

10. Moral Philosophy: Robinson, Principles and Practice of Momhty ;
Smyth, Christian Ethics ; Porter, Elements of Moral Science ; Calderwood,
Moral Philosophy ; Alexander, Moral Sciencs; Robins, Ethios of the
Christian Life,

11. General Science: Todd, Astronomy ; Wentworth and Hill, Physics;
Remsen, Chemistry; Brighsm, Geology; Parker, Biology; Martin,

. Physiology ; Ward, Fairbanks, or West, Sociclogy; Walker, Politiosl
Eeonomy.

12, Theological Encyclopeedics: SBobaff-Herzog ( English ) ; MeClin-
took and Strong ; Herzog (Second Germasn Edition ).

13, Bibl¢ Dictionaries : Hastings ; Davis ; Cheyne ; Smith (edited by
Hackstt ).

14, Commeniaries : Meyer, on the New Testament ; Philippi, Lange,
Shedd, Sanday, on the Epistle to the Romang ; Godet, on John's Goapel ;
Lightfoot, on Philippians and Colossiana ; Expositor's Bible, on the O1d
Testament books,

15. Bibies: American Revision (standard edition); Revised Greek-
English New ‘Testament ( published by Harper & Brothers); Annotated
Paragraph Bible (published by the London Religious Tract Bociety)
Stier and Theile, Polyglotten-Bibel.

An attempt has been made, in the 1ist of text-books given above, to put m-sr. in each
class the book best worth purchiaging by the average theological student, and to arrange
the boo ks that follow this first onein the order of their value. German books, howevrer
when they are not yet accessibio in an English translation, are put last, slmply because
they are less likely to he used as Dooks of reference by the average stndent.



PART I
THE, EXISTENCE, OF GOD,

———

CHAPTER I

ORIGIN OF OUE IDEA OF GOD'S EXISTENOR.

God is the infinite and perfest Bpirit in whom all things have their soures,
support, and end.

On the definition of the term God, ses Hodge, Syst. Theol,, 1:366. Other defin{tions
are those of Calovius: ‘' Essentl epivituslis infinita™ ; Ebrard: * The eternal source
of all that is temporal” ; Kabnis: *TFhe inflnite 8pirit™; John Howe: “An eternad,
uncauged, independent, necessary Belng, that hath active power, life, wisdom, geod-
ness, and whatscever other supposable excellency, in the highest pertection, in and of
itself" ; Westminster Cntechism : * A Spirit infinite, eternal and unchangeable in his
being, wiadom, power, holiness, Justiod, goodnoss and trath” ; Andrew Fuller: * The
first cause and last end of all things.”

The existenee of God is'a first truth ; in other words, the knowledge
of God’s existence is & rational intuition. Logically, it precedes and con-
ditions all cobservation and reagoning, Ghronologically, onlj,r reflection
upon the phenomens of nature nnd of mind ocecasions its rise in con-
soicusness,

Tho term intuition means simply direct knowledga, Lowndes ( Philoa. of Primary
Beliefg, 78) and Mansel { Mctaphysics, 52) would use the term only of our direct knowl-
edge of substances, as pelf and body; Porter aphlies it by preference to our cognition
of firat trutha, such #8 have been already mentioned. Harris ( Philos. Basis of Theism,
44-151, but eep. 45, 46} maires it include hoth. He divides intuitions into two alasssa: 1.
Pregentative intuitions, as self-conselonsness (in virtue of which I perceive the exisi-
ence of spirit and already come iu contact with theaupernatural ), and gense-pereeption
(in virtue of which I perceive the exisignce of matter, at least in my own organism,
and come in contaot with nature); 2. Raddonal intuitions, as space, time, substance,
cause, flnal cauge, right, abeolute helpg, We may accept thls nomenclature, using
the terms *first trutlis ** and “ rational intoitions™ as equivalent to each other, and
classifying rational intuitions undsr tha ‘tesds of (1) intuitions of relations, as space
and time; (2) intuitions of principles, as substaoce, cause, final cause, right; and (3)
intuition of absolute Being, Power, Hengon, Perfection, Personality, as God. We hold
that, a8 upon occasion of the sensed cognizing () extended matter, (b ) sucosssion,
() qualities, { ) change, (¢ ) order, (f) action, respectively, the mind cognises (a ) space,
(b) tims, (¢ ) substance, { &) cause, { &) deslgn, (1) obligation, 8o npon occasion of our
coghizing our Anjiteneces, dependenpe and responaibility, the mind directly cognizes the
eaxistence of an Infinite and Absolute Authority, Perfection, Peraonality, upon whom
we are dependent and to whor we are respingible,

Bowne, Theory of Thought and Kodwledge, 80—~ Ag we walk in entire ignorance
of our musoles, 50 we often think in entive {gnorance of the prineiples which underlie

. Cm
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and determine thinking. But as anstomy reveals that the apparently simple act of
walkiog involves & highly complex muscular activity, 80 analysis reveals that the
apparently simple act of thinking involves a system of mental principles.” Dewey,
Psychology, 238, 244 — ** Perception, memory, imagination, conception -- each of these
isan aot of Intuition. . . . EBvery concrete act of knowledge involves an intuition of
God.” Martinepu, Typea, 1: 46— Tho attempt to divest sxperience of sither percepts
or Intuitiona is *iike the attempt to peela bubble In search for its colors and con-
tonts: in tenuem ex oculis evanuit auram * ; Btudy, 1:188 — "' Try with all your might
to do something difficuit, ¢, ¢., to shut a door against a furlous wind, and you recog-
nizge 8elf and Nature—ceusal wili, over against external causality ' ; "201-—'* Hence
our Tellow-feeling with Nature’; 65 —'"As Perception gives us Will in the shape of
Caugality over against us in the non-ego, so Consclence gives ug Willin the shape of
Authority over against us in the non-ego ™ : Types, 2: 5— “In peroeption it is self and
nature, in morals it is self and God, that stand face to face in the subjective and
objective antithesin *; Btudy, 2: 2, 8 — “In volitional experience we meet with ebjec-
tive causality; in moral experience we meot with objective authorify, —both being
objeets of immediate knowledge, on the pame footing of certainty with the apprehen-
gion of the external material world. I know of no logical sdvantage which the bellef
in finite objects around us can hoast over the belief In the infinite and righteous
Cause of all™; 51 — “In rocognition of God as Cause, we ralse the University: in
recognition of God as Authority, we raise the Church.”

Eant doclares that the idea of freedom is the gource of our idea of personality,—per-
sonality conglsts {n the freedom of the whole soul from the mechanism of nature.
Lotze, Metaphysics, § 244 — " Bo far a8, and so long as, the soul knows itself ag the iden-
tieal subject of inward experience, it is, and 18 named simply for that resson, sub-
stance.” Illingworth, Personality, Human and Divine, 32— * Our conception of sub-
atance ig derived, not from the physical, but from the mental world. Substance is first
of all that which underlies our mentdal affections and manifestations.” James, Wil to
Believe, 80 — * Substance, as EKant says, means ‘das Beharrliohe,’ the ablding, that
which will be as it has been, because its belng in essential and eternal.,” In thig sense we
heve an intultive belief in an abiding suhsiance which underlies our own thoughts and
volitions, and this we call the soul. But we algo have an intultive belief in an abiding
pubstance which underlies all natural phenomena and all the events of history, and
this we call God, Among those who hold to this general view of an intuitive knowl-
odge of God may be mentioned the following :— Calvin, Institutes, book I, chap.3;
Nltzach, System of Christlan Dootrine,15-26, 133-140; Julius Miiller, Doctrine of S8in, 1
Y8-84; Uirlei, Lelbund Beele, 888-125; Porter, Human Intelleet, 497; Hickok, Rational
Cosmology, 53-80; Farrar, Science in Theology, 27-28; Bib. Sac., July, 1873: 533, and
Janusry, 1878 : 204; Miller, Fetioh in Theology, 110-122; Fisher, Xssays, 565-672; Tulloch,
Theism, 814-336; Hodge, Systematic Theology, 1: 191208 ; Christlieb, Mod, Deoubt and
Christian Bellef, 75, 78; Raymond, Byst. Theclogy, 1:247-282; Bascom, Science of
Mind, 248, 247; Knight, 8tudies in Philog. and Lit., 155-224; A, H, Strong, Philogophy
and Religion, 78-80.

I. FimsT TRUTHS IN GENERAL.

1. Their nature.

A, Negatively.—A firat truth is not (e) Truth writfen prior to eonseious-
ness npon the enbstance of the soul— for such passive knowledge implies a
materialistic view of the sonl; (&) Actmal knowledge of which the soul
finds itself in possession af birth — for it cannot be proved that the soul
has such knowledge; (¢) An idea, nndeveloped at birth, but which has
the power of self-development apart from observation and expenenee— for
this is contrary to all we know of the laws of mental growth.

Clcerp, De Natura Deorum,1: 17 —* Intelligl necesse est esse deos, quoniam insitag
gorum vel potius innatas cogitationes habemus.” Origen, Adv. Ceisum, 1: 4—"Men
would not be guilty, 1f they did not carry in their minds common notions of morality,
inpate and written in divine letters.” Calvin, Institutes, 1: 8 : B— “Those who rightly

judge will always agree that there I8 an indelible sense of divinity engraven upon
men’s minds.* Fleming, Vocab. of Philosophy, art.: * Innate Ideag* —* Degoarbes
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ia supposed to bave taught (and Loeko devebed the first book of his Besays to refuting
the doctrine ) that these ideas are jnnate or gonnate with the soul; 4. e., the intellect
finds itself at birth, or as soon as it waliod o oonsclous activity, to Be posseased of ideng
to which it has only to attach the nppmpﬂwa names, or of mdgments which it only
needs t0 express in fit propositions—4, e., prior to any experience of individual objects.”

-Royee, Spirit of Modern Philosophy, 71~ In cortain familles, Descartes teaches, good
bresding and the gout arelonate. Yet,.of course, the children of such families have to
be instructad in deportment, and the infants just learning to walk seem happily quite
free from gout. Even so geometry.1s ingate in us, but 1t does not come to our con-
sciousness without much trouble ™ ; 78+ Looke found no Innate idess. ' He maintained,
in reply, that “infants, with thelr rml‘as,ahowed no sign of belng awnre that thmgs
which are equal to the same thing are eqgal te each other.” Schopenhauer said that
*f Jacobi had the trifling wealkmess of taking all he had learned and approved before his
fifteenth year for lnborn ldeas of the himgn mind.”” Bowne, Principles of Ethics, §—
** That the ratlonal ideasars condjtioned Iry the gense experience and are sequent to i,
18 unquestioned by any one; and that experience showy a successive order of manifes-

tation 18 equally undoubted. - But thé sehsationalist has always shown a curious blind-
ness to the ambiguity of such a fact, He:will have it that what comes after must be a
modification of what went before; whersasg it might be that, and it might be a new,
though conditioned, manifestation of an tymanent nature or law. Chemical affinity is
not gravity, although affiniiy cannot malﬂ.ﬂautitaelf until gravity has brought the ele-
ments into ¢ertain relations,”

Filelderer, Philosophy of Religion, 13 m — “This principle was not trom the begin-
ning in the conselousness of men ; for, {n order to think ideas, resson musat be clearly
developed, which in the first of ml.nkind it could just as litile be as in children. This
however does not exclude the fact that there was from the beglnning the uneonscious.
rutional impulse which lay at the basia of the formation of the bellef in God, however
manifold may have been the direct motives which co-operated with 1t.” Belf is implied
in theaimpleat act of knowledge Banmtiongimus two thinge, £.g., black and white;
but I cannot compare them wlt.houtrmrt!‘.ng difference for me. Different sensationa
make no knowledge, without s gelf to bring-them together. Upton, Hibbert Lectures,
lecture 2 * You could as ensily pmvatﬁegxﬁmnoe of anexternal world to a man who
had no senses to percelve it, a8 you' oonm pn’me the existence of God {6 one who had
no consciousnegs of God,”

B. Pomtwely —A firgt truth isw knowledga which, though developed
upon oecegion of cbeervetion and reflection, is not derived from obsmerva-
tion and reflection,-—a knowledge on the contrary which has such logical
priority that it must be assnmed or' gupposed, in order to make any obser-
vation or reflection possible. Buch truthe are not, therefore, resognized
first in order of time ; some of them are sssented to somewhat late in the
mind's growth ; by the great majority of men fhey are never eonsciously
formulated at all.  Yet they constitute the necessary assumptions upon
which all other knowledge rests, and the mind has not only the inborn
capacity to evolve them so soon as the proper ccessions are presented, but
the recognition of them is inevitable' A0 soon as the minrd begins to give
neconnt to iteelf of its own knowledge.

Mansel, Metaphysios, 52, 219 —* To delcﬂbe ex'perlence a8 the cause of the ldea of
spnoe would be as inaccurate ag to gperk of the goil in which it was planted as the
anuse of the oak — though the planting iy the soi} 18 the condition which brings into
manifestation the Jatent power of the atorh.” Colertdge: ** We gee before we know that
we haveeyea; but when once this 18 known, we perceive that eyes must have pretixisted
in order to enabls ue to see.” Colaridge #peaks of first truthg as “those neces-
sities of mind or forma of thinking, wislok, $hough revealed to us by experience, must
yot have preéixisted In order to maké experience posgible.” MeCosh, Intuitions, 43, 49
~— Intuftions are *“ like flower aud frult; which are in the plant from its embryo, but
may not be actuslly formed til} thérs'lmwe been a stalk and branches and leaves.”
Porter, Human Intellect, 501, 518 —* Buo&)bmtlm cannot be acquired or assented to first
of alL.” Some are reached lugt of Al . m;nqml intuition {8 often developed late, and
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somiatimes, even then, only upon cecasion of eorporal punjshment. “ Every man is as
lazy a8 circumstaneces will admit,” Qur physical laziness 18 cocasionat; our mental
laziness frequent ; our moral laziness incessant. We are too lazy to think, and egpeoiaily
to think of religion. On aecount of this depravity of human nature we should expect
the intuition of God to be developed last of all. Men shrink from contact with God
and from the thought of God. In fact, thelr dislike for the infuition of God leads them
not seldom to deny &ll their other intuitions, even those of freedom and of right.
Henoe the modern * peychology without a goul.” .

Schurmen, Agnosticleni and@ Religion, 105-116 — “ The idea of God . . . Islatest to
devalop into clear conselousnesg . . . and must belstegt, for it e the unity of the
diffarence of the self and the not-self, which are therefore presupposed.” But ‘“it bas
not less validity in iteelf, 1t givea no less trustworthy assurance of actuality, than the
consoipusness of the self, ox the consciousness of the not-self, . . . The consclous-
ness of God is the logleal prits of the consclousness of self and of the world. But not,
& already observed, the chronological : for, according to the profound observation of
Aristotle, what 1n the nature of things ig firat, 18 in the order of development last. Just
beocaunse God 1s the firat principls of being and knowing, he i3 the last t0 be manifested
and kpown, . . . The finite and the infinite are both known together, and it is as
imposaible to know one without the other a8 it f8 to apprehend an angle without the
sides which contain it.” Forsecount of the relation of the intuttions to experience, gee
especiplly Couniny, True, Beautiful and Good, 36-64, and History of Philosophy, 2 : 188~
245, Compare Kant, Critique of Pure Heason, Introd,; 1. Bee also Bascom, in Bib. Sac.,
28: 1-47; 27+ 85-00, ‘ :

9, Their oriteric. The criteria by which first truths are to be tested
sre three :

A. Their universality. By this we mean, not that all men sgsent fo
them or understand them when propounded in scientific form, but that all
men manifest a practical belief in them by their langusge, actions, and
expaotations.

" B. Their necessity. By this we mean, not that if is impossible to deny
these tynths, but that the mind is compelled by its very constitution to
recognize them upon the occurrence of the proper conditions, and to
employ them in its arguments to prove their non-existence,

0. Their logical independence and priority. By this we mean that
these truths can be resolved into no others, and proved by no others ; that
they are presupposed in the mequisition of all other knowledge, and can
therefore be derived from no other source than an original cognitive power
of the mind.

Instances of the profedsed and formal denial of first fruths: — the positivist denies
caugality ; the ldealist denies substance; the pantheist donies pergonality ; the neceast-
tarian denies freedotn ; thy nihilist donies his own existence. A man may in like man-
ner argue that there 8 no necesslty for an atmosphere ; but even while he argues, he
bresthes it. Instance the knock-down argument to demonstrate the frecdom of the
will, Igrant my own existence in the very dovbting of it; for % eogito, ergo sum,” s
Deacartea himaelf insisted, really means “ cogito, seilicet sam ™ ; H. B. Smith: ** The
statement Is analyais, not proof.” Ledd, Philosophy of Knowledge, 58— " The copito,
in barbarous Latin = cogitans sum: thinking s self-conseious being.” Bentham: “*The
word eught Is an authoritative imposture, and ought to be bunished from the realm of
mornds.” Bpinoza snd Hegel really deny self-copeciousness when they make man g
phenomenon of the infinite, Royoce likena the denfer of personality to the man who
goes ontside of his own house and declarea that no one llves there because, when he
Jooks in at the window, he gees no one ingide,

‘Profegaor James, In hia Peyohology, sssumes the reality of a brain, but refuses to
assume the reality of asoul. This is essentially the poaition of materialism. But this
assuniption of a brain i8 metaphysies, aithough the author claims to be writing a
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psychology without metaphysics. . Ladd, Philosophy of Mind, 3 —**The materialist
believes in orusation proper 80 long 88 he ia explaining the origin of mind from mat-
ter, but when he i# agked to gee In mind the canse of physical change he at once
becomes a mere phenomenalist.” Rgyoe, Spirit of Modern Philosophy, 400 — * I know
that all beings, If only they ean count, must find that three and two maire five. Per-
haps the angels oannot count; but, i they oan, this axiom ig true for them, If I met
an angel who declared that hisexperience had cecasionally ashown him g three and two
that did not make five, I should know .at cnce what gort of an angel he was,” On the
criteria of firgt truths, see Porter, Human Intellect, 510, 511, On denfal of them, gee
Shedd, Dogmeatiec Theology,1:818, = °

II. Tz EXISTENCE oF (0D A PIRST TRUTH.

‘1, That the knowledge of God's existence answers the first eriterion
of universality, is evident from the following eonsiderations

A, Ttisan acknowledged fact that the vast majority of rien have actu-
ally recognized the existence of a spiritual being or beings, npon whom
they conceived themselves to be dependent.

Tha Vedag daclare: ‘*Theora iz hutone Being -—no gecond.” Max M#ller, Origin and
Growth of Religion, 84 —* Not the visthle sin, mogn and stars are invoked, but some-
thing else that cannot be seen.”” The lowest tribes have conacience, fear death, believe
in witches, propitiate or frighten away evil fates, Even the fetich-worshiper, who
calls the gtone or the tree a god,.shows that he hagalveady the idea of a4 God. Wemust
not measure the ideas of the heathen by thelr capacity for expression, any more than
we sbould judge the child’s belief in the existence of his father by his succeasin draw-
ing the father's picture, On heathenism, ita origin and nature, see Tholuek, in Bib,
Repos., 1832 : 6 ; Schols, Gitzendienst nund Zanberwesen.

B. Those races and nations which have at firat seemed destitute of such
knowledge have uniformly, npon further investigation, been found to pos-
sess it, so that no tribe of men with which we have thorough acquaintance
can be said to be without sn ubjset -of worship. We may presume that
further knowledge will show this to be true of all.

Moffat, who reported that certain Africar tribes were destitute of religlon, was oor-
rected by the testimony of his son-in-law, Livingatone: “ The existence of God and of
# Tuture Iifc is everywhere recognized in Afriea.’' Where men are most nearly destitute
of noy formulated knowledge of God, the conditions for the awakening of the idea
are most nearly sbsent. An apple-tree may be B0 conditioned that 1t never bears
apples. * We do not judge of the cak by the stunied, flowerless specimens on the edga
6f the Aretio Cirole.!” The prosence of an cecasional blind, deaf or dumb man does
not dlsprove the definition that man I8 & seeing, hearing and speaking creature.
Rowne, Principles of Ethies, 164 —*'We need not tremble for mathematics, even if
gome tribes should be found without the multiplication-table. . . . Sub-moral and
sub-rational existence 18 always with ug in the ease of young children; and, If we
ghould find it elsewhere, it would have no greater significance,”

Viotor Hugo: ‘*Some men deny the Infinite ; some, too, deny the sun; they are the
blind.” Gladden, Whet ig Left? 148 —* A wan may escape from his shadow by going
into the dark ; if he comes under the light of the sun, the shadow ig there. A man may
be so mentally undisciplined that be does tiot recognize these ideas; butlet him learn
the use of his reason, let him reficet on his own mental processes, and he will Inow
that they are necessary idess.” On an original monothelsm, see Diestel, in Jahrbuch
£iir dewtsche Theologle, 1880, and vol. §:800; Max Mtller, Chips, 1:337; Rawlinson, in
Pregent Day Traots, No. 11; Legge, Religlona of China, 8-11; Bhedd, Dogmatic Theol-
ogy, 1:201-208. Per contra, see Asmui. Indoa'enn Relig., 2:1-8; and synopsis in Bib,
fac., Jan, 1877 : 167-172.

C. This conclusion is corrobomﬁed by the fact that those individusls, in
heathen or in Christian lands, who profess themselves to be without any
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Imowledge of & spiritual power or powers above them, do yet indirectly
manifest the existence of such an idea in their minds and its positive influ-
ence over them.

Comte aaid that soience would sondust God to the frontler and then bow him ount,
with thanks for his provisional services. But Herbert Spencer afirms the existence of
a ** Power to which no Limit in time or space i8 conoeivable, of which all phenomens as
presented in consciousness are manifestations.” The iniuition of God, thongh formally
excluded, iaimplicltly contained in Spencer's system, in the shape of the *irreaisiible
bellef” in Absalute Being, which distlnguishes his position from that of Comte: ses
H. Spencer, who says: *One truth must ever grow clearer — the truth that there is an
inscrutable exstence everywhere manifested, to which we can neither find nor con-
celve beginning or end -~ the one sbsolute certainty that we are ever in the presence of
an infinite and eternal energy from which all things proceed.” Mr, Spencer assumes
unity in the underlying Reality. Frederick Harrison sneeringly asks him; “Why not
sy ‘forces,’ instead of *force’?" While Harrison gives us a supreme faoral ideal
without a metaphysical ground, Spencer gives us an ultimate wetaphysical principle
without a final moral purpose. The idea of God is the synthegis of the two, —* They
are but broken lights of Thee, And thow, O Lord, art more than they ' (Tenny-
son, In Memoriam).

Solon spoke of & $eév and of v delov, and Bophocles of & uéyas Seée. The term for
#God” 18 ideéntical in all the Indo-European lahgunges, and therefore belonged to the
time befors those lJanguages separated ; gee Bhedd, Dogro. Theol., 1:201-208, In Virgl's
Aneid, Mezentlus is an atheist, & despiser of the gods, trusting only in his spear
and in. hie right arm ; but, when the corpse of his son i8 brought to him, his first act {8 to
raise his banda to heaven. Hume was a sceptic, but he said to Ferguson, as they
walked ot 2 starry night: * Adam, there i3 & God!™ Voltaire prayed in an Alpine
thunderstorm, Shelley wrote his name in the vistbors’ book ef the inp at Montanvert,
and added: * Democrat, philanthropist, atheist’ ; yet he loved to think of & *““fine
intellectual apirit pervading the universe™; and he algo wrote: “ The One remaing, the
meny change and pas’; Heaven'ds light forever shines, Earth’s shadows fiy.” firauss
worships the Cosmod, becanse * order and law, reason and goodness** are the soul of it.
Reuan trusta in goodness, design, ends. Charles Darwin, Life, 1:2/4 —“In my most
extreme fluctuations, T have never been an athelst, in the gense of denying the existe
ence of a God.”

D. This sgreement among individuals and nations so widely separated
in time and plave ¢an be most satisfactorily explained by supposing that it
bas its ground, not in aceidental eirenmstances, but in the nature of man as
man. The diverse and imperfectly developed ideas of the supreme Being
which prevail among men are bess sccounted for es misinterpretations and
perversions of an intuitive conviction common to all,

Huxley, Lay Sermons, 165 —** There are savages without God, it any proper sense of
the word ; but there are none without ghosts.” Martineau, Study, 2:553, wel replics:
“ Instead of turning other people inte ghoete, and then appropristing one to ourselves
{and attributing another t0 God, we may add ] hy way of imitation, we atart from the
pense of personal continuity, and then predicate the same of others, under the figures
which keep most clear of the physical and perishable.” Grant Allen doscribes the
higherreligiong as & grotesque fungoid growth,” that hes gathered about a primitive
thread of ancestor-worship. But this is to derive the greater from the lesa. Bayoe,
Hibbert Lectures, 358—* I can find ne trace of ancestor-worship in the earliest Htera-
ture of Babylomia which hes survived to us”—this seems fatal to Buxley's and Allen’s
view that the idea of God is derived from man’s prior helief in spirita of the dead.
C. M. Tyler, in Am. Jour. Theo,, Jan. 1890 ; 14— * 1t secems impossible to deify a dead
man, uniess there 18 embryonie in primitive consclousness a prior concept of Deity.”

Renouf, Religlon of Ancient Egypt, 98— '*The whoie mythology of Egypt . . .
turns on the histories of Ra and Osiris. . . . 'Texts are discovered which ideatify
Ogiris and Ra. . , . Other texts are known wheroln Ra, Osirls, Amon, and all other
gods digappear, except assimple names, snd the unity of God is asserted in the nobleat
Iangusge of monotheiatic veligion.” These facts are surlier than any known ancestor-
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worship. *They point to an original ijep of divinity above humanity * (gee Hill, Gen-
etfo Philosophy, 817). We must add #hié Jdes of the superhuman, before we can turn
any animism or anocostor-worship into & religion. Thid superhuman element was sug-
goested to early men by all he saw of mt.m'e shout; him, egpecially by the sight of the
heavens above, and by what he kuew of causalty within, For the evidence of a unie
versal recognition of a superior power, Se6 Flint, Anti-theistic Theories, 250280, 532-533;
Rencuf, Hibbert Lectures for 1870: 1601 Bib. Bac., Jan. 1884; 132-157; Peschel, Races of
Men, 261; Ulrici, Leib und Seele, 688, and.Gott und die Natur, 858870, 758 Tylor, Primi-
tive Culture, 1:877, 881, 418: Alexander, Hvidences of Christianity, 22; Calderwood,
Philosophy of the Infinite, 512; Liddon, Elements of Religion, 50; Mathodist Quar. Rev.,
Jan. 1875 1% J, F. Clark, Ten Great Ralls!nns. 2i-a.

2, That the knowledge of Gﬂd"a szistence answers the second oriterion
of neceseity, will be seen by conmdering :

A, That men, under ciroumstances fitted to call forth this knowledge,
cannot avoid recognizing the existence of God. In eontemplating finite
existence, there is inevitably saggested the ides of an infinite Being ns ita
correlative. TUpon ocession of the mind’s perceiving its own finiteness,
dependence, responsibility; it immediately and necessarily perceives the
exiatence of an infinite and unconditioned Being upon whom it is depend-
ent and to whom it is responsible. ‘

‘We could not recognize the finite s fintte, exoept by comparing it with an already
exigting standard — the Infinite. Mensel, Limits of Religous Thought, lect, 3—* Weare
compelled by the constitution of pur minds to belleve in the existence of an Absolute
and Infinite Being - & bellef which appears forced upon us as the complement of our
consciousness of the relative and finite,” Fisher, Journ. Chr. Philos., Jan. 1883: 118 —
* Ego and non-ego, each belng conditivned by-the other, presuppose unconditioned
betng on whick both are dependent.”. faconditioned being is the silent presupposition
of all our knowling.” Percelved dependent being implies an independent ; independent
being is perfeetly self-determining ;-melfidetermination 18 personality; perfect seif-
determination is inflnite Personality. -Johr Watson, in Philos. Rev., Sept. 1883:526 —
“There ja no consciousness of self apart £rom the consclousness of other selves and
things; and no conseiousncgs of the world apart from the conscipusness of the single
Reality presupposed in both.” H. Caipd, Bvolution of Religlon, 64-08— In every act of
consciousness the primary elemauﬂa are imphed : **the idea of the object, or not-self ;
the ides of the subject, or saif ; and the idea of the unity which is presupposed in the
difference of the self and not-solf, and within which they act and react on each other.'
See Calderwood, Philos, of Infinite, 48, and Moral Fhilos., 77; Hopkins, Qutline Study
of Man, 283-285; Shedd, Dogm. Theol,, 11211

B, That men, in virtue of their humanity, have & capacity for religion.
This recognized capecity forreligionis proof that the idea of God is & neces-
gary one, If the mind uponproper coeasion did not evolve this ides, there
would be nothing in man to.whieh religion could appeal,

“It §n the suggestion of the Infintte thet makes the line of the far horizon, seen over
land or ses, S0 much more impresaive sthan the beauties of any imited landscape,” In
times of gudden shock and danger, this resional intuition becomes @ presentative
infuition, — men become more conadous Gf God’s existence than of the existence of
their fellow-men and they instinctively ery to God for help. In the commands and
reproaches of the moral nehire the soul reeognizes & Lawgiver and Judge whose voice
conscience merely ochoes. Aristotls oglled man. " a political animal” ; 1t 58 still more
true, ag Babatier declazes, that * man e inenrably religlous.” St. Bernard: * Noverim
me, noverimte,” O. P, Gifford : *AaTafk, from which under proper conditions creem
does not rise, 18 not milk, so the maiy, ‘who gpon proper occesion ghows no knowledge
of God, 1s not man, but brute,” . We:grust not however expect cream from frozen
tilk, Proper environment and: oonﬂﬂmm needed.

1t 1a the recognition of adivine Pemiality In nature which constitutes the greatest
me.ﬂt and charm of Wordsworth's poetrr In his Tintern Abbey, he speaks of “ A pros-
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ence that dlgturbs me with the joy Of elevated thoughts: asense sublime Of some-
thing far more deeply interfused, Whose dwelling i8 the light of setting suns, And
tho round ooean and the living air, And the blue sky and in the mind of' man: A mo-
tion and & spipit that impels All thinking things, ail objects of all thought, And rolls
throungh all things.” Robert Browning sees God in humanity, as Wordsworth sees God
in nature. In his Fohenstiel-8chwangnu he writes: * This ig the glory, that in all
vonceived Or felt or known, I recognize a Mind — Not mine, but like m!ne — for the dou-
ble joy Making all things for me, and me for Him.” John Ruskin held that the foun-
dation of beauty in the world 15 the presence of God in it, In hig youth he tells us that
he had * a continual perception of sanctity in the whole of natpre, from the slightest
thing to the vastest — an inetinetive awe mixed with delight, an indefinable thrill such
24 we sometimes imagine to indicate the pregence of & disembodied spirit.”” But it
was not a disembodied, but an embodied, Bpirit that he saw, Nitzach, Christlan Doc~
trine, §7=—""TInless education and enlture were proceded by an innate consciousnesy of
God as an operative predisposttion, there would be nothing for education and culture
to work upon.,” On Wordsworth's recognition of a divine personality in nature, soe
Knight, Btudies, 282317, 406426 ; Hutton, Essays, 2:118.

Q. That he who denies Grod’s existence must tacitly agsume that existence
in his very argument, by employing logical processes whose validity rests
upon the fact of God’s existence. The full proof of this belongs under the
next head.

“Iam an atheist, God knows *’ — wag the absurd beginning of an argument to dis-
prove the divine existence, {utler, Beginnings of Hihics, 23— Even the Nihilists,
whoee first principle is that God and duty are greet bugbears to be abolighed, assume
that God apd duty exist, and they are impelled by & sense of duty to abolish them.”
Mrs, Browning, The Cry of the Hyman: “*There 18 no God,’ the foolish saith; But
none, ‘ There ia no gorrow ’; And nature oft the ory of faith In bitter need will bor-
row : Fyes which the preacher could not school By wayside graves are ralsed ; And lips
#ay, * God be pitiful,’ Who ne'er eaid, * God be praised.'” Dr. W. W. Keen, when called
0 treat an Irishman’s aphesie, gaid: * Well, Dennis, how are you ?*  *“Oh, doctor, T
cannot spake!™ * But, Dennis, ¥ou dre speaking.” * Oh, doctor, it's many a word I
aannot spake 1” *“'Weoll, Dennls, now I will try you. See if you cannoteay, * Horse.' "
*Oh, doator dear, * horse’ 18 the very word I cannot spakel™ On this whole secton,
aoo A. M. Fatrbairn, Origin ard Development of Ides of God, in Studiea in Philos. of
Relig. and History ; Martinesu, Religion and Materialism, 46; Bighop Temple, Barap-
ton Lectures, 1884 ; 37-65,

8. That the knowledge of Qod's existence answers the third criterion
of logical independence and priority, may be shown as follows

A, Itis presupposed in all other knowledge as ifs logieal condition and
foundation. The validity of the simplest mental acts, such as sense-percep-
tion, self-consciousness, and memory, dependa npon the assumption that a
God exists who has 80 constituted cur minds that they give us knowlsdge

of things ss they are.

Pflefderer, Philos. of Beligion, 1: 88— The ground of soience and of cognition gen-
erally i& to be found neither in the gubject nor in the object per gz, but only in the divine
thinking that combines the two, which, as the common ground of the forms of thinking
in all fintte minds, and of the forms of being in sl things, makes possible the correspan-
dence or agreement between the former and the latter, or in a word makes Enowle
edge of truth posgible.” ¥1—' Religioua belief iz presupposed in all solentifie knowl-
edge a8 the basis of it possibility.”” Thig I8 the thought of Psalm 38:10 — “In thy Light shail
weaee light” A, J. Balfour, Foundations of Belief, 303 — ** The uniformity of nature can-
not be proved from experience, for it is wiat makes proof from experience possible.
« « .« JAssame it, and we phall And that facts conform toit. . . . 300 —The uni-
formity of nature can be established only by the aid of thet principle itself, and is
necegsarily involved in sll attempts to prove it. . . . There must be a Gbd, to justify
our confidence in innate ideas.”
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Bowne, Theory of Thought and Knowledge, 278 — * Refleotion shows that the com-
munity of individus] intelligences iy possitle only through an ell-embracing Intell-
genoe, the source and oreator of Anfte minde.” Science reats upon the postulate of &
world-order. Huxloy: * The objest of salence is the discovery of the rational order
which pervades the universe.” Thig rational order presupposea a rational Author,
Dubois, in New Englander, Nov. 1850;: 488 —** We assume uniformity end continufty,
or we can have no goience, An intelHgent Creative Will is a genuine sclentiflc hypoth.
eals [ postulate # 1, suggested by analogy and confirmed by experience, not contradiet-
iog the fundamental law of uniformity but acconnting for it.” Ritchie, Darwin and
Hegel, 18— That nature {a & sygtem, 1a the assumyption underlying the earliest mythol-
ogles: to fill up this conception in the alin of the lateat scienoce,” Royoce, Rellg. Aspect
of Philogophy, 485 —** There 18 such w-thing as orrot§ but error is inconceivable unless
there be auch a thing a3 truth ; and tryth ls inconceivable unless there be a seat of
truth, an infinite all-including Thought or Mind; therefore such a Mind exis!

B. The more complex prooessss of the mind, such as induction and de-
duction, can be relied on only by presuppoeing a thinking Deity who has
made the various parts of the universe and the various sspects of truth to
correspond to each other and to the investigating faculties of man.

‘We argue from one apple to the others on the tree. Newton argued from the fall of
an apple to gravitatlon In the moon and throughout the aolar systern, Rowland
argued from the chemistry of our world to that of Birius. In all such argument there
is assumed g unitying thought and & thinking Delty. This 18 Tyndail's *scientifto use
of the fmagination.” * Nourished,” he says, *by knowledge partially won, and
bounded by ooliperant reason, imagination s the mightiest instrument of the physical
digooverer.” What Tyndall calls ' hnegination ™, 18 really ingight into the thoughts of
God, the great Thinker. It prepavesthe way tor logical reasoning,—it 13 not the pro-
duct of mere rensoning. For this readon. Goethe called imagination *“die Vorachule
des Denkens,” or “ thought's preparatoty school.”

Peabody, Christianity the Religfon of Nature, 28 —* Induction is syllogism, with the
immutable attributes of God for & constant term.” Porter, Hum, Intellect, 482
* Induction rosta upon the agsumption, s it demands for its ground, that a personal or
thinking Delty exists™ ; 858 —* It hesa ne meaning or validity unless we assume that the
untverse I5 congtituted in such b wey aa to presuppose an absolute and unconditioned
originator of itd forces and laws™ ;-882—'"We analyze the severdal processes of
knowledge into their underlying asauneptions, and we find that the assumption which
underlies thew all 18 that of a self-existent Intelligence who not only can be known by
mati, but mugt be known by man in order thet man may know anything besides ™ ; sea
algo pages 486, GOB, 508, 518, 519, 585, €18, MHarris, Philos. Basis of Theism, 81 —* The
procesees of reflective thonght imply that the universe s grounded in, and is the man-
{featation of, reason "' ; 50— *The existence of a personal God is a neceasary datum of
sclentifio knowledge.” So algo, Fisher, Basays on Bupernat. Origin of Christianity,
584, ana in Journ., Christ. Philos., Jan. 1883 ; 126, 130

Q. Our primitive belief in final cause, or, in other words, our convie-
tion thaet all things have their ends, that design pervades the universe,
involves a belief in God's exiaterge. In assuming that there i s universe,
that the universe is a rational. whnle, a aystem of thought-relations, we
assume the existence of an a.bsoluta Thinker, of whose thought the
nuniverse is an expression,

FPlleiderer, Philoa, of Religion, 1: 81 —“fm real can only be thinkable if it i3 realize¢
thought, a thought previously thought, which our thinking has only to think again,
Theretore the real, in order to be thinkahls for us, mugt be the realized thought of the
oreative thinking of an eternal divise Reason which fa presented to our cogmitive
ihinking." Royce, World and Inmﬁm 2141 —*TUniversal teleology constitutes the
eeeence of all facts,” A, H. Bradford, The Age of Faith, 142 Buffering and sorrow
are universal. Either God could preveat them and would fiot, and therefore he fs
nelther beneficent nor loving ;- or else e pinnct prevent them and therefore something
in greater than God, and thmforethem i.sno God? But here is the use of reason in
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the individual reasoning. Heasoning in the individmal necessitates the absolute or
universal reason. If therois the absclute reason, then the universe and history ave
ordered and administered in harmony with resson; then suffering and sorrow can be
nelther meaningless nor final, since that would be the contradiction of reason. That
cannot be possible in the universe} and absolute which contradicts resson {n man.”

D, Our primitive belief in moral obligation, or, in other words, our
conviction that right has universal suthority, involves the belief in God’s
existence, In assuming that the universe is a moral whole, we assume the -
existence of an sbsolute Will, of whose righteousness the universe is an
expresgion,

Pfieiderer, Philos. 0f Religlon, 1 : 88 —*'The ground of moral obligation is found
nelther i the sabject nor in goclety, but only in the universal or divine Will that cora-
bines both. . . . 108—Theidea of God isthe unity of the true and the good, or of thetwo
highest ideas which our reason thinks as theorstical reason, but demands as practical
reason. . . . In the idea of God we find the only aynthesis of the world that {s—the
world of scienoce, and of the world that ought fo be-tho world of religlon.” Ssth,
Ethical Principles, 425 — “'This {8 not a mathematical demonstration. Philosophy never
is an exact gelence. Rather isit offered as the only suficient foundation of the moral
lfe, , ., Thelife of goodness . . , 1salife based on the conviotlon thatits source and {ts
imgues are in the Eternsal and the Infinite.” As finite truth and goodness are compre-
heusible only in the light of some abaolute principle which furnishes for them an ideal
gtandard, 8o finite beauty is inexplicable except as there exists a perfect standard with
which it may be oomparedf The beautiful is more than the agreeable or the useful.
Proportion, order, harmony,  unity in diversity--all these are characteristics of
besuty., Butthey all imply an intellectual and spiritual Being, from whom they pro-
coed and by whom they can be measured. Both physical and moral beauty, in finite
thinge and beings, are symbols and manifestations of Him who is the anthor and lover
of beauty, and who 18 himself the infinite and absolute Besuty. The beautiful tn
nature and in art shows that the idea of God’s existence is loglcally independent and
prior., See Cousin, The True, the Beautiful, and the Good, 140-158: Kant, Metaphysic of
Ethivs, who holds that belief in GoQ i8 the necessary presupposition of the belief ln duty,

To repeat these four points in another form—the intnition of an Abso-
lute Reason is () the necessary presupposition of all other knowledge, so
that we cannot know anything elss fo exist exeept by assuming first of all
that (tod exists; (5) the necessary basis of all logical thought, so that we
cannot put confidence in any one of our reasoning processes except by
taking for granted that a thinking Deity has consfructed our minds with
reference to the nniverse and fo truth; (¢) the necesanry implication of our
primitive belief in design, so that we can assume all things to exist for a
purposs, only by making the prior assumption that a purposing God exists
— con regard the universe as a thought, only by postulating the existence .
of an absolute Thinker ; and {d) the necessary foundation of our convio-
tion of moral obligation, s that we can believe in the universal suthority
of right, only by assuming that there exists & God of righteonsness who
revesls his will both in the individual conseience and in the moral universe
et large. We cannot prove that God is; buf we ean show that, in order to
the existence of any knowledge, thought, remson, conscience, in man,
man must assume that God is. _

Ag Jacobi said of the beautiful: ** Es kann gewlesen aber nicht bewlesen werden ” —
it can pe shown, but not proved. Bowne, Metaphyalos, 472 —* Our objestive knowl-
sdge of the finite must reet upon ethical trust in the infinite” ; 480— " Theism istha
absolute postulate of all knowledge, science and philosophy ”; *God is the most

certain fact of objective knowledge.” Ladd, Bib. Sac., Oct. 1877 : 611-816— * Cogito,
ergo Deus est. 'Wa are obliged to postulats & not-ourselves which makes for rational- .
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ity, as well as for rightecusnese.” "W % Harris:  Even natural science is imposstble,
wheve philogophy hes not yet fa.npht that reanon made the world, and thet natureisa
revelatiop of the ratioual,” Wlmtal;, fogic, 2:0; New Eoglander, Oct. 1871, art. on
Gmunds of Confidence In Induotive Beasoning Bib. Bac., Ti416-425; Dorner, Glau-

hre, 1:197; Trendelsuburg, Iogmche Untersuchungen, oh.’ “‘Zweck"; Ulrlot
Gott und die Natur, 540626 ; Tacheliar, Du Fondement de 1'Induetion, 18. Per c.omm.
seo Janet, Final Causes, 174, note, apd 467-484, who holds final cause to be, not an
intuition, but the result of applymg- the principle of ogueality to cases which mechan-
1cal laws alone will not explain. -

Pascal: “Nature confoundsthe Fyﬂhon:llt. and Beagon confounds the Dogmatiet.
We have an jncapacity of damomtmtlon. which the former cannot overgome; we
have a conception of truth which fhé latter cannot disturb.”  *There is no Unbelief!
Whoever aays, * To-morrow,’ *The’ 'G‘nk:nown.' * The Future,’ trusts that Power alone,
Nor dareg digown.” Janes, Rnbgr_t.ﬂrmming 314 —* We cannot indeed prove God s
the conclusion of & sylogiam, for heis the primary bypothesls of all proot.,” Robert
Browning, Hohenstiel-Bchwangay: *I know that he is there, aa I am here, By the
same proof, which seems no proof a4 all, It so exceeds familiar forms of proof™;
Paracelsus, 27—*To know Ratber oconsists in opening out a way Whence the
tmprisoned splendar may escape Then {n effecting sntrance for a light Supposed to ba
without.” Tennyson, Holy Grail:“ Let visfons of the night or day Come as they will,
and many & time they come. , . . In fsoments when he feols he cannot die, And knowa
himgelf no vision o himself, Nor the high God & vislon, nor that One Who rose
again ¥ ; The Ancient Sage, 548 —* Thou onnst not prove the Namelegs, O my sont Nox
canst thou prove the world thou moveet in. Thou canst not prove that thou art body
alone, Nor censt thon prove thaf thm art apirit alone, Nor canst thou prove that thou
art both in one. Thou canst not prove that thou art immortal, no, Nor yet that thou
art mortal. Nay, my son, thou oanst not prove that I, who speak with thee, Am not
thyself in converse with thyself, Fot nothing worthy proving can be proven, Nor yet
digproven: Wherefore be thou wise, Ohmw ever to the sunnier gide of doubt, And cling
t0o Faith beyond the forms of Faith.”.

IOI. Orees Buerosan Sowm oF ovr Inms or Gop's Exterence.

Our proof that the idea of God's existence is & rational intnition will not
be complete, until we show that attempts to account in other ways for the
origin of theiden are insufficient, and require as their presupposition the
very intuition which they would supplant or reduce to a secondary place,
'We claim that it cannot be derived from any other soutce than an original
eognitive power of the mind, |

1. Not from external revelnﬁon,—-—whether communioated (a} through
the Seriptures, or (b) through twadition ; for, unless man hagd from another
source a previous knowledge uf ‘the existence of a God from whom such a
revelation might come, the mahhon itself could have no authority for

him,

(@) See Giliespls, Necessary mw of God, 10; Ebrard, Dogmatik, 1:117; H. B.
Smith, Faith and Philosophy, 18— *.A vevelation takes for granted that he to whom it
{a made has some knowledge of God, though it may enlarge and purify that

knowledge.” 'We cannot prove God from the authority of the Seriptures, and then alao
prove the Scriptures from the authorléy of God. Thbe very idea of Soripture asa revela-
tion presupposed bellef in a God who ¢an make it. Newman Smyth, in New
FEoglander, 1878 355 — We cannot detlm from a sun-dial our knowledge of the exist-
énce of agun. The sun-dial presippoged the sun, and caznot be understood without
previous kuowledge of the sun. Wauttirs, Chuistisn Ethics, 2 : 103—* The volce of the
dvine ego Ao not flvst come to moaunmnumem of the individual ego from withe
out: rather does every axternal Te jon presuppose already this inver one: there
muet echo out from within man-sofsething kindred to the outer revelation, in order
to its being recognized and accapted kydivine.”

Yairbairm, Studies in Philos. of Rellg, and Hist., 21, 22— If man ls dependent on an
outer revelation for his ides oi‘ God. t‘,ﬁin ‘he must have what Schelling baprily termed
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*an original athelem of consciousness.” Eeligion cannot, in that case, be rooted in the
nature of man, — 1t muat be implanted from without.,” Schurman, Bellef in God, 75—
** A primitive revelation of God eould cnly mean that God hed endowed man with the
capacity of apprehending his dlvine original. This capacity, like every other, i3
innate, and like svery other, it realized iteelf only in the presence of sppropriate oon-
ditions.” Clarke, Christian Theology, 112—* Revelation cannot demongtrate God's
exlstence, for It must agsume it; but it will manifest his existence and character to
men, and will serve them s the chiof source of certainty concerning him, for it will
teach them what they eould not know by other means,™

(b} Nordoes our idea of God come primarily from tradition, for * tradition can par-
petuate only what has aiready beem ariginated® (Patton}, If the knowledge thus
handed down is the knowledge of a primitive revelation, then the argnment Just stated
appliea~that very revelation presupposed in those who first received it, and presup-
poses in those to whom it I8 handed down, gome knowledge of & Being from whom
such & revelatlon might come. If the kmowledge thus hended down i slmply
knowledge of the results of the reasonings of the race, then the knowledge of God
comes originally from reasoning —an explanation which we consider further on. On
the traditive theory of religion, see Flint, Theism, 23, 838; Cocker, Christianity and
Greek Philosophy, 86~06 ; Fairbalrn, Studies in Philos. of Relig. and Hist., i4,15; Bowen,
Metaph. and Ethics, 468, and in Bib. Bac., Oct. 18163 Pfeiderer, Religionsphilos., 812-322,

Bimilar answers must be returned to many common explanations of man’s bellef in
God: “Primus in orbe deos fecit timor”; Imsagination made religion: Priests
invented rellgion; Religion is a matter of lmitation and fashion. But we ask again:
‘What caupsed the fear? Who made the imagination? What made priests posgible?
‘What made imitation and fashion natnral? To say that man worships, merely beosuse
be sees other wnen worshiping, is as absurd aa to say that a horse eata hay beeauge he
gees other horses eating it. There must be a hunger in the soul to be gatisfled, or.
external things would never atiraot man to worship. Priests could never impose
upon men go continuously, unless there was in human nature & universal belief in a
God who might commisglon priests as his representatives, Imagination itself requires
some baais of roality, and a larger basgis as civilization advances. The fact that belfef in
God’'s existence gots » wider hold upon the race with each added century, shows that,
fnstead of fear having caused beilef in God, the truth is that bellef in God has caused
fear: indeed, *the fesr of Jehovak iz the beginming of wisdom™ (P 111 : 16).

2. XNot from experience, —whether this mean (&) the sense-perception
and reflection of the individual {Liocke), (5) the acenmnlated results of the
seneations and asscciations of past generations of the race (Herbert Spen-
car), or (c) the actunl contact of our sensitive nature with God, the super-
sensible reality, through the religions feeling (Newman Smyth),

The first form of this theory is inconsistent with the fact that the ides
of (tod is not the idea of a sensible or material object, nor a combination
of such idess, Since the spiritual and infinife are direct opposites of the
material and finite, no expericnoe of the latter can aocount for our idea of
the former.

‘With Looke { Resay on Hum. Understanding, 2 : 1: 4), experience is the passive recep-
tion of ideas by sensation or by reflection. Locke's *tabula raga ” theory mistakes the
oeoasion of our primitive ideas for their cause. To his statement: * Nihil est in Intel-
lectu nigl qilod ante fuerit in seneu,” Feibnitz replied: * Nisl intellectus ipse.”
Consciousness 1s sometimes called the source of our knowledge of God. But oon-
gelousness, as simply an accompanying knowledge of ourselves and our states, is not
properly the source of any other Imowledge. The German Gotteshewusstoein = not
+ consclousness of God,” but “knowledge of God " ; Bewwastsein here=not a ** con-
Enowing,” but & “ beknowing "; see Porter, Human Intellect, 86; Cousin, True,
Beautiful and Good, 48, 49,

Traser, Locke, 148-147— Sensations are the bricks, and association the mortar, of the
mental house, Bowne, Theory of Thought and Knowledge, 47 - Develope
by aliowing sounds to asgociate and evolve meaning for themseclves? Yet thisis the
exact parallel of the philosophy which aims to build intelligence out of sensation,
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v+ + » B2—0One who does not know hovr to read would look in vain for meaning ine
printed page, and in vain would’ hea@ek to help hia failure by using strong spectacles.’
Yet even if the idea of God were & pmmwt of experience, we should not be warranted
in refecting it as irrationsd. Bes Bmﬂka. Foundations of Zology, 182— ““There 1s no
antagonism hetween those who ghizfbute knowledge to experience and those who
attribite it to our innate veason ; between those who attribute the development of the
germ to mechanical conditions and thowe who atixibute it to the inkerent potency of
the germ itself; between those whe hold that al) nature was latent in the cosmio
vapor and those who believe that ewsrything In nature is immediately intended rather
than predetermined.” Al these may be inethods of the immanent God.

The second form of the theory I8 open to the objection that the very first
experience of the first man, equally with man’s latest experience, presup-
poses thig intuition, as well ag the other intnitions, and therefore cannot be
the cause of it. Moreover, even though this theory of its origin were cor-
rect, it would, still be impossible to think of the object of the intuition sg
not existing, and the intuition would still represent to us the highest mens-
ure of certitude at present attainable by man, If the evolution of ideas is
toward truth instesd of falsehood, it is the part of wisdom to set upon the
hypothesis that cur primitive belief is veracious.

Martineau, Study, 2:26 —* Nature {888 worthy of trust in her processes, as In her
gifts.” Bowne, Examination of Spenioer, 163, 164 —“ Are we toseok truth in the minds
of pre-human apes, or in the blind stirrings of some primitive pulp? In that onase we
can indeed put away all our solanee, but we must put awey the great dootrine of evolu-
tion aleng with it. The experience-philoaophy cannot escape this alternative: either
the positive deliverances of our matuye oonsciousness must be accepted as they stand,
or ali truth must be declared imposstbla,” ' See also Harris, Philos. Basis Theism, 137-142.

Charles Darwin, in 8 letter written & yeir before his Geath, referring to hia doubts as to
the existenoce of God, asks; “ Can wetrust to the convietions of a monkey's mind ? " We
mAy repiy: * Can we trust the conclisions of one who was once & baby?” Bowne,
Bthios, 8— * The genesis and emeargence of an idea are one thing; its valldity is quite
anothor. The logical value of chemistey cannot be decided by reclting its beginnings
in alehemy ; and the logica! value of astronomy 18 independent of the fact that it began
In estrology. . . . 11— Even if mah cane from the ape, we need not trembie for the
validity of the multiplication-table or of the Golden Rule. If we have moral insight,
it {8 no matter how we got it; and if we have no such insight, there i8 no help in any
psyohological theory. ... 1688 —We must not appeal to savages and babies to find
what i natural to the buman mind. . . . In the case of anything that is under the
law of development we can find its true nature, not by going back to its crude begin-
nings, but by studying the finished oittoome,” Dawson, Mod. Ideas of Evolution, 13 —
“I# theidea of God be the phantom of an apellice brain, can we trust to reason or con-
sclenice in any other matter? May not stience and philosophy themaslvea be similer
phantasies, evolvoed by mere chanoe snd unresson?”’ Fven though man came from
the ape, there I8 no axplalningmaidmw the ideas of the ape: *' A man ‘s 8 man for
a' that.”

We must judge beginnings by endlm not endings by beginnings. It matters not
how the development of the eye ok pigce nor how imperfect wae the first sense of
gight, if the eye mow gives us corpeot information of external objects. So it matters
not how the intultfons of right and of God originated, it they now give us knowl-
edge of objective truth. We must taks for granted that evolution of 1deas is not from
sense to nonsehss, G, H. Lewes, Study of Paychology, 122—* We can understand the
amobz and the polyp only by a Hght reflected £rom the study of man." Seth, Ethical
Princtples, 429— * The oak explains the 4corn even more truly than the acorn explains
the cak.” Bidgwick: * Noone appeal from the artist's sense of besuty to the child’s.
Higher mathematios are no less true, hedause they can be apprehonded only by trainod
intellect. No strange importance sitastiss to what was first felt or thought.” Robert
Browning, Paracelsus: * Man, onde figantied, jmprints forever His presence on all life-
less things, . . . A supplementary:refln¥ of light Ilustrates all the inferior grades,
explaing Rach back step in the cirals,” Man, with his higher ideas, shows the meaning
and content of all that led np to him, Hé is the last round of the ascending ladder,
and frven this highest product and ﬁom his idcae we may Infer what his Maker i,
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Bixbhy, Crisiz in Morals, 162, 245—** Evolution gimply gave man such height that he
could at last discern the stars of morai {fruth which had previously been below the
horizon. Thiaig very different from saying that moral truths are merely transmitted
producta of the experiences of utility. . .. The germ of the idee of God, a8 of the
idea of right, must have been in man just 8o soon a8 he became man, - the brute’s gain-
jog 1t turned bim Into man. Reason 13 not simply a register of physical phenomens
axd of experiences of pleasure and pain: it is creative also. It discerns the oneness of
thizgs and the supremacy of God.” Sir Charles Lyell: * The presumption is enor-
mous that all our faculties, though Hable to err, are true in the mein and point to real
obfects, The religions faoulty in man 13 one of the strongest of all. If existed in the
earlicst ages, and fugtead of wearing out before advancing ofvilization, it grows
stronger and stronger, and is to-day more developed among the higheat races than it
ever was before. I think we may safely trust that it points to a great truth.” Fisher,
Nat. and Meth. of Rev,, 187, quotes Augustineg: * SBecurus judicat orbis terrarum,”
and tells us that the intelleot is assumed to be an organ of knowledge, however the
jntelisct may have been evolved. But if the intellect s worthy of trust, go i3 the moral
nature. Gecrge A, Gordon, The Christ of To-day, 103—**To Herbert Bpencer, human
history is but an incident of natural history, and force is supreme. To Christianity
ature 18 only the beginning, and man the consummation. Which gives the higher
revelation of the life of the tree—the seed, or the fruit?**

The third form of the theory seems fto make Grod a sensnous object, to
reverse the proper order of knowing and feeling, to ignore the fast that in
all feeling there is at least some knowledge of an object, and to forget that
the validity of this very feeling can be msaintained only by previonsly
assuming the existence of a rational Deity.

Newmean Smyth tells us that feeling comes fhrst ; theidea is secondary, Inmtuitive idess
are not denied, but they are declared to be direct reflections, in thought, of the feelings,
They are the mind’s immediate perception of what it feels to exist. Direct knowledge
of God by intuition is considered to bhe ldealstic, reaching God by inference is rogarded
as rationailstic, in its tendency. Hee Smyih, The Religious Feeling ; reviewed by
Harris, In New Englander, Jan,, 1878: reply by 8myth, in New Englander, May, 1876,

We grant that, even in the oage of unregenerate men, great peril, great joy, great sin
often turn the rational intuition of God into a presentative intuition, The presenta-
tive lotuition, however, cannot be affirmed to be common to all men, It does not fur-
nishk the foundation or explanation of a universal capacity for religion. Without the
rational intuition, the pregentative would not be posalbile, gince it is only the rational
that enables man to receive and to interpret the presentative. The very trust that we
put In feeling presupposes an intnitive belief in a true and good God. Tennyson said
ln 1869: **Yes, it is true that there are moments when the flesh s nothing to me ; when
I know and feel the fieeh to be the vision: God and the spiritual is the real; it belongs
to me more than the hand and the foot. You may tell me that my hand and my foot
are only imaginary symbols of my existence,—1I could believe you; but you never,
never ¢can eonvinee me that the I'is not an eternal Reality, and that the splritual {s not
the real and true patt of me."”

8. Not from ressoning, — because

(2} The actual rise of this knowledge in the great majority of minds is
not the reeult of any conscions process of reasoning. On the other hand,
npon occurrence of the proper conditions, it flashes apon the gon! with the
guickness and force of an immediate revelation.

(3} The strenpgth of men’s faith in God’s existence isnot proportioned to
the strength of the reasoning faculty. On the other hand, men of greatest
logical power are often inveterabe sceptics, while men of unwavering faith
are found among those who cannot even understend the erguments for
God's existenoce.

{¢) There is more in this krowledge than ressoning eould ever have

b
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farnished. Men do not limis ﬁmbehef in Glod to the just conclusions of
argument. The argmments for-the divine existence, valuable as they arefor
purposes to be shown hereafter, ate not sufficient by themselves to warrant
our conviction that thero exists s infinite and ebsolute Being. It will
sppesr upon examinaiion thet tha & priort argument ig capable of proving
only an abstract and ideal proposition, but can never conduet us to the
existence of a real Being. . It will -appear that the @ posteriori arguments,
from merely finite existence, can never demonstrate the existence of the
infinite. In the words of Bir Wm. Hamilton ( Discussions, 28 ) — A dem-
onstration of the absolute from the relative is Jogically absurd, s in such
a syllogism we must collect in the conclusion what is not distributed in
the premises” — in short, from ﬁmte premises we cannot draw an infinite
conclusion.

Whately, Logic, 200-202; Jevons, Tamons in Logic, 81; Thompson, Qutiine Laws of
Thought, aections B2-42; Calderwaod, Philos. of Infinite, 60-69, and Mora] Philoscphy, 238;
Turnbuil, in Bap, Quarterly, July, 1878: #1; Van Oosterzee, Dogmatics, 238; Dove, Logic
of Christian Faith, 21. Bir Wm, H:.mﬂt.on‘z * Departing from the particular, we admit
that we oannot, in our highest geuetralizations, rise ahove the finite.” Dr. E. 4,
Robinson: *The human mind turns out Jarger grists than are ever put in at the hop-
per.” There Is more in the idea of God than could have come out 50 small & knot-hole
a§ buman reagoning. A single word, & chance remark, or an attitude of prayer, sug-
goata the idea to a chiid, Heion Keller t0ld Phillips Brooks that she had slways known
thet there wad a God, but that she bad not known his name. Ladd, Philosophy of
Mind, 1290~ It is & foolisk assumption that nothing cun be certainly kpown unless it
_ hereached na the resuit of a congglous syllogistio process, or that the more compli-

osted and subtle this process 18, the more sure 1s the conclusion. Iuferential knowl-.
edge I8 always dependent upon the superior certainty of immedate knowledge.”
George M. Duncan, in Memorial of Nogh Porter, 246 —* All deduotion rests either on
the previcus process of induction, or on thelatultions of time and space wiloh involve
the Infinfte and Absolu :

(@) Neither domen arrive st the knowledge of God’s existence by infer-
ence; for inference is condenssd syllogism, and, asa form of reasoning, is
equally open to the objection just mentioned. We have seen, moreover,
that all logieal processes are based upon the asaumpt.ion of God's existence,
Evidently that which is presnpposed in all ressoning cannot itself be proved

by reasoning.

By inference, we of course mean mediate inference, for in immediate inference (e. g.,
“ All good rulera are just ; therefore no unjust rulera are good ') thers i no reasoning,
and no progress in thought. Mediate fnterence is reasoning — s condensed syllogism ;
und what is 80 condensed may be expanded into regular logical form. Deductive infer-
enoa: ‘A negroisafellow-creature; thereforshe whostrikes a negro strikes & follow-
creature.” Jnduotive inference: */The firet finger 1s before the second; therefore 1t 15
befors the third,” On inference, see Murtinsau, Essays, 1:105-108; Porter, Human
Intellect, 444-448; Jevons, Princigles.of dedenoe, 1: 14, 168-139, 163, 263,

Flint, in his Thaigm, 77, and Herbert,in his Mod. Realism Examined, would reach the
knowledge of God's existence by inference. The latter aays God is not demonstrable,
but his existence is inferred, iike thaekisanoe of ourfellow men. But we reply thatin
this st case we infar only the mtﬂm the finite, while the difficulty in the oase of
Gtod 8 in inferring the infinite from ¥nite., This very process of reasoning, more.
over, prosupposos the existenne of -Gl -an the abaolute Reason, in the way already
indicated.

Bubmuﬂlythemmmhcmﬂdby H. B. 8mith, Introd, to Chr, Theol., 34-188,
and by Diman, Theistic Axmmant.ﬂﬁ,;ﬁk both of whore grant an intultive element,
put nse it only to eke out the s 7ot rensoning. They consider that the intui-
tion givea s only an abstrwhldm,wm eontains in itselt no voucher for the existenoe
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of & wotusl belng corresponding to the idea, and that we reach real being only by
inference from the facta of our own spiritusl natures and of the outward world. But
we reply, In the words of MeCosh, that * the intuitions are primarily directed to indi-
vidual objects,” We know, not the infinite in thé abstract, but infintte space and time,
and the infinite God. See McCosh, Intuitions, 28, 100, who, however, holds the view here
combated,

Schurman, Bellef in God, 48—*1I am ungble to assign to our belief in God a higher
certabaty than that possessed by the working hypotheses of geiemoe . ., 57 —The
nearest approsch made by solence to our hypothesis of the existence of God lies in the
assertion of the universality of law . . . baged on the convietion of the unity and
aystematic connection of all reality . . . 84—This unity can be found only in self-
consctous spirit.” The fault of this reasoning 18 that it gives ug nothing necessary or
absolute, Inastanoces of working hypotheses are the nebular hypotheafs in astronomy,
the law of grawvitation, the atomic theory in chemistry, the principle of evolution. No
one of these is logically independent or prigr, Each of them ig provisional, and each
may be gupersoded by new discovery. Not so with the idea of God. 'This idea is pra=
supposed by all the others, as the condition of every mental process and the guarantee
of 1ts validity.

IV. (onrteNTs oF THIS INTUTTION,

1 In this fundamental knowledge that God is, itis necessarily implied
that to some extent men know intuitively what God is, namely, (2) a
Reason in which their mental proceases are grounded ; {(5) a Power above
them upon which they are dependent ; { ¢) a Perfection which imposes law
upon their moral natures ; () & Personslity which they may recognize in
prayer and worship.

In maintaining that we have a rational intuition of God, we by no means
imply that a presentative intuition of God is imposaible. 8uch & presenta-
tive intuition was perhaps charaateristio of unfallen man; it does belong
at times to the Christian ; it will be the blessing of heaven (Mat. 5 : 8 —
*‘the pure in hesxt. . . shall see God”; Beov. 23 :4 — “they shall see his
face™). Men's experiences of face-to-face apprehension of God, in danger
snd guilt, give some reason to beliova that & presentative knowledge of
(od is the normal condition of humsanity. But, as this presentative intui-
tion of God is not in our present state universal, we here claim only that all
men have n ratiopal intuition of God.

T+ is 4o be remembered, however, that the loss of Iove to Glod haa greatly
obscured even this rational intuition, so that the revelation of nature and
the Seriptures is needed to awaken, confirm and enlarge it, and the special
work of the Spirit of Christ to make it the knowledge of friendship and
communpion, Thus from kmowing shout God, we come to know God ( John
17 ; 8— # This is life eternal, that they shonld know thee™ ; 2 Tim. 1 :12
— “ T Enow him whom I have belisved ” ).

Piato eaid, for substance, that there ean be no 5t oldev without something of the
& oliew, Harris, Philosophical Bagls of Thelsm, 208 —* By ratlonal intultion man knows
that ateolate Being erists ; his knowledge of what it ia, 1s progressive with his progres-
give knowledge of man and of nature.” Hufton, Essays: “ A haunting presence besots
man behind and before. He cannot evade it. It glves new meanings to his thoughts,
new terror to hissine. It becomes intolerable. Hels moved to set up some idol, carved
ot of his own nature, that will take its place— a non-moral God who will not. digturh
hist dream of rest. It isarighteous Life and Will, and not the mere idea of rightecugness
that stirg aenso.” Porter, Hum. Int., 681— * The Absohute i & thinking Agent.” The
intuition does not grow in certainty ; what grows 1s the mind's quickness in applying

it and power of expressing it. The intuition 1s not complex; what s complex is the
Peing intuitively cognized. Sea Calderwood, Moral Philosophy, 232; Lowndes, Phitog.
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of Primary Bellefs, 108~112; Lutha.rdh l"und. Truths, 157 Latent faculty of speech is
called forth by specoh of others; the chokod-up well flows again when Gebris is cleared
away. Bowen, in Bib. 8ac,,33: 'HMBI, ‘Bowne, Thelsm, 79,

Enowledge of  person is turned inté personal knowledge by actual communioation or
revelation, Wirst, comes the intaitive knowledge of God possessed by all men —the
asquraption that theve exists a Reason, Power, Perfoction, Personality, that makes cor-
reot thinking and acting possible. Secondly, comes the knowledge of God's being and
attributes which nature and Scripture furnigh. Thirdly, comes the personal and pre-
sentative knowledge derived from actual reconcilintion and intercourse with God,
through Christ and the Holy Spirif, Stearns, BEvidence of Christlan Experience, 208~
“ Christian experience verifiea the cinifni of doctrine by experiment, —go transforming
probable knowledge intoreal knowledge™ Biedermann, quoted by PAeiderer, Grundrise,
18— God reveals himself to the humanapieit, 1. ag its infinite Ground, Intherenson ; %.a8
itg infinfte Norm, iz the consclence; 3. ax ita infinite Sirength, in elevation to nelig-
ious truth, blesgedness, and fresdom.”

Bhall X object to this Christian experfence, because only comparatively few have it,
and I am not among the number? Beoannse I have not seen the moona of Jupiter, shall
I doubt the testimony of the astronomer to their existence ? Christian experience, like
the sight of the moons of Jupiter, 18 attaloable by all, (larke, Chrigtian Theology, 113
—*One who will have full proof of the good God's reality must put it to the experi-
mental test. He must take the good God for real, and receive the confirmation that will
follow. When faith reaches out after God, it finds him. . . . They who have found
him will be the sanest and truest of their kind, and their convictions will be among the
gafest convictions of man, . . . Those who live in fellowship with the good God will
grow in goodness, and will give pra.ct:ioa.l ovidence of his existence aside from thelr oral
testimony,”

2, The Scriptures, therefore, do not attempt to prove the existence of
God, but, on the other hand, hoth assume and deolare that the knowledge
that God is, is nniversal 1419-21, 28, 32; 2 :15), God has intaid
the evidenoce of this fun tal truth in the very nature of man, so that
nowhere is he without a witness: . 'The preacher may confidently follow the
example of Scripture by sssuming 3. But he must also exphmtly declara
it, a8 the Soripture does. “TFor the invimible things of him since the
creation of the world are clearly seen* (saSopira:—spiritually viewed); the
organ given for this purpose ie the wobs (voofusva) ; but then —and thia
forms the transition to our next division of the subject — they are * per-
esived through the things that are made™ ( roip moduacw, Rom. 1 :20).

Oun Rom. 1 : 19-21, soe Weigs, Bib. Thool, des N, T., 251, note ; also commentaries of Moyer,
ANMord, Tholuclk, and Wordaworth ;  yreorbe roii $eod = not ¥ {iat which may be known " (Rev.
Vers.) but “that which is known " 0f God; veoimevae xadopira = are clearly seen in that they
are perceived by the reagon — veovpeve expresses the manner of the xadepira: { Meyer ) :
compare Joyul: 9; hetal?:27; Rom, 1:25; 3: 45 On1lor. 15: 34, see Oalderwood, Philos. of
Inf., 468 — dyvaaiar Beol Tavls fxovoy = do not Possess the specially exalied knowledge of
God which belongs to bellevers in Christ (cf. 1 Jo. 4 : 7== “evary one that loveth is bagotien of God,
and knowsth God ™). On ¥ph, 3 : 13, see Pope, Theology, 1 : 240 — ddeee iv 74 xéouy 18 opposed to
being in Christ, and signifies rather forsaken of God, than denying him or entirely
ignorant of kim. On Boripture pwm paa Schmid, Bib. Theol. des N, T., 488; Hof-
menn, Bokriftbewels, 1: 62.

E.G. Robinson: “ The ﬂmtstatemant ‘6t the Bible is, not that thereisa God, but tha
'In the beginxng God created the hesvens sad ths warih ' (Gen. 1:1). The belief in God never was and
never ¢an be the resuit of logleal arguiiant, else the Bitle would give us proofs.”
Many texts relied upon as preafs of God's axisence are simply saplicotions of tha {dea
of God, ps for examplo: Ps 54:9, 10" 55 thab planisd the oar, shall ho not basr 7 Eo st frmad the
<t shall b8 ot 0e0? Ho that chastioath the nakisti; shed] nok be sorToot, evam be £hat tescbeth man Fnowlsdge?”
Plato seys that God holda tha soul by it8 Toots, — be therafore does Dot need to demon
smmwthammmothhm Martineau, Beat of Authority, 503, saye
wutmtscﬂmmmdpmchiugmw what {8 already in the heart which it
addresses : “ Flinglog & warm breath op ¢ho taward orecles hid in invisible tok, i renders
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them articulate and dazzling as the handwriting on the wall, The divine Beer does
not genvey to you his revelation, but gualifies you toreceive your ownm. This mutual
relation is possible only through the common presenoeof God in the conscience of man-
kind.” Bhedd, Dogmatic Theology, 1:193-220—** The earth and sky make the same
sengible impressions on the organs of a brute that they do upon thoge of a man; but
the brute never digcerns the *invisible things' of Good, his 'starnal power and padhood * ™ { Rom, 1:20),

Our subconselous activity, so far as it is normal, is noder the guidance of the imma-
nent Reason. Bensation, before it reqults in thought, has in it logical eloments which
are furnighed by mind —not ours, but that of the Infinite One. Chriat,the Revealer
of God, reveals God in every man'e mental life, and the Holy Spirit may be the princi-
ple of self-consctousnesain man ag in God. Harrls, God the Creator, tells us that “man
finds the Reason that is eternal and universal revesling iteelf in the exeroise of his own
reason.” Savage, Life after Death, 288 - How do you know that your subliminal
congeiousness does not tap Omniecience, and get at the facta of the universe?™
Bavage negatives this suggestion, however, and wrongly favors the spirit-theory. For
his owo experience, Bee Pages 206529 of his book.

Q. M. Barrows, in Proceedings of Soe. for Peychical Research, vol. 12, paxt 80, pages 54-
86— *“There i8 a publiminal agent, What if this is aimply one intelligent Agtor, filling
the universe with hia presence, agthe ether fills epace ; the common Inspirer of all man-
kind, a skillod Musician, presiding over many pipes and keys, and playing through each
what mugic he wiil? The subliminal self is a universal fountain of energy, and esch man
i8 an outlet of the ptream. Each man’s personal self is gontained in it, and thus each
man ls made one with every other man. In that deep Foree, the last fact behind which
analysis cannot go, all peychical and bodily effects ind their common origin,” This
gtatement needs to be qualified by the agserticn of man’s ethical nature and distinet
personglity ; 8ee section of this work on Ethical Monism, in chapter ITI. But there is
truth here like that which Coleridge sought to express in his Aokian Harp: “And what
if all of animated Nature Be but ovganio harps diversely framed, That tremble into
thought, ag o'er them sweeps, Plastic and vast, one intellectual breeze, At onee the soul
of eath, and God of all?” See F. W. H, Myers, Human Pergonality.

Dorner, Bystem of Theology, 1:76~— " Tha consciousness of God is the true fastness
of our gelf-conscicusness, . . . 8ince it is only in the God-consctous man that the
innermost personality comes to ight, in like manner, by means of the interweaving of
that oonsciousness of God and of the world, the world I8 viewed Ih God (*sub specie
etormnitatis’ ), and the certainty of the world firet obtalns ita absolute security for the
spirtt.” Royoe, 8pirvit of Mod, Philosophy, synopsls in N, Y. Nation : * The one indubli-
able fact i the existence of an infipite aeif, a Logos or World-mind (3453, That it exists
18 olear, 1. Because idealism shows that real things are nothing more nor less than ideas,
or *possibilities of experience’; but a mere * possibility ’, a8 such, is nothing, and a
world of * posgible’ experiences, in 80 far aa it i8 real, must be & world of actual expers
ience to gome self (367). If then there be a real world, it has all the while existed as
ideal and mental, even before it became known to the particular mind with which we
conceive it ag coming into conneotion (368). II. But there i¥ such a real world; for,
when I think of an object, when I meon it, I do not merely have in mind an idea
resembling it, for I aim at the object, I pick it out, I alrendy in s0me measure possess
tt. The obiect is then already prescnt in essence to my hidden self (870), .As truth
consista in knowledge of the conformity of a cognition to Lts object, that ailone can know
a truth which includes within itself both iden and object. This inclusive Knower ia the
Ifinite Belf (374), With this T am in essence identical (371) ; it is my larger self (372);
and this larger self alone is (879). It includes gll reality, and we know other finite
minds, Decause we are one with them in its untiy ™ (409).

The experience of George John Homanes Ig instructive. For years he could recog-
nize no personal Intelligence controlling the universe. He made four mistakes: 1.
He forgot that only love can see, that God 13 not disclosed to the mere intellect, but only
o the whole man, to the integral mind, to what ibe Boripture calls * the eyes of your besrt”
{Eph.:18), Experienoce of life taught him atlast the wealkness of mere reasoning, and
Jed him to depend more upon the affections and intuitions. Then, as one might say, he
gave the X-rays of Christianity a chance to photograph God upon hissoul. 2. Hebegan
at thewrony end, with matter rather than with mind, with causeand effect rather than
with right and wrong, and so got involved in the mechanical order and fried to inter-
pret the moral realm by it. The regult was that instead of recognizing freedom, reapon-
sibility, sin, gudlt, he threw them out as pretenders, But study of consclence and will
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sot him right, He learned to mm hotound instead of trying to turn it into some-
thing else, and 20 came to intarpret fatetrd by spirit, instead of interpreting spirtt by
nature. 8. He took the Cosmos by bils; ingtedd of regarding it as 8 whols. His early think-
ing inglsted on finding design in each partiogiar part, or nowhere.  Put his mmore mature
thought recognized wigdom and reason s the ordered whole. As he vealized that this
18 & upiverss, hecouldnotmﬂdottheidmof st organizing Mind. He came to gee
that the Universe, 85 a thought, figples 4 Thinker. 4 He fancled thot nature excludes
Gud, ingtesd of belng only the method af God’s working, When he learned how a thing
was done, he at first concluded thet God had not done it.  His later thought recognized
that God and nature are not mutually éxolusive. 8¢ he came to find no diffoulty even
in miracles and inspiration ; for the God who is in man and of whose mind and will
nature is only the exprassion, can révesd bimself, if need be, In special ways. Bo George
John Romeanes came back to prayer, {0.Ohrist, to the church.

On the general subject of intuition ag connected with our ides of God, see Ladd, In
Btb, ac., 1877 ; 1-86, 611-618; 1878: 6i9; Pisher, on Final Cause an Intuition, in Journ.
Christ, Philos., Jan. 1888 113-134 P&tton. on Genesis of Idea of God, in Jour, Christ,
Philoa., Apl. 1888; 283-807; McCosh, ChrisHanity and Positivism, 124-140; Mansel, in
Enocyo. Brit., 8th ed., vol. 14 804 -and #i%; Robert Hall, sermon on Atheism ; Bufton,
on Athelsm, in Essays, 1:8-57; Shairp, in Princeton Rev., March, 1681: 264




CHAPTER 11

CORRORORATIVE EVIDENCES OF GOD'S EXISTENCE,

Although the knowledge of God’s existen;

cated and conflrmed by arguments drawn
from the abstract idess of the human mind,

Remark 1. These arguments are probabl
vesson they supplement each other, and ¢

which is cumnlative in its nature. Though
be considered absolutely decisive, they to

of our primitive convietion of God’s existe;
value, and is in itself sfficient to bind the 1
Butier, Analogy, Tatrod., Bohn’s sd., 12— Probel

the highest moral certainty to the loweat pregump]
life. Int matters of morals and rellgion, we are n
strative, but only probable, evidence, and the sligh
may be suficient to bind our moral setion. The tn
common mattors, i to be judged by the whole evi
proofs, by being added, not only increase the
Logloe of Christ. Faith, #—Value of the argumer
than thet of any eingle one. Tllugirated from W
separately, supporting life ; value of £1000 note, no
taken geparately. A whaole bundle of rode cannot
bundle may be broken separately. The strongthl
whole. Lord Bacon, Essay on Athelgm ; ** A little
athelsm, but depth in philogophy bringeth men's 1
the mind of man looketh upon second causes sca

eo ia intnitive, it may be exphi-
from tho sctual universe and

e, not demonstrative, For thia
onstitute a series of evidences
taken singly, none of them can
ether furnish & corroboration
noe, which is of great praciical
}uoml action of men,

ble evidenoe sdmits of degrees, from
Hon. Yet probabillty i the guide of
to expect mathomatical or demon-
preponderance of guch evidenoce

th of our religion, like the truth of
donce taken together; for probabie
evidence, but multply it. Dove,
nta taken together is much greater
rater, air and food, together but not
¢ in paper, stamp, writing, eignature,
ibe broken, though each rod in the
of the bundle is the strength of the
philosophy inclineth man's mind to
nds about to religion. For while
red, It nay sometimes rest in them

of them confaderate snd linked
ity.” Murphy, Sclentific Bases of
iritusl world which is to satisty ua
ring Unes of proof.”
pttainable, many lines of proof some-
haches the mark, the conclugion to
e. To doubt that there is & London,

and go no further, but, when it beholdeth the ¢
together, it must needs fly to Providence and D
Faith, 221-22—* The proof of a God and of = sp
must congist in & number of different but convery

In a case where only circumstantial evidence is o
times converge, and though no one of the 1ines re
which they &l point becomes the only rational on
or that there was 8 Napoleon, would indieate insakity ; yet London and Napoleon are
proved by only probable evidence. There is no constrailning efMcacy in the arguments
for God's existence; but the sarme can be said of all reagoning that 18 not demonstra-
tive. Another interprotation of the faots 18 possible, but no other conclusion g so
salisfaciory, as that God iy; dee Fisher, Nature and Method of Rovelation, 120, Prof,
Rogers: “If in practical affaira we were to hesitate o act nntil we bad absplute and
demonstrative certalnty, we should never begin to move at all.” For this reason an
old Indian oficial advised 8 young Indian judge *‘always to give his verdict, but
always to avold giving the grounds of it.”

Bowne, Philos. of Theism, 11-14 — “Instead of doubting everything thet can be
doubted, let us rather doubt nothing until we are compelled to doubt. ... In sodicty
we get on better by assuming that men are truthful, and by doubting oniy for special
reasong, than we should §f we assumed that 81l men are Hars, and belioved them only
when compelled. 8o in all our investigations we make more progrees if we assume
the trothfulness of the universe and of our own nature than we should if we doubted
both. . .., The first method seems the more rigerous, but it ean be applied only to

. 71




"2 mlm' Miﬂ!‘wcn OF GOD.

mathematics, which i3 & purely subjecﬁva ‘sefence, When we come to deal with
reality, the method brings thought to & standstill. . . . . The law the logician laye down
is this : Nothing may be believed whick f8 not proved. The law the mind actually
tollows 13 this: Whatever the mind demands for the satisfaction of its subjective
interests and tendencies may be assumed as real, in default of poeitive disproof.”

Remark 2. A consideration of these erguments may also serve to expli-
cate the contents of an intuition' whith has rermaided obscurs and only half
consgions for lack of reflection.. - The arguments, indeed, are the efforts of
the mind that alveady hes a convistion of Gud’s existence to give to itself a
formal account of its belief An axnot estimate of their logical value and
of their relation to the intnition which they seek to express in syllogistio
form, is essential to any proper refuta.fnon of the prevalent atheistic and
pantheistio reasoning.

Diman, Theigtio Argument, 868 ™ Nar have I claimed that the existance, even, of
thie Being ¢an be demonstrated as wo demonstrate the absiract traths of selence. I
have only claimed that the universe, s & great fact, demanda a rational oxplanation.
and that the most rational explanation that can possibly be given is that furnighed in
the conception of auch a Being. In ‘this conolusion reason rests, and refuses to rest in
any other.” Riickert: * Wer Gott nicht fiihlt in sich nnd allen Lebenskreisen, Dem
werdet ihr nicht ibn beweiser mit Bowelsen,” Harris, Philos. Basig of Thelsm, 307 —
“ Theology depends on noetic and empirical science to give the ocension on which the
idea of the Absolute Being ari¢es, and 0 glve content to the idea.” Andrew Fuller,
Part of Byst. of Divin., 4:233, queations * whethar argumentation in favor of the exist-
ence of God has not made rmore soeptios than balevers.” So far ad this true, it 18 dus
to an overstatement of the arguments and an exaggerated notion of what i3 to be
expected from them. Seo Nitzsch, Chiristian Dootrine, translation, 140; Ebrard, Dog-
matik, 1;119, 120 ; Fisher, Fssays on Supemamral Origin of Christianity, 572, 573; Van
Qosterzee, 238, 241.

“ Bvidences of Christianity 7' sadd Oolwldge *1 am weary of the word.” Themore
Christianity was proved, the less it was hefleved. The revivel of religion under White-
field and Wesley did what all the spologists of the elghteenth century could not do,—
it quickened men's intultions into lfe, and made them practically recognize God
Martinean, Types, 2:281—Men cah " bow the knee to the passing Zeitgeist, while turn-
ing the back to the consensus of all the ages* ; Seat of Authority, 812—* Our reason-
ingd lead to explicit Theism because they start from implicit Theism.” Ilingworth,
Div. and Hum, Personality, 81 —*The proofs are....attempts to account for and
explain and justify something that already existe; to decompose a highly complex
though immediate judgment into ita constffuent elements, none of which when
isolated can have the completeness or the cogency of the original conviction taken as a
whole.”

Bowne, Philos, of Thelam, 81, m—-‘*mmonstmﬁon 13 only & makeghift for helping
ignorance to ingight. . . . When we cogie $4 Axi argument In which the whele natire i
addressed, the argument muat seem wealk or strong, according as the nature ia feebly,
or fully, developed. The moral atwument for thelsm cannot seem strong to one with-
out a consclence. The argument £rom odgnitive Intereats will be empty when there is
no coguitive interest. Littie souls find very little that calls for explanation or that
exoites surprise, and they are satisfied with a correspondingly small view of life and

existence. In such a case wo caunot hope for universal agreement. We can only
proclaim the faith that is in us, in hops ﬁ:at this proolamation may not be without
some response in other minds and hurtq.s «% « « Wo have only probable evidence for the
uniformity of nature or for the affection of friends. We cannot logioally prove either,
The deopsst. convictions are not the osrtainiien of Yozie, but the certainties of ife,"

Remark 8. The argumerits’ fot $he divine existence may be reduced to
four, namely: I The Cosuologioal; IL The Teleological ; ITI. The
Anthropological ; and IV. 'The tologlcal We ghall examine these in
order, seeking first to detarm:bﬂr‘-ﬂze precise conclusions to which they
respectively lead, and then 1'»0 .in what manner the four may be
combined. ;
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I Tme OCossorotlvAL ARGUMENT, OR ARGUMENT ¥roM CHANGE IV
Natgre,

This ig not properly an argument from effect 40 canse; for the proposi-
tion that every effect must have a canse is simply identical, and means only
that every caused event must have & cause. It is rather sn argument from
begun existence to a sufficient cause of thet beginning, and may be ascu-
rately stated as follows:

Everything begnn, whether substance or phenomenon, owes its existence
to some producing canse. The universe, at least so far ag ity present form
is concerned, is a thing begun, snd owes its existence to a cause which is
equal to its produetion, This cause must be indefinitely great,

It in t0 be noticed that this argument moves whoily in the reslm of nature. The
argurcent from man's constitution and beginning upon the planet 18 treated under
another head (Bee Anthropologioal Argument ). That the present form of the universe
i8 not eternal in the pagt, but has begun to be, not only personal obeervation but the
tegtimony of geclogy assures ug. For statements of the argument, see Kant, Critique
of Pure Reason (Bohn's transl.), 810; Gillespie, Necessary Existence of God, B : 34-44;
Bib. Bac., 1840: 818; 1850:613; Porter, Hum. Intellect, 570; Herbert Bpencer, First Prin~
ciples, 83, It has often been clazimed, a8 by Locke, Clarke, and Robert Hall, that this
aigument is safficient to conduct the mind to an Eternal and Infinite First Cause. We
proceed therefore to mention

L. The defects of the Cosmological Argument,

A, Tt is impossible to show that the universe, so far ag its substance is
ooncerned, has had a beginning., The law of causality declares, not that
everything hag a cause —for then God himself must have s canse — but
rather that everything begun has a cause, or in other words, that every
event or change has a cause.

Hume, Philoa. Works, 2:411 sg., urges with reagon that we never gaw 8 world made.
Many philosophers in Christian lands, as Martineau, Hesays, 1:208, apd the prevailing
opinions of ante-Chrigtian timee, have held matier t0 be eternal. Bowne, Metaphysiocs,
107 —** For being ltself, the reflective reason never asis & canse, unless the being show
signs of dependence. It ischange that first givea rise to the demand for cause.” Mar-
tineau, Types, 1: 201 — * It is not existence, agsuch, that demands & cause, but the coming
into existence of what did not exist before, The intellectual law of caugality is & law
for phenomens, and not for entity.” Seealso McCosh, Intuitions, 225-241; Calderwood,
Philos, of Infinite, 61. Per contra, see Murphy, Scient. Bases of Faith, 49, 195, and Habit
and Intelligence, 1 : 55-87; Knight, Lect. on Metaphysics, lect. ii, p. 18,

B. Granfing that the universe, so far as its phenomena are concerned,
has had a canse, it is impossible to show that any other caunse is required
then a eanse within itself, such as the pantheist supposes,

Flint, Thelam, 85 — ** The cosmological argument alone proves only force, and no mere
force ja God, Intelligence must go with power to make & Being that can be called
God.”” Diman, Theistio Argument: *'The cosmological argument alone cannot decide
whether the force that causes change i permanent self-existent mind, or permanent
solf-existent matter,'t Only intelligence gives the basis for an answer. Only mind in
the universe enables os to infer ming in the maker. Butthe argiment from intelligence
is mot the Cosmological, but the Teleological, and t0 this last belong all proofs of Detty
from oxrder and combination in nature.

Uptor, Hibbert Lectures, 201-206 —Bclence has to do with those changes which one
portion of the visible universe cguses in another portion. Philosophy and theology
deal with the Infinite Cause which brings nto existence and sustains the entire series
of finite causes, Do wo ask the cause of the gtars? Hoifenoce says: Fire.mist, or an
infinite regress of causes. Theology saya: (iranted ; but this infinite regress demandg
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for 1ts explanation the belfef fn God, SFFe must beliove both In God, and {n an endiess
series of finite canges, God i the onume HE-all causes, the soul of all souls: “ Centrsand
soul of every sphore, Yot to each kvin murthownaarl" ‘We do not peed, as mere
mtterorsuienoe,trobhinkutmy ogt

. QGranting that the umverga mwh beve had & canse ouimde of itaelf, it
is impossible to ghow that f.hmmnh&ﬂ not itself been oansad, i. e., consists
of an infinite series of dependent oanses, The principle of causahty does
not require that everything begemabould be traced back fo an uncaused
cause ; it demands that we ﬁhmﬁﬂubign a canse, but not that we should
assign a flrst cause.

So with the whole series of co.uses’. Mmater!&listis hound to And a cause for this
series, only when the serips is shown Yo lifive had a beginning. But the very hypotheeis
of an infinite series of causes exchudes the idea of such s beginning, An infinite chain
has no topmeost ink ( versua BEobert Halll; an uncaused and eternal succession does not
need & cause {versus Olarke exd LockeS. See Whately, Logiy, 270; New Englander,
Jan, 1874:75; Alexander, Moral Sciepcey 81; Pleiderer, Die Religion, 1;160-164; Calder-
wood, Moral Philos., 228; Herbert Spenm, First Principles, 87 ~cviticized by Bowne,
Review of H, Spencer, 36. Juidys Mﬁuar, Toet. Bin, 2: 128, says that the causal principle
18 not satisfled till by regress we oome $0 & 0avse which ¥ not itself an effect—to one
who 18 canea eut; Alds to Study of Germad Theology, 16-17—Even if the universe be
eternal, its ountd.ngent and relative nafie requires vs $0 postulate an eternal Creator ;-
Diman, Theigtic Argument, 86 —* While the Jaw of eansation does not lead logically up
to the concluglon of a first cauge, !tvoml!us to afirm it."” We reply that it ig not
the law of caueation which compals us 0 afirm it, for this certainly *does not lead
logically up to the conclusion.” If we. m an nncpused catse, we do it, not by logiceal
process, but by virtue of the intuitive.hilief within us, So substanttally Secretan, and
Whewell, in Tndications of a Creatox; guil in Hist, of Scientific Tdeas, 2:521, 322 —“The
mind takes refuge, in the assumption-0f & Birwt Cause, from an employment inconsist-
ent with jtg own nature™ ; * we no iy difer & Flrat Cnuse, although the palgtio-
logical acienoes only point toward Ho ot lead us to it.”

D. Qranting that the oa.uge 6#3ha universe has not itself been canged,
it is impossible to show that this canse is not finite, like the universe
itself, The causal principle reqn.n'ea & eause no greater than just suflicient
to account for the effect.

‘We cannot therefore infor an mﬂnm mme, unlees the universe ig infinite —which
cannot be proved, but can only be asgurind —and this is assuming an infinite in order
to prove an infinite, All we know of the universe is finite. An {nfinite universe implies
infintte number. But no number can e iafinite, for to any number, however great, &
unit can be added, which showa that it was not infinite before, Here again we see
that the most approved forms of the Cosmologloa) Argument are obliged to avall
themselves of the intultion of the infnite, to supplement the logical process. Versus
Martineau, Study, 1: 416 Though we ofixttot directly infer the Infinitude of God from
a Hmited oreatlon, indirectly we muy exolude every other position by resort to its
uniimited soene of exigtence (apace ™, mthis wotlld equally warrant ogr belief in the
infinitude of our feliow men. -Or, it nmument of Clarke and Gilleapie (see Onto-
logical Argument below). Schiller; Disiiitioe der Welt, seerns to hold to s boundless
universe. He ropresents a tired w the laat Hmit of ereation. A second
piigrim meets him from the spaoced: W'ﬁiﬂl the worda: * 8toh! dusegelst umsonst,
w— vor dir Tnendlichkeit " —* Hold] } "Mmerest in vain,—bhefore thee is only Infin-
ity.” On the law of paisimony, soa Bl " HamﬂtOn. Digoussions, 628,

2. The value of the Co
proves the existence of some: of the universe indefinitely great.
‘When we go beyond this and salow
or merely a couse of changs,
from the universe, or one with
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dependent upon some other cause; whether it is intelligent or unintelli-
gent, infinite or finite, one or many, —this argument cannot assure us.

On the whole srgument, soe Fiint, Theism, 93-130; Mozley, Essays, Hist, and Theol.,
%: 414444 ; Hedge, Ways of the Spirit, 148-154; Studien und Kritiken, 1876 :9-31.

II. Ter TELEOLOGIOAL ARGUMENT, OB ARGUMENT FROM ORDER AND
Userun CoLroOATION IN NATURE.

This is not properly an argument from design to & designer ; for that
design implies a designer is simply an identical proposition. It may be
more correctly stated as follows : Order and nseful collocation pervading a
system respectively imply intelligence and purpose as the cause of that order
and collocation. Bince order and usefal eollocation pervade the universe,
there muet exist an intelligence adequate to the production of this order,
and & will adequate to direct this collocation to nseful ends.

Etymologically, “ teleologioal argument " = argument to ends or final causes, that {s,
* ¢auses which, beginning as a thought, work themselves out inte a fact as an end or
redult " { Porfer. Hum, Intellect, 502-818); —health, for axample, 1s the final cause of
exercise, while exercise is the efficient cause of health. This definition of the argument
would be broad encugh to cover the proof of a designing intelligence drawn from the
gonstitublon of man. This lagl, however, Is treated as a part of the Anthropologieal
Argument, which followa this, and the Teleological Argument covers only the proof
of & designing intelligence drawn from nature. Henee Kant, Critique of Pure Reason
¢ Bohn’s trans.), 881, calls it the physico-theological argument. On methods of stating
the argument, sea Hib, 8ac,, Oct. 1867 : 625, See also Hedge, Ways of the Spirit, 165-185;
Mozley, Easays Hist. and Theol., 2 : 365418,

Hioks, in his Crifique of Design-Argumenta, B47-383, makes two arguments instead of
one: (1) the argument from order to intelligence, to which he gives the name Eutaxio-
logicdl ; (2) the argument Irom adaptation to purpose, 10 which ke would restrict the
name Teleological. He holds that teleclogy proper cannot prove inteiligence, because in'
epoaldng of * ends’ at all, it must segume the very inteligenco which it seelks to prove;
that it actanally does prove imply the intentional exercige of an intelligonce whose exist-
ence has been previously established, * Cireumstances, toreeg or agencies converging
to & definits rational result imply volition —Imply that this result i3 intended —isan end.
This is the major premise of this new teleology.” Ha objects to the term * final cause.”
The end 13 not a oause at all—1t1s a motive, The characteristie element of cause 18
power to produce an effect. Ende have no gach power. The will may shoose them or
got thom aside. As already assuming intelligence, ends cannot prove intelligence.

‘With this in the main we agree, and count it a valuable help to the statement and
understanding of the argument, In the very observation of order, however, 28 well ag
In argaing from it, we are obliged to asmume tho same all-arranging intelligence. We
Beé no ohjection therefore to making Eutaxiology the first part of the Teleological
Argument, as we do ahove, Bee review of Hicks, in Meth. Quar. Bev., July, 1883 : 560~
576, We procoed however to certain

1. Further sxplanations.

A, The msajor premise expresses a primitive convietion, It is not
invalidated by the objections : (& ) that order and useful collocation may
exist without being purposed — for we are compelled by our very mental
constitution to deny this in all cases where the order and collocation
pervade s gystem : () that order and useful colloeation may regult from the
mere operation of physical forces and laws— for these very forces and laws
imply, instead of exuludmg an origiuating sud superintending intelligence
and will

.Tanet, in hig work on Fioal Canses, §, denies that finglity iaa prlmitlve conviotion, ke
oauaality. and calls it the result of an Induction, He therefore proceeds from (1)
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markg of order and useful oolloeauon !bo IS} firiality In nature, and then to () an intsl-
ligent canse of this finality or “ pre-aoaformity to future event.” Bo DMman, Thelstio
Argument, 105, claimssimply that, 8a ghauge requires cause, 8o orderly change requires
Intelligent cause, We have shown, howdver, that induction and argument of every
kind presupposes intuitive belief in fingl esusse. Nature does not give us finsl cause ;
but no more does she give us eficient cause, Mind gives us both, and gives them ag
clearly upon one experience as after a thousand. ILadd: *Things have mind in them:
elso they could not be minded by us."  The Duke of Argyll told Darwin that it seemod
to him wholly impossible to aseribe'the siljustments of nature to any other agency than
that of mind, * 'Weil,” aaid Darwin, *{hit fmpression has often gome upon me with
overpowering foroe. But then, at othm*atlmas, it all seems--; " and then he passed
his hands over his eyes, a8 iIf to indtcata tha- passing of & vision out of sight. Darwinism
Iz not a refutation of ends in nature, hﬂﬁ; only of a particular theory with regard to the
way In which ends are realized in the organic world. Darwin would begin with an
infinitesimal germ, and make all l:hs sﬁbwquent davelopment unieleclogloal; see
Schorman, Belief in God, 193,

{ ) Nlustration of unpurposed ox-der fn the single throwing of * double gixes,”—
conatant throwing of doublo sixes-indichtes deslgn. So srrangement of detritus at
mouth of river, and warming pans sent to the Weat 1ndies, —useful but not purposed.
Momerie, Christianity and Evolution, 73 —* 1t i8 only within narrow limits that seem-
ingly purposeful arrangementa are produced by chance. And therefore, ad the signg
of purpose increase, the presumpéion in favor of their aceidental origin diminishes.”
Bider, Ideas from Naturs, 81, 82 — “Thé utiformity of a boy's marbles ghows them to
be products of design. A single ons might be eccidental, but a dozen cannot be. Bo
atomie uniformity indicates manufadture.™ Ilustrations of purposed order, in Beat-
tie's garden, Tillotson's blind men, Kepler’s salad, Dr. Carpenter: *The athelst is like
& man examining the machinery of & great miil, whko, finding that the whole is moved
by a shaft proceeding from a brick wall, infers that the shaft is a sufficient explana-
tion of what he sees, and that there is tip moving power behind it.” Lord Eelvin: “The
atheistio idea 18 nongensical.” J, G. Paten, Life, 2: 101~ The sinking of a well on the
island of Aniwa convinoes the cannfbed ghief Namake! that Jehovah God exists, the
invisible One. HBee Chauncey Wright, }1‘.\ 21’. Y. Nation, Jau, 15, 1874 ; Murphy, Scien-
tifc Bases of Faith, 208,

(h) Bowne, Review of Herbert Spemer 281-247 — " Law is method, not cause. A
man ocannot offer the. very fact to be explained, as its sufflclent explanation.” Marti-
neay, Essays, 13 144—* Patterned damask, made not by the weaver, hut by the loom?"
Dr. Stevenson : “ House requires no architeot, because it {8 built by stone-magons and
carpenters? " Joseph Clook: “Natural lsw without God behind it i8 no more than a
glove without a hand in it, and all that is done by the gloved hand of God in nature is
done by the hand and not by the glove. Bvolution is a proocess, not a power ; amethod
of operation, not an operator, A book{s not written by the laws of spelling and gram-
mar, hut aceording o those laws. Bo the book of the universe is not written by the
laws of heat, electricity, gravitation, evalution. but according to those laws.” G. F.
Wright, Ant. and Orig. of Hum. Raoe,- lemrure IX —*It 18 iImposaihle for evolution to
furnish evidenco which shall drive destgn out of nature. It can only drive it back to
an earlier point of entrance, thereby jbcreasing our admiration for the power of the
Creator to accomplish ulterior designs by unlikely means."”

Evolution is only the method of God. It has to do with the how, not with the why,
of phenomeénas, and therefore is nof intongistent with deslgn, but rather is a new and
higher illustration of design. Henry Ward Beecher: * Design by wholessle is greater
than design by retail.” Frances Power (the: “It Is a singular fact that, whenever
wa find out how a thmg i3 dons, our'ﬂmt eonclugton aeeins to bo that God did not
do 1" ‘Why should we say; “'The g Jaw, the less God?" The thelst refers the
phenomens to a cause that knowa im_alf 1 what it i8 doing; the athelst refers them
to a power which knows nothing of its¢1£4nd what it is doing ( Bowne ), George John
Romanes gaid that, if God be immanent, then all natural causation must appear to be
mechanteal, snd It is no argument g the divine origin of a thing to prove it due
to natural causation: ** Causes in t . 0 not obviate the necessity of a cause in
nature,” Shaler, Interpretation of !ﬁw&’:re. 47T —Evolation shows that the direction of
affairg 1§ under control of something Hié "our own intelligence: * Evolution spells
Purpoge,” Olarke, Chrigt. Theoioﬂ.% <<%The modern doctrine of evolution bas
been awake to the existencs of innuikerible ends within the universe, but not to the
one great end for the universe itseif; may, Critiques and Addresses, 274, 275, 50T —
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**The teleological and mechanical views of the universe are not mutusliy exclugive.”
Siv William Hamilton, Metaphysics: * Intelligence stands first in the order of existence.
Efficiont causes are proeceded by final causes.”” See alse Thornton, 0ld Fashionad
Ethics, 183-265; Archbp. Temple, Bampton Lect., 1884: 89-1233; Owen, Anaf, of Verte-
‘prates, 3:786; Peirce, Ideality in the Physical Sciences, 1-35; Newman 8myth, Through
Sclenee to Faith, 6; Fisher, Nat. and Meth.'of Rev,, 185,

B. The minor premise expresses a working-principle of all science,
namely, that all things have their nses, that ordsr pervades the-universe, and
that the methods of nature are rational methods, Evidences of this eppesr
in the eorrelation of the chemical elements to each other ; in the fitness of
the inanimate world to be the basis and support of life ; in tha typical forms
and unity of plan apparent in the erganic ereation; in the existence and
coliperation of natural laws ; in cosmical order and compensationg,

This minor premise iz not invalidated by the objections: (a) That we
frequently misunderstand the end actually subserved by natural events and
objects ; for the principle is, not that we necessarily know the actual end,
but that we necesserily believe that there is some end, in every case of
systematic order and colloeation, {&) That the order of the universe is
manifestly imperfeet; for this, if granted, would argue, not absence of
contrivance, but some special reason for imperfection, either in the limita-
tions of the contriving intelligence itsclf, or in the nature of the end sought
{as, for example, correspondence with the moral state and probation of
sinners).

The evidences of order and useful collocation are found both in the indefinitely small
and the indefinitely great. The moleoules are manufactured articles; and the coms
penagtions of the solar system which provide that a secular flattening of the earth’a
orbit shall be made up for by & secular rounding of that same arbit, slike show an
intelligence far transcending our own; see Cooke, Heligion and Chemlstry, and Cre-
dentisls of Sclence, 23— Beauty i3 the harmaony of relations which pecfect fitness pro-
duces ; law is the prevailing principle which underliea that harmony. Hence both
beauty and law imply deglgn, From energy, fitness, beauty, order, sacrifice, we argue
might, skill, perfection, law, and Jove it & SBupreme Intelligence, Christianity impilea
deeign, and is the completion of the design argument.”” Pteiderer, Philos. Religion,
1:188—* A good definition of beauty is immanent purpoaiveness, the teleological ideal
background of reality, the shining of the Idea through phenomens.™

Bowne, Philos. Thelsm, 85 — ** Design ie nover causal. It is only ideal, and it demands
an efficient canse for 1tg realization. Ifice is not to eink, and to freeze out life, there
must be some molecular giritcture which shall make ite bulk greater than that of an
equal weight of ‘water,” Jackson, Theodore Parker, 856 —* Rudimentary organs are
11k the stlent lettors in many words,—both are witnesses to a past history ; and there
is intelligence in their pregervation.” Diman, Theistic Argument: ¢ Not only do we
observe in the world the change which 18 the bagts of the Cosmological Argument, but
we porosive that this change prooeeds according o a fixed and invariablexile, Ininor-
gaaic hature, general order, or regularily ; in organic nature, special order or adapta-~
tion.” Bowne, Beview of H. Bpencer, 118-115, 224-230 : * Induetive solence prooeeds upon
the postulate that the reasonable and the natural are one,” This furnlabed the guiding
clue to Harvey and Cuvier; see Whewell, Hist. Induct. Belenoes, 2 480491, Kant:
#The anatomist must assume that nothing in man is in vain.” Aristotle: * Nature
makes nothing In vain.”” On moleoules as manufactured articles, see Maxfield, in Nat-
ure, Hept. 25, 1813, Bes also Tullooh, Thelsm, 116, 120; LeConte, Religion and Sciance,
lect., 2 and 8; MoCosh, Typlcal Forms, 81, 420; Agnassls, Besay on (lassification, 9, 10;
Bib, Bac., 1840 : £38 and 1850 : 418: Hopkine, in Princeton Beview, 1832: 181,

{a) Dostgn, in fact that rivers always run by large towns? that springs are always
found at gambling placea? Plants made for man, and man for worme? Voltaire:
“ Noses are made for spectacles—let us wear them1” Pope: * While man exolaime
¢ Sesd g}l things for my use,” *See man for mine,’ replics the pampered goose.”” Cher-
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riea do not rlpen In the eold oi
not ripen in the heat of summer whsntbenew wine wonld turn to vinegar? Nature
divides melons into sections for ennvﬁieme in family eating? Cork-tree made for
bottle-stoppers? The child who wagasked the cavse of salt in the ogean, atiributed
it to codfish, thus dimly confoundhy: final causs with efficlent cause. "Teacher:
““What are mersupials?” Pupll: “Antinals that have pouches In their stomachs.”
Teacher : ** And what do they have m for?"” Papil: “To crawl into and con-
ceal themselves in, when they are pu:uund,“ ‘Why are the days longer in sjummer than
in winter? Because it 18 the property.of all natural objects to elongate under the
Influence of heat. A Jena pm!mw that doctors do not exist because of dlsease,
but that diseases exist precisely in. ngdet that there may be doctors. Eepler was an
astronomical Don Quixote. He disonssed the claims of eleven different damaels to
become his second wife, and he Hiened the plansts to huge animals ymshing through
thesky. Meny of the obleotions t& deelgn erise from confounding a part of the
creation with the whole, ot & ata:umm:nfhe prooess of development with a structure
completed. For illustrations of pristakes ends, see Janet, Final Causes.

(b) Alphonso of Castile took e "M_ the Ptolemaic Bystem, and intimated that, 1f
he had been consulted at the | .’be oould have suggested valuable Improve-
menta, Lange, in his History of. mhm illustrates some of the methods of
nature by millions of gun barrels shoth all Mreotions to kill g single hare; by ten thou-
sand keys bought at haphazard to get fito a shut room; by butlding a city in order to
obtaln & house. Jg not the iot a My overdene about the poles? Bee John Stuart
Mill's jndictment of nature, in his posthumous Fesays on Religlon, 26— Nature
itpales men, broaks mon a8 if o & wheel, casty them to be devoured by wiid beasts,

crushes them with gtones ltke the ﬂx_ﬂ ‘Christian martyr, starves them with hunger,
freezes them with cold, polsons them. with the quick or slow venom of her exhalations,
and hag hundreds of other hideous dekthe In rveserve, such ag the ingenious oruelty of
& Nayis or & Domitian never surpagsedi’ 8o argne Schopenhauner and Von Hartmann.

The doctrine of evolution answers sy of these objections, by showing that order
and useful collocation in the aystem i 8. wholo is necessarily and cheaply purchased
by imperfection and suffering in'the inltia) stages of development. The question ia:
Does the system ag 8 whole imply m% My opinion i3 of no valne ag to the useful-
negs of an intricate mechine the puipéws of which I do not know. If I stand gt the
beginning of a roed and do not know 'whither it leads, it ia presumptuous in me to
point out a more direct way to its degtination. - Bowne, Plnlos. of Theism, 20-282—"TIn
order to counterbalance the Immamim which apparent disorder and immorality in
nature make upon us, we have to nashme that the universe at its root I8 not only
rational, but good. This is faith, bt it is an act on which our whole moral life
‘depends.” Metaphysics, 1686 —* The uma argument which would dehy mind in nature
denies mind in man.” Fisher, Nai, nuﬁ Meth, of Rev., 264 — *“ Fifty years ago, when
the arane gtood on top of the tovwer of ‘mmmahed Cologne Cathedral, was there no evi-
dence of design in the whole stricture?* Yot we concede that, so long as we cannot
with Jobn Stusrt Mill explain the fipérfections of the universe by any limitations in
the Intellizgence which conirived it, we sre shut up to rogarding them as intended to
correspond with the moral state and mhntlon of ginners which God foresaw and pro-
vided for at the creation. Rvil thingd in the universe are symbols of gin, and helps to
its overthrow. Bee Bowne, Review of H. Spenocer, 264, 265; MoCogh, Christ. and Posi-
tivism, 82 a¢. ; Martineau, Essays, 1; §0, and 8tudy, 1 851-808; Porter, Hum. Intellect,
599 ; Mivart, Lessons from Nature. -7 ; Princat.on Rev,. 1878 ; 212-303; Shaw, on
Positivism. :

2.. Defects of the Teleo
premiges but to the conclusion,.

A, The argument cannob:
collocations of the universe: m

Argmnant. These attach not to the
ik to be drawn $herefrom.

personal God. The order and nseful
only the changing phenomens of an

impersonal intelligence and w ‘28 pantheism supposes, The finality
may be only immenent finality
There 15 such a thing as Imma nacious finality. National spirtt, without

set purpose, constructs lu.ng::.?vy works unoonsciopdly t0 enda. Btrato,of
Lampsacus regarded the w it Aanimal. - Aristotle, Phys., 2:8— “Plant the
shin-builder’s skill within the timl Mt‘md Fou have the mode in which pature
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producee.” Here wo pee a dim antieipation of ths modern doctrine of development
from within instesd of creation from without. Neander: *'The divine work goes on
from within outward.” John Figke: * The argument from the watch has been saper-~
#eded by the argument from the flower.” Iverach, Thelsm, 91~ The effect of evolution
bas heen gimply to transfer the cause from s mere externsal influence worldng from
without to an immanent rational principle.,” Martineau, Study, 1:849, 380 — *“ Theism
8 it no way committed to the dootrine of a God external to the world . . . nor doeg
intelligence require, in order to galn an object, to give it externality.”

Newman Smyth, Place of Death, 62-80—* The universe existg in some a.ll-permsive
Infelligence. Suppose we could see a small heap of brick, seraps of metal, and piecea
of mortar, gradunlly shaping themselves into the walls and interior structure of a
buflding, adding needed material ag the work advanced, and at lzst presenting in ita
completion a faotoxy furnished with varied and flnely wrought machinery. Or, a
locomotive oarrying a process of gelf-repair to compensate for wear, growing snd
increasing in gize, detaching from itself at infervals pieces of braasor iron endowed with
fhe power of growing up step by step into other locomotives capable of running them-

_solves and of reproducing new locomotives in their turn.” So bature in its separate

parts may seem mochsnical, but a9 8 whole it is rational. Weismann does not * disowa
a directive power,” — only this. power 18 “Dbehind the mechsnism a& its final canse
+ + « 1t muet be teleclogical.”
" Tmpresgive as are these evidences of intelligence in the umiverse 8s a whole, and
incrensad in number as they are by the new Hght of evolution, we mist etill hold that
nature alone cannot prove that this intelligenee is personal. Hopkins, Miscellanies,
18-84— 8o long as there ig such a thing a3 impersonal and adapting intelligence in the
brute creation, we cannot necessarily infer from unchanging laws a free and personal
God.” See Feher, Supernat, Origin of Christianity, 678-678. Kant shows that the
argument does not prove intelligence apart from the world ( Critique, 370). We must
bring mind to the world, if we would find mind in it, Leave out man, and natire can-
not be properly interpreted: theintelligonce and will in nature may etill be unconscious.
But, taking in man, we are bound to get our Idea of the intelligence and will in nature
from the highest type of intélligence and will we know, and that is man's. * Nullusin
microcopmo spiritus, nullus in macrecosmo Deus " “We recelve but what we give,
And in our life alone does Nature live.”

The Teleological Argument therefore needs to be supplemented by the Anthropo-
logiocal Argument, or the argument from the mental and moral constitution of man.
By itself, 1t does not prove a Creator. Bee Calderwood, Moral Philogophy, 26: Ritter, Hist.
Ang, Philos., bk, 9, chap. §; Foundations of our Faith, 88; Murphy, Sefentiflc Bases,
215; Habit and Intelligence, 2: 8, and chap. 27. On immanent finality, gee Janet, Final
Causes, 35-416; Dizaan, Thelstio Argument, 201-208. Bince rightecusness belongs only
to personality, this argument cannot prove righteousness in God, Flint, Thelsm, 68—
“ Power and Intelligence alone do not constitute God, though they be infinite. A being
may have theee, and, If lacking righteousness, may bea devil”™ Here again we see the
need of the Anthropological Argnment to supploment this,

B. Even if this argument could prove personality in the intelligence
and will that originated the order of the universe, it could not prove either
the unity, the eternity, or the infinity of God ; not the unity —for the use-
#n1 collocations of the nniverse might be the result of oneness of eounssl,
instead of oneneae of essence, in the eontriving intelligence ; not the eter-
nity —for s created demiurge might conceivably have designed the universe ;
not the infinity —sinee all marks of order and eolloeation within our obser-
vation are simply finite,

THman esgerts (Theistic Argument, 114} that all the phenomena of the universe must
be due to the same source—sinoe all alike are subject to the same method of sequence,
¢. g., grayitation— and that the evidenoce poluta us irresistibly to some one explanatory
eatso, We can regard this amertion only as the utterance of a primitive belief in a firat
canse, Bot as the conclusfon of logical demonstration, for we know only an inflnitegims,.
part of the universs, From the poing of view of the intuition of an Abgolute Reason,
however, we can cordially assent to the words of ¥, L. Patton: “When we consider
Matthew Arnold’s ‘siream of tendency,’ Spencer’s *unknowabie,’ Schopembauer’y
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‘wond as wiil,' and Hartmann's alm défence of finality as the product of uncon-
soloug intelligence, wo may well guk 1 the thetsts, with their beliet in one personal
God, are not in poasession of the.only hypothesis that can save the language of thess
writers from the charge of mn!ns‘lap and idiotle raving” { Journ. Chrigt, Philog.,
Axpril, 1888 : 283-807 ).

The anclent world, which had cmr m Hght of ngture, belleved in many gods
Willlam James, W1l to Belleve, it~ “ Ithere be a divine Spixit of the universs, natars,
such a8 we know hex, cannot posstbly . o its uilimate word to man, Either there is
10 spirlt revealed in nature, or eled:ft 8 inadequately revealed there; and (as all
the higher religions have asgumed ) whas we call visible nature, or this world, must be
bt s veil and surface-show whomfu}lmmg resides in asupplementary unseen, or
other worid,” Bowne, Theory of Thonght and Enowledge, 234 —** Butisnot {ntelligence
{tgelf the mystery of mysteries? .. ; No doubt, intellect ia & great mystery. ...
But there is & choles in mysteries, Sows mysteries leave other things clear, and gome
leave things ae dark and impenetrahle-ag ever, The former i3 the case with the mys-
tery of intelligence. It makes possible the comprehension of everything but iteelf.»

8. The value of the Teleological Argument ig simply this, —if proves
from certain useful collocations and: instances of order which have clearly
had a beginning, or in other words, from the present harmony of the uni-
verge, that thera exists an intelligence and will adequate to ita contrivance.
But whather this intelligence and will is personal or mpemn&l, creator or
only fashioner, one or many, finite or infinite, eternal or owing its being to
another, necessary or free, this argument cannot assure us.

In it, however, we take s step forwerd., The causative power which we
have proved by the Comnologmﬁ Argument. haes now become an intalligent
and voluntary power.

Johp Stusrt Mill, Three Eseays on 'n;dsm. 168-170~"1n the present state of our
knowlodge, the adaptations in naturegfford a large balance of probability in favor of
causation by intelligence." Ladd hels thet, whenever one being aocts upon its like,
each being undergoes changes of stabé that belong to its own nature under the clroum-
stances. Action of one body on ancther never consists in transfercing the stete of
one belng to another. Therefore thord 8 no more diffieulty in beings that are unlike
aocting on one another than in beinaaﬂmt ‘aver Hke. 'We do not tranafer ideas to other
minds,—we only rouse them to develop their own ideas. So fores also 1 poaltively
not transferable. Bowne, Philog. of Thaism, 48, hoging with * the conception of things
interacting socording to law and forming an intelligible system. Such a system
cannot be construed by thought without the assumption of a unitary being which ia
the fundamental reality of the gystem, ' 88--No passage of Influences or forces will
avail to bridge the gulf, o long ag the-things are regarded ag independent, 5 —The
system iteelf cannot explain this intersstion, for the systom is only the membera of it.
There must be sonee being in them whisiris their reality, and of which they are in some
pense phases or manifegteiions, Xn éther words, there must be & basal monism.”
All this {s substantially the view of Lotae, of whose philosophy gee ariticlsm in Stéhiin’s
Eant, Lotze, and Ritachl, 116-156, apd evpecially 123, Falckenberg, Gesch. der neueren
Philosophie, 454, shows 88 to Lotze's Yiew that his agsumption of monistio unity and
continuity does not explain how change ¢f condition in one thing ghould, s equal-
{zation or compensation, follow change.of condition in another thing, Lotze explaing
this actuality by the ethical conception:of anall-embracing Person. On the whole argu-
ment, see Bib. 8a0., 18401834 ; Muryhy, St Bases, 216; Flint, Theism, 191-210; Pfeiderer,
Die Religion, 1: 164-174; W.B. Beuedlat, on. Thefsm and Evolution, in Andover Rev.,
1886 ; B07T-350, 60T-622,

I, Te= Mmpomamm .&nuum-r OR AnaUMENT FroM Max's
MewTal, A¥D MoRAT Nutmn,

This is an argument from ﬂi&wntﬂ sud morel condition of man to
the existence of an Author, m and End. It iz sometimes called
the Moral Argument, .
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The common title * Moral Argument® is mauch too nparrow, for it seema to take
scoount only of consclence In man, wheress the argument which this title so imper-
feotly designates really prooceeds fyom man’s intellectual and emotional, as well as from
his moral, nature. In choosing the designation we have adopted, we desire, moreover,
to resoue from the mere physicist the term * Anthropology *—a term to which he hag
attached altogether too limited & signification, and which, in his use of it, implics
that men is 2 mere animsl,—to him Anthropology is aimply the study of g béte
humaine, Anthropology mesps, not simply the solence of man's physical nature,
origin, and relations, but also the sclence which treats of his higher spiritual belng.
Honoe, in Theology, the term Anthropology designates that division of the subjeot
which treats of man's spiritual nature and endowments, his orlginal gtate and his
subeequent apostagy. As an argument, therefore, from man's mental and moral
nature, we can with perfecs propriety call the present argument the Anthropologioal
Argument., :

The ergument iy a complex one, and may be divided into threa parts.

1. Man’s intellectual and moral natnre must have had for its anthor an
intellectual and moral Being, The elements of the proof are as follows: —
(a) Man, as sa intellectual and moral being, has had & beginning upon
the planet. (b) Material and nneonseious foroes do not afford a sufileient
catise for man's reason, conscience, and free will, (c) Man, sa an effeot,
calt be referred only to & cause possessing self-conscionsness end & moral
natnve, in other words, personality.

This argument 1s in part an application to man of the prineiples of both the Coa-
mologioal and the Teleclogical Arguments, Flint, Theism, 74—* Although causality
does not invoive design, nor design goodnesa, yet design involvea causality, and good-
ness hoth causality end deglgn.” Jacobi: * Nature conoceels God; man reveals him.»

Man is an effect. The history of the geologio ages proves that man hag not always
existed, and even If the lower creatures were his progenitors, hix intellect and freedom
Bre not etornal ¢ parie ants. We ounsider man, not ua a phywleal, bui as a spiritusal,
being. Thompeon, Chriatian Thelam, 75— Every true cause must be sufficlent to
acocunt for the effect,” Looke, Essay, book 4, chap. 10— “Cogitable existence cannot
be yroduced out of incogitable,” Martinean, Btudy of Religion, 1: 256 aq.

¥ven if man had always exigted, howaver, wo should not need to sbandon the
argument. We might start, not from beginning of éxistence, but from heginning of
phenomens. I might see God in the world, just as I pee thought, feeling, will, in
my fellow men, Fullerton, Plain Axgument for God: I do not Infer you, a8 causs of
the evistencs of your body : I recognize you as present and working through your body,
Its changes of gesture and speech reveal s persenality behind them. 8o I do not
need to argue back to & Being who onoe caused nature and history; I recopnize a
preeent Being, exerciging wisdom and power, by slgns such as reveal personality in
men., Nature 18 itself the Watchmaker manifesting himself in the very process of
making the watch, This is the meaning ¢f the noble Epllogue to Hobert Browning’s
Dramatis Porsonsm, 85%—"*That one Face, far from vanish, rather grows, Or decomposes
‘but to recdmpose, Heoome my universe that feels and knows.” “That Face." sald
Mr. Browning to Mre. Orr, " Thet Face i8 the faoe of Chrigt; thet 15 how I feel kim.*
Nature is an expression of the mind and will of Christ, as my faco is an expresgion
of my mind and will. But in both cased, behing and above the faoe is & personality, of
which the face is but the partial and temporary expression.

Bowne, Philca. Theism, 104, 107 —*“My fellow beinga aot as {f they had thought,
feoling, and will. So nature looks as if thought, feeling, and will were behind it. If
we deny mind in nature, we must deny mind in man. If there be no controlling
mind in pature, mereover, there can be none in nan, for if the beaal power 8 blind
and neceegary, then all that depends upon 1t 18 necessitated also,” LeConte, In Royce's
Conception of God, 44 —* There is only one place in the wrorld where we can get behind
phystes] phenomena, behind the weil of matter, namely, 1 our own brain, and we
find there a self, s person, I8 1t not yeasonable that, if we could get behind the vefl
of nature, we should find the same, thatis, a Pargon? But 1f so, we must concluds,
&0 infinite Person, and therefore the only complete Personality that existe, Perfoct

6
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personality 18 not only self-consclous, but self-existent. They are only imperfeot
images, and, as it wore, separated fragments, of the infinite Pereonglity of God.”

Personality = self-consolousneas + self-dstermination in view of moral ends.: The
brute has intelligence and will, but hag neither gelf-conaclousness, conscience, nor
free-will. Bee Jultug Miiller, Doctrine of 8in, 1:76 sg. Diman, Theistic Argument,
91, 251 — ** Buppose * the intultions of the moral faculty are the slowly organized results
of experfence received from the race’; still, having found that the universs affords
evidence of a supremely Inteilligent cause, we may belleve that man’s moral nature
affords the highest iHlustration of {ts mode of working " ; 858 — * 8hall we explain the
lower forms of will by the higher, or the higher by the lower ¢ *

2. Man's moral nature proves the existence of & holy Lawgiver and
Judge. The elements of the proof are:—{a) Conscience recognizes the
existonce of a moral law which has supreme anthority. (%) Known viola-
tions of this moral law are followed by feslings of ill-desert and fears of
judgment, (¢} This morsl law, since it is not zelf-imposed, snd these
threats of judgment, since they are not seli-executing, respectively argue
the existence of & holy will that has imposed the law, and of & punitive
power that will execute the threats of the moral nature.

See Bishop Butler’s Bermons on Human Nature, in Works, Bohn's ed., 385-¢414. But-
ler’s great discovery was that of the supremacy of conscience in the moral constitution
of man ; % Had it sirength a3 it hag right, had it power ag {t hag manifest authority, it
would absolutely govern the world,” Congoience = the moral judiciary of the sonl —
not law, nor sheriff, but fudge ; gee under Anthropology. Diman, Theistio Argurment,
261 — ** Consolence does not lay down a law ; it warns us of the existence of a law } and
not only of a law, but of a purpose —net our own, but the purpose of another, which
it is our mission to realize.” Bee Murphy, Scientiflc Bases of Faith, 218 sg. It proves
personglity in the Tawgiver, bocause its btterances are not abatract, Hke those of
reason, but are in the natvre of command; they are not in the indicative, but in the
imperative, mood; it says, ** thou shalt ¥ and * thon shalt not.”” This argues wiil,

Hutton, Essays, 1: 11 Conscience g an ideal Moses, and thunders from an invizible
Sinal”; “the Atheist regards conscienoce not as a pkylight, opened to let in upon human
nature an infinite dawn from ahove, but as a polished arch or dome, completing and
refiecting the whole ediflce beneath,” But consclence cannot be the mere reflaction
and expression of nature, for 1t represses and condembs nature. Tulloch, Theisms
“ Oonscience, Like the magnetio needle, indicates the existence of an unknown Power
which from afar controls its vibrations and at whose presence it trembles.” Nero -
spends nights of terror in wendering through the halls of his Golden House. Kant
holda that faith in duty requires fatth in a God who will defend and reward duty —see
Critigue of Pure Resson, 859-347. Seo also Porter, Human Intellect, 524,

Kant, in his Metaphysic of Ethica, represents the action of conscletice ad liko * con-
ducting & case before & court,’ and he adds: “ Now that he who 18 acoused hefore his
conscience should be figured to be just the same peraon a8 his Judge, s an absurd repre-
sentation of a tribunal; since, in such an event, the accuser would always lose his
sult. Consclencs must therefore represent to itgelf slways some other than iteelf ag
Judge, unless it i3 to aarive at a contradiction with itself.” Beo aleo his Critlque of the
Preotical Reagon, Werlke, § : 214 —* Duty, thou sublime and mighty namo, that hast in
thee nothing to attracet or win, but challengest submission; and yet dost threaten
nothing to sway the will by that which may arouse natural terror or averslon, but
merely holdest forth & Law ; & Law which of Itself finds entrance into the mind, and
aven while we disobey, againgt cur will compels our reverence, & Law in presence of
which all inclinations grow dumb, even while they secretly rebel ; what origin is there
worthy of thee? Where can we find the root of thy noble descent, which proudly
rejects all kinship with the inclinetions?** Archbishop Temple answers, in his Bamp-
ton Lectures, B8, 59, * This eternal Law is the Etornal himself, the almighty God.”
Robert Browning: “The sense within me that I owe & dobt Assured me —Bomewhere
must be Somebody, Ready to teke his due. Al comes to this: Where due 18, there
aocceptance follows : ind Him who accepts the due.” - '

Balter, Ethical Religion, quoted in Pfieldorer's artiole on Bellgionleau Morality, Am,
Jour. Theol,, 8 : 237 —* The earth and the staxs do not create the law of gravitation
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‘which they obey; no more does men, or the united hosis of rational beingd in the uni-
verse, create the law of quty.” The will expressed in the morsl imperative 18 superior
to ours, for otherwise it would issue no commands, Yet it is one with ours as the lifs
of an crganism is one with the Hfe of its members. Theonomy i3 not heteronomy
biit the highest autonomy, the guarantee of our per#onal freedom againat aliservitude
of man. Seneca: * Deo parere bertas est.” Enight, Eesays in Philosophy, 272—%1In
oonsolonos we 5ee an ‘alter ego ', In na yet not of ps, another Personality behind our
own.” Martineau, Types, 2: 105— *“ Over a person only a person cen have authority.

.« «» A solitary being, with no other pentient natuve in the universe, would feel no
duty”; 8tudy, 1: 26 —*“As Percaption gives us Will in the shape of Causality over
against us in the Non-Ego, so Conscienoe gives us Will in the shape of Authorily over
againat us in the Non-Ego. . . . 2:7—"We cannot deduce the phenomena of charaoter
from an agent who has none.” Hutton, Essays, 1: 41, 43— “ When wo disobey con.
sclenpe, the Power which has therein censed to move us has retired only to observe—to
keep wateh over us 88 we mouid onrgelves.” Cardinal Newman, Apologia, 877 —* Were
1t not for the volee speaking 20 clearly in mny consolence and my heart, I should be an
athelat, or a pantheist, or a polytheist, when I looked into the world.”

8. Man’s emotional and voluntary nature proves the existence of &
Being who can furnish in himself a satisfying object of human affestion
and an end which will call forth man’s highest activities and ensure his
highest progress,

Ouly a Being of power, wisdom, holiness, and goodness, and all theae
indefinitely greater than any that we know upon the esrth, can meet this
demand of the human soul. Such a Being must exist. Otherwise man’s
greatast noed wounld be unsupplied, and belief in e lie be more productive
of virtue than belief in the fruth,

Feunerbach oalls God * the Brooken-shadow of man himself "' ; “ consclousness of God
= golf-consciotmness ™; “religion is 8 dream of the human soul”; *all theology is
anthropolbgy ¢ * man made God in his own fmage,”” But conscience shows that man
does not recognize In God gimply his lfks, but aldo his opposite. Not as Galton: * Plety
am PORS08100 + instability.” The finest minds are of the leaning type; ses Murphy,
Scientific Bases, 870; Augustine, Confesslons, 1:1—*Thou hast made us for thyself,
and our heart is restless till 1t finds rest In thee,” Om John Stuart Mill—*a mind that
could not find God, aud & heart that could not do without him ** —gse his Autobiogra-
phy, and Browns, in Strivings for the Faith (Chriat. Ev. Booy.), 259-287. Comte, in his
later days, constructed an object of worship in Universal Humanity, and invented a
 ritual which Huxley calls * Qatholicism minus Christianity.” See algo Tyndall, Belfast
Address: * Did I not believe, sald a great man to me once, that an Intelligence exigts
at the heart of things, my life on earth would be intolerable.” Martinean, Types of
Hthical Theory, 1 : 50b, bos,

The last line of Bchilier’s Pilgrim reads: * Und das Dort ist nlemals hier,” The
finite pever satisfes, Tennyson, Two Yoices: * “I'1s life, whereof our nerves are acant,
0Oh Hfe, not death, for which we pant; More life, and fuller, that T want.” Seth,
Etbioal Principles, 418 —“A moral universe, an absolute moral Belng, i8 the indispen-
sable environment of the ethical )ife, without which it cannot stiain to ita perfect
growth. . . . There i8 4 moral God, or this ia no uniterse,” James, Will to Beliave, 116

— %A God 18 the most adequate possible objeat for minds framed like our own to con-
colve aa lylng st the root of the universe. Anything short of God i3 not a rational
objaot, anythlng more than God is not posstbls, it man needs an object of knowledge,
feeling, and w

Romanes, Thoughts on Religiot, 41 — *To speak of the Religion of the Unknowable,
the Heliglon of Cosmism, the Religion of Humanity, where the personality of the
Fivat Cause ia not recognized, Is as unmeaning a8 1t would be to speak of thelove of a
triangle or the rationality of the equator.” It waseald of Comte’s system that, “the
wine of the real presence being poured out, ‘we are asked to adore the empty eup.”
“'We want an oblect of devofion, and Comte presents ud with a looking-glass **
( Martineaun). Huxley said he would as s0on adore a wilderness of apes s the Positivist’s
rationalized conception of humanity. It ie only the ideal in humanity, the divine
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element in humanity that ¢2n be worshiped. And when we once conceive of this, we
cannot be satisfled until we fibd it somewhere realized, as in Jesus Christ,

Upton, Hibbert Lectnres, 26212 — Huxley believes that Evolution is * & materialized
logical process””; that nothing endures save the flow of energy and “ the rational
order which pervades I."” -In the earlier part of this process, nattire, there is no moral-
ity or benevolence. But the proeess ends by producing man, who can make progrees
only by waging moral war against the natural forces which fmpel him, He must be
benevolent and just. Shall we not say, inspite of Mr. Huxley, that this ghowa what
the nature of the system Is, and that there must be a benevolent and just Being who
ordalned {t? Martinean, Seat of Authority, 63-68—* Though the anthority of the
higher incentive is self-known, it cannot be self-created; for while it I8 in me, it is
above me. , . . This guthority to which consclence introduces me, though smerging
in conscfousneas, 18 yot objective to us all, and i8 neceasarfly referred to the pature of
things, irrespective of the accldents of our mental constitution, It is not dependent
on us, but independent, All minds born into the universe are ushersd into the pree-
ence of a real righteousness, as gurely as into a scene of actual spave. Perception
revesls another than ourselves ; consolence reveais o higher than ourselvea.”

‘We must freely grant, however, that this argument from man’'s aspirations has
weight only upon the supposition thet a wise, truthful, holy, and bhenevolent God
oxisty, who hag go conatituted our minda that their thinking and their affections cor-
regpond to truth and to himself, An evil being might kave so constituted us that all
logic would lead us fnto error. The argument I8 therefore the development and
oxpression of our intuitlve idea of God. Luthardt, Fundamental Truths : * Nature is
like a written docunment containing only congonants, It I8 we who must furnish the
vowels that ghall decipher it. Unlets we bring with us the idea of God, weshall fod
nature but dumb,” See also Plleidorer, Die Beligion, 1 : 174,

A.  The defects of the Anthropological Argument are: (a) It cannot
prove a creator of the material universe. (&) It cannot prove the infinity
of God, ginee man from whom we argue is finite. (¢) It cannot prove the
mercy of God.  But,

B. The value of the Argumend is, that it assures us of the existence of
# personal Being, who rules us in righteousness, and who is the proper
object of suprome affection and service. But whether this Being is the
original creator of all things, or merely the anthor of our own existence,
whether he is infinite or finite, whether he is & Being of simple righteous-
ness or also of mercy, this argument cannot assure ns,

Among the erguments for the existence of God, however, we assign fo
this the chief place, sines it adds to the idess of causative power (which
we derived from the Uosmological Argument) and of contriving intelli-
gence (which we derived from the Teleological Argument), the far wider
ideas of personality and righteous lordship,

Bir Wm. Hamilton, Works of Reld, 2: W4, note U; Lect. on Metaph., 1:85—"The
only valld arguments for the existence of God aud for the immortality of the soul rest
upon the ground of man's moral nature* ; * theology is wholly dependent upon pey-
chology, for with the proof of the moral nature of man atands or falls the proof of the
existence of a Doity.” But Diman, Thelstic Argument, 244, very properly objects to
making this argument from the nature of man the aole proof of Peity: * It should be
rathar used to show the attrlbutes of the Being whose existence has been already
proved from other sourcesa ™ ; “ henoe the Anthropological Argument I8 as dependant
upon the Cosmologioa! and Teleclogioal Axguments as they are upon it."

Yet the Anthropologioal Argument i needed to supplemeni the conclustons of the
two others. Those who, lite Herbert S8pencer, reccgnize an infinite and absoclute
Being, Power and Cause, may yet full to this being as gpiritual and per-
sunal, simply becauss they do not themselves as spiritusl and personal
beings, thet 1s, do not recognize reason, conscietoe and free-will In man. Aguostiolsm
iz phiforcphy invdives agpostivism tn religive, B. K. Bodes: “All tire moet advanced
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languages capitalize the word * God,’ and the word *1.' " Bee Fiint, Thelsm, 58; M,
Criticism of Hamilton, 2 :204; Dove, Logic of Chrisdan Faith, 211236, 261-280; Mar-
tincan, Trbes, Introd., 3; Cooke, Religion and Chemistry: ** God ig love: but nature
could not prove 1t, and the Lamb was dlain from the foundation of the world in order
to attest it.* -

Everything in philosophy depends on where we begla, whether with nature or with
pelf, whether with the necessary or with the free. In one pense, therefore, we should
in practice begin with the Anthropologieal Argument, and then use the Cormologieal
and Teleclogical Avguments as warranting the application to nature of the conolu
sions which we have drawn from man, As God stands over againat man in Conscience,
and saya ta him: **Thou*; s0 man stands over agalnst God in Nature, and may say to
him;: *Thou.” Mulford, Republic of God, 28—*As the personality 0f man has its
Toundation in the perdonality of God, so the realization by man of hin own personality
alwaye brings man nearer to God.” Robert Browning: * Quoth a young Sadduces :
* Reader of many rolls, Is 1t o certain we Have, ag they tell us, souls?’ *Son, thereis
no reply!* The Babbl bit his beard: * Certaln, asoul have I'— We may have none,’ he
sneered. Thus Karshook, the Hiram's Hammer, The Right-hand Temple-00lumn,
Taught babes in grace their grammar, And struck the simple, solemn.”

It is very common at this place to treat of what are cailed the Historleal and the
Bibioal Arguments for the existence of God — the former argning, from the unity of
history, the latter arguing, from the unity of the Bitle, that this unity must in each
cano have for ita canse and oxplanation the existonce of God. It is a sufficiont reason
for not discussing these arguments, that, withont a previois belfef in the existence of
God, no one will see unity elther in history or in the Bible. Turmer, the painter,
exhibited a pioture which geemed all mist and cloud until he put & dab of scarlet Into
it, That gave the true point of view, and all the regt became intelligible, Bo Chrigt's
coming and Christ's blood make intelligible both the Scriptures and human history.
He carries in his girdle the key to all mysteriea. Schopenhauer, khowing no Christ,
admitted no philosophy of higtory, He regarded history as the mere fortnitous play
of individual caprice. Pagonl: * Jesus Christ i3 the centre of everything, and the
objeet of everything, and he that does not know him Enows nothing of nature, and
nothing of himself.”

IV. Tag ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT, 0B ABGUMENT FEOM OUR ABSTRAOT
AND NEoEssARY Iomas,

This argument infers the existence of God from the abstract and neces-
eary ideas of the humen minfl. Tt has three forms :

1. That of Sammuel Clarke. Space and time are sttributes of substance
or being, But space and time are respectively infinite and eternal, There
must therefore be an infinite and eternal substance or Being to whom these
attributes belong. ’

Gillespie states the argument somewhat differently. Bpace and time ave
modes of existence, But space and fime are respectively infinite and eter-
nal. There must therefore be an infinite and eternal Being who subsists
in these modes. But we reply :

Bpace and time &re neither attribntes of substance nor modes of exist-
ence, The argnment, if valid, would prove that God is hot mind but matter,
for that conld not be mind, but only matter, of which space and time were
sither attributes or modes.

The Ontologioal Argument is frequently called the o priort argument, that is, the
grgument from that which is logically prior, or earlier than experience, viz., our intu-
{tive ideas. .All the forms of the Ontologieal Argument are in this senss a préort. Bpace
and time are o priord ideas. Boe Sammel Clarke, Works, B:421; Glllesple, Necengary
Exiatonoce of God. Per conira, see Kant, Critique of Pure Heason, 864: Calderwood,
Moral Philogophy, 228—* To begin, as Clarke did, with the proposition thet *something
has exigted from eternity,' is virtually to propose an argument after having assumed
what ia to be proved. Gillesple’s form of the a priori argument, starting with the prop-
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ogition *infinity of extension is necessarily existing,’ is able to the same Objection,
with the additional disadvantage of attributing a property of matter to tha Deity,

" H.B. Smithseys that Brougham misrepresented Clarke: * Clarke’s argument i3 in his
alxth propoeition, and mipposes theexistence proved in what goes before. Heaimmhere
fo establich the infinitude and omnipresence of this Firat Being. He does not prove
edistence from imrmengity.” But we reply, nelther can he prove the infinity of God
from the immensity of apace. Bpaceand time are neithergubstances nor attributes, but
are rather relations; see Calderwood, Philos. of Infinite, 851-835; Cooker, Thelstic Con-
cepiion of the World, 86-08. The dectrine that space and time are attributes or modes
of God's exigtence tends to materialistic pantheiym like that of Spinoza, who held that
“*the one and pimple substance " {substantia una et unica}is known to ue through the
two attriburtes of thought and extension ; mind - God in the mode of thought ; matter
== God in the mode of extension, Dove, Logic of the Christian Faith, 127, says well that
anextended God i a material God ; ““space and tme.are attributes neither of matter
nor mind ¥ ; * we must carry the moral idea intop the natural world, not the patural
idea into the moral world." See also, Blunt, Dictionary Doct. and Hist. Theol., T40;
Porter, Human Intellect, 567, H. M., Stanley, on Space and Science, in Philos. Rev., Nov.
1538 : 616—**Bpace is not full of things, but things are spaceful. . . . Space I8 a form
of dypamic appearance.” Prof. {, A. Strong: * The world composed of conselousness
and other existences isnot in space, though it may be in something of whioch space is
the gyrabol.””

2. That of Desoartes, We have the idea of an inflpite and perfect
Being, This idea cannot be derived from imperfeet and finite things,
There must therefore be su infinite and perfect Being who is its canse.

But. we reply that this argument confounds the idea of the infinite with
an infinite ides. Man’s idea of the infinite is not infinite but finite, and
from a finite effect we cannoct srgne an infinite eause.

This form of the Ontological Argument, while it 18 o priord, as based upon a necesssry
ides of the humen mind, is, unlfke the other forms of the same argument, o postertord,
ad arguing from thisidea, as an sffect, to the existence of a Being who 15 it8 cause. 4
posteriort argument = from that which ig later to that which is earlier, that is, from
effect to canse, The Cosmological, Telaological, and Anthropological Arguments are
arguments ¢ postertori, OFf this sort is the argument of Descartes ; see Desoartes, Med-
itation §: Heeo idea quee In pobis est reguirit Denm pro caumsa; Deufgue proinde
exigtit.,” The Ides in men’s minds i8 the impreasion of the workman’s name stamped
indelibly on his work — the ghadow cast upon the buman soul by that unseen Qne of
whose being and presence it dimly informsns. Blunt, Dict. of Theol., 789; Saisset, Pan-
thelsm, 1 ; 54— * Deecartes sets out from s fact of conselousness, while Anselm sets out
from an abstract conception® ; * Descartes’s argument might bo conaidered a branch of
the Anthropologiosl or Moral Argument, but for the fact that this last proceeds from
man’s constitution rathey than from his abstract idess.” See Rib. 8ao., 1849: 687,

8, That of Anselm, We have the ides of an absolutely perfect Being.
Bat exictence is an attribute of perfection. An absoluiely perfect Being
must therefore exist,

But we reply that this ergument confounds idesl existence with real
existence. Our idess are not the measure of external reality.

Anselm, Proglogion, 2— * Id, quo majua cogitarl nequit, non potest esse In intellectu
solo,” 8ee translation of the Prosloglon, in Bib. Sac., 1851+ 520, 6993 Kant, Critique, 368.
Tha argumenta of Desoartes and Anselm, with Kant's reply, are given in their original
form by Harris, in Journ. Spec, Phifos., 16:420-428, 'The major premise hete is not thet
all perfect ideas imply the existence of the object which they represent, for then, as
Xant objects, I might arguefrom my perfect idea of a $100bill that I actually possessed
the same, which would be far from the fact. Bo I have a perfoct iden of a per-
fectly evil being, of a centaur, of nothing,— but if does not follow that the evil being,
that the centaur, that nothing, exists. The argument is rather from the idea of absclute
and perfect Being —of " that, no greater then which can be conceived.” There can be
but one such belng, and there can be but one such idea,
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Yet, even thus undersiood, we cannot argue from the 1des to the actual exigtence of
such a being. Case, Physical Realigo, 173~ God {8 not an idea, and consequently can-
not be inferred from mere ideas.” Bowne, Philos, Theism, 43— The Ontologieal Argu-
ment * only points out that the idea of the perfect must inciude the idea of existence;

. but there i nothing to show that the gelf-congistent ides represents an objective real-
ity.” T canimagine the Sea-serpent, the Jinn of the Thousand and One Nights, “The
Anthropophagi, 8nd men whose heads Do grow beneath their shoulders.” The winged
horse of TThlend possessed every posslble virtue, and only one fanlt—it was dead,
It every perfect idea implied the reality of its objeet.. there might e bhorses wlﬂl
jon legs, and treee with roots in the air,

* Angelm's argument implies,” says Fisher, in Journ. Christ. Philos., Jan. 1883: 114,
“that existetion in re is a constituent of the concept. It would conclude the existence
of & heing from the definition of & word. This inference 18 justified only on the basls of
philosophical realism.'” Dove, Logio of the Chrigt. Faith, 14— The Ontological
Atrgument ia the algebraic formula of the universs, which leads to 8 valid conclusion
with regard to real existence, only when wa A1l it in with ebjects with which we become
acqualnted In the argmments @ posteriord.” Bee also Bhedd, Hiat. Doct., 11331, Dogm,
Theol., 1:8%1-241, and in Presb. Rev., Aprii, 1884 : 212-227 (favoring the argument);
Fisher, Bsaays, 574; Thompson, Christian Theism, 171; H. B. S8mith, Introd. to Christ.
Theol., 1223; Pfeiderer, Die Religion, 1: 181-18T; Studien und Kritiken, 1875 : B11-855.

Dorner, in his Glawbenslchre, 1: 197, gives us the best statement of the Ontological
Argument: * Resson thinks of God as existing. Reason would not be reason, if it did
not think of God &8 existing. Reagon only i8, upon the assumption that God 18, But
this ia evidently not argument, but only vivid statement of the necessary assumption
of the existence of an absolute Reagon which conditions and gives validity to ours.

Although this last must be considered the most perfect form of the Onto-
logical Argument, it is evident that it conducts us only to an ideal con-
clurion, not to real existence. In common with the two preceding forms
of the argument, moreover, it tacitly assumes, a8 already existing in the
human mind, that very knowledge of God's existence which it wounld derive
from logical demonstration. It has vaine, therefore, simply as showing
what God must be, if he exists at all,

But the existence of a Being indefinitely great, a personsl Cause, Con-
triver and Lawgiver, has been proved by the preceding arguments ; for the
Iaw of parsimony requires us to spply the conelusions of the firat three
argnments o one Being, and not to many. To this one Being we may
now sacribe the infinity and perfection, the ides of which lies at the basis
of the Ontological Argument —ascribe them, not because they are demon-
strably his, but because our mental constitation will not allow us to think
otherwise. Thus clothing him with all perfections which the human mind
san conceive, and these in illimitable fullness, we have one whom we may
justly call God.

MoCosh, Div, Govt., 12, note--* It 1 at this place, If we do rot mistake, that the {dea
of the Infinite comes In. The capacity of the human ‘mind to form such anidea, or
rather Hg intuitive belief i an Infinite of which it feels that it canniot form an adequate
oongception, may be no proof (us Kant maintaine) of the existence of an infinite Baing ;
but it is, we are convinced, the means by which the mind I4 enabled to invost the Delty,
shown on other grounds to exist, with the attributes of infinity, 4. ¢., to ook on hig
bhefng, power, goodness, and all hig perfections, as infinite.” Even Fiint, Theism, #8,
who holds that we reach the existence of God by inference, speaks of ** necessary cons
ditfons of thought and feeling, and ineradicable aspirations, which force on us ideas of
absolute existence, infinity, and perfection, and will neither permit us to deny these
perfections to God, nor to aseribe them to any other being.” Belief in God i8 not the
concingion of a demonstration, but the solution of & problem. Calderwood, Moral
Phiiosophy, 226« * Either the avhole question Ia assumed in starting, or the Infinite ja
not reached in concluding,” .
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Clarke, Chrigtian Theology, 97-114, divides his proof into two parta: 1. Evidence of
the existence of God from the intellectual starting-peint: The discovery of Mind in
the universe Is made, L through the intelligibleness of the universs to us; 2. through
the idea of canse; 8. through the presence of ends in the universe, IL Evidenoe of
the existence of God from the relgious starting-point ; The discovery of the good God is
made, 1. through the religious nature of man; 2. through the great dilemma—God
the best, or the wordt ; 8. through the apiritual experience of men, especially in Chris-
tianity. 8o far as Dr. Clarke’s proof ig intended to be g statement, not of 4 primitive belief,
but of a loglieal process, we must hold it to be equally defective with the three forms
of proof which we have seen to furnish some corroboratlve evidence of God's axist-
ene¢e, Dr, Clarke therefore does well to add: * Heligion was not produced by proof
of God’s existence, and will not be destroyed by its insufficiency to some minds. Relig~
ion existed before argument; in fact, it 18 the preciousness of religion that leada to the
seeking for all possible confirmations of the reality of God."”

The three forms «f proof already mentioned — the Cosmologlieat, the Teleclogical, and
the Anthropological Arguments — may be likened to the three arches of a bridge ovsr
& wide and rushing river. The bridge has only two défects, but these defeats are very
serious, 'The first ia that one gannot get on to the bridge; the end toward the hither
bank i8 wholly lacking ; the bridge of logical argument cannot be enterad upon except
by assuming the valldity of logical processes; this assumption takes for granted at the
cutset the existence of & God who has made onr faculties to act correctly; we got on
to the bridge, not by logical process, but only by a leap of intuition, and by assuming
at the beginning the very thing whick we set out to prove, The second defact of the
ao-called bridge of argament is that when one haa once gotten on, he can never get off,
The connection with the further bank i3 alse lacking. Al the premises from which
we argue belog finite, we are warranted in drawing only a finite conclusion. Argu-
ment cannot reach the Infinite, and only an infinite Being is worthy to be called God,
‘We oan get off from our logical bridge, not by logical process, but only hy another and
final leap of intuition, and by once movre assuming the existenve of the {nfinite Being
whom we had so vainly sought to reach by meére argument. The process geems to be
referred to in Job 1i ;7= *Canst {hon by searthing find out God?  Canst thom find cmt the Almighty unte
parisation 2"

As a logieal process this is indeed defective, since all logie as well as all
observation depends for its validity mpon the presmpposed existence of
God, and since this particular proeess, oven granting the validity of logic
in general, does not warrant the conclusion that God exists, except upon a
second assumption thet our abstract ideas of inflnity and perfection are to
be applied to the Being to whom argument has actnally conduaeted ns.

But althongh both ends of the logical bridge are confessedly wanting, the
process may serve and does serve a more useful purpose than that of mers
demounstration, namely, that of awakening, explicating, and confirming a
conviction which, though the most fundsmental of all, may yet have been
partially slumbering for lack of thought.

Moretl, Philes. Fragments, 177, 170—"Wo can, in faot, no more prove the existence of
f God by a logleal argument, than we can prove the existence of an external world ; but
none the lega may we obtaln ag strong & practical cooviction of the one, a8 the gther.”
“ We arrlve at a sclontific beliof in the existence of God just ad we do at any other pos-
slble human troth. We assums it, ad a4 hypothesis absclutely necessary to acoount for
the phenomens of the universe ; and then evidences from every quarter begin to con-
verge upen it, unti, In process of tine, the common senss of mankind, cultiveted and
enlightoned by ever acoumulating knowledge, pronounces upon the valldity of the
hypothesis with a voice scarcely less decided and universal than it does in the case of
our highest gefentifio convigtions.”

Fisher, Bupernat. Origin of Christlanity, 872 What then is the purport and force
of the several arguments for the existence of God? We reply that these proofs are
the different modes in which faith expregses itsolf and secks confirmation. In them
faith, or the object of faith, is more exactly conceived and defined, and in them fs found
& corroboration, not arbitrary but substantial and valuable, of that faith which springs
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from the soul iteelf. Buch proofs, therefore, sre neither on the one band sufficient to
create sand sustain faith, nor are they on the other hand to be set aside as of no valus,"”
A.J. Barrett: *The arguments &re not 5o mucha bridgein themselves, as they are
guys, to hold irm the great suspension-bridge of intuition, by which we pass the gulf
from man to God. Or, while they gre not a ladder by which we may reach heaven,
they are the Ossa on Pellon, from whose combined helght we may descry heaven.”

Anselm : * Negligentis mihi videtur, sl postquam confirmati surus in fide non stu-
demus quod credimus intelligere,” Bradley, Appearance and Reality:  Metaphysios
i the finding of bad reasons for what we believe upon instinet; but to find these rea-
8008 18 0o less an instinet.” Ilingworth, Div. and Hum, Personality, lect. I1I—"Belief
in & personal God is an instinctive judgment, progressively Justified by reason.”
Kaight, Eseays in Philosophy, 241 — The arguments are * hisborical memorials of the
eftorts of the human race to vindicate to iteelf the existence of a reality of whioh ifi is
aouseious, but which it cannot perfectly define.” H, Fielding, The Hearts of Men, 313
—"Croeds are tho grammar of religion. They are to religion what graramar s to
spebch. Words are the expression of cur wanta; gramwmar I8 the theory formed after-
watds, Speech never proceeded from grammar, hut the reverse. A8 speech pro-
gresses Rnd changes from unknown causes, grammar mast follow.” Pagoal: *The
hedrt baa reasons of its own which the reason does not know.” Frances Power Cobbe:
*Intgitions are God's tuitions.” On the whole suldect, geo Oudworth, Intel. Systom,
8:42; Calderwood, Philos. of Infinite, 150 8¢, ; Curtis, Human Element in Inspiration,
242; Peabody, in Andover Rev., July, 1834 ; Hahn, History of Arguments for Existence
of God ; Lotze, Philos, of Religlon, 8-341 Am. Jour, Theol,, Jan. 1906 : 53-11.

Hegel, in hia Logic, page 8, spealking of the disposition to regard the proofs of God's
existence a8 the only means of producing faith in God, says: * SBuch a dootrine wounld
find {ts parallel, if we sald that eating was impossible before we had aequired a knowl-
edge of the chemical, botanical and zollogical qualities of our food ; and that we must
delay digestion till we bad finished the study of anatomy and physiolegy.” Itis &
mistake to suppose that there can be no religious life without a correct theory of lite, -
Must I rafuse to drink water or {o breatheair, until I can manufacture both for myself ?
Bome things are glven to us. Among these things are “grace sud trath ™ (John 1:17; of. 93,
But there are ever those who ave willing to také nothing &8s a free gift, and who inslst
on working out all knowledge, 88 well a8 all salvation, by processes of their own,
Pelagianiem, with its denial of the doctrines of graoe, 18 but the further development
of a retionaligm which refuses to accept primitive truths unless these ean be logically
demonstrated. Bince the exigtence of the soul, of the world, and of God cannot be
proved In this way, rationalism is led to ourtafl, or 0 misinterpret, the deliversnces of
oonaciousness, and hence result certain gystems now to be menticned.



CHAPTER IIL
ERRONEQOUS EXPLANATIONS, AND CONOLUSION,

Any correet explanation of the universe must postulate an intuitive
knowledge of the existence of the external world, of self, and of God.
The desire for scientifle unity, however, has oceasioned attempts o reduse
these three factors to one, and according as one or another of the three bas
been vegarded as the sll-inelusive principle, the result has been Materialism,
Materialistic Idealism, or Idealistic Pantheism. This scientific impulse is
better satisfied by & system which we may designate as Ethical Moniam,

We may summarize the present chapter us follows: 1. Materialiam: Universe=-
Atoms, RBeply: Atoms can do nothing without fores, and can be nothing { Intelligibie)
without ideas. 2. Mualerialistic Tdealiem: Universe==Force +Ideas, Reply: Ideas
beleng 0 Mind, and Force can be exerted only by Will. 3. Idealistie Ponmthetim:
Universe =~ Immanent and Impersonal Mind and Will, Reply: Spirit in man shows
that the Infinite 8pirit must be Transcendent and Personal Mind and Will, We are led
from these three forms of error to s conalusion which we may denominate 4. Ethical
Monigm : Universe = Finite, partial, graded manifestation of the divine Life; Maiter
being God’s gelf-limitation under the law of necessity, Humauity being God’s self-lim-
Itation under the law of freedom, Inoarnation and Atonement being God's gelf-limita.
tione under the law of grace. Mstaphysical Monism, or the doctrine of one Substance,
Prineipls, or Ground of Belng, i3 conslstent with Psychological Dualism, or the doo-
trine that thesonl 1s personally distinot from matter on the one hand and from God on
the other.

L MarmRIALIsw,

Materialiam jg that method of thought which gives priority to matier,
rather than to mind, in its explanetions of the universe. Upon this view,
material atoms eonstitute the nltimate and fundamental reality of which
all things, rational and frrational, are but combinations end phenomens.
Foree is rognrded ad m nhiversal and inseparable property of matter. ‘

The element of truth in materislism is the reality of the external world.
Its error is in regarding the external world as having original and inde-
pendent existence, and in regarding mind as its product.

Materialism regards atoms as the bricks of which the material universe, the house
we inhabit, is built, Siv Willlam Thomson (Lord Kelvin) egiimates that, if & drop of
water were maguified to the slze of our earth, the atoms of which it consipts would
vertainly appear larger than boy’s marbles, and yet would be smaller than billiard balls,
Of these atoms, all things, viaible and invigible, are made. Mind, with gl 1is activities,
18 & combination or phenomenon of atoms, * Man iat was er igzt : ochne Phosphor kein
Gedanke” —** One i3 what he eafs : withont phosphorus, no thought.” XEthics is a bill
of fare; and worship, like heat, /8 a mode of motion. Agassiz, however, wittily asked;
** Are fighermen, then, more intclligent than farmers, because they eat so much figh,
and therefore take In more phosphorus?

It is evident that much 18 here atiributed to atoms which really belongs to foroe.
Deprive atoms of force, and all that remains is extension, which == Bpaon == Zero.
Moreover, *if atoms are extended, they cannot be ultimate, for extension Impifes
Qdivislbility, and that which ig conceivably divisible cannot be a philogdophical gitimate,
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But, if atoms are not extended, then even an Infinite multiplestion and sombination of
them could not produce an extended subatance, Furthermore, an atom that is neither
extended substance nor thinking gubstanoce ig incongeivable, The real mltimate is
foroe, and this force cannot be exerted by nothing, but, a8 we ghail hereaftor gee, can
e exerted only by a persoral 8pirit, for this alone possessea the characteristics of real-
ity, namely, definiteness, unity, and activity."

Not only force but also inteligence must be altrituted to atoms, before they can
explain any operation of nature. Herschel says not only that * the force of gravite-
tiun sooms like that of & universal will," but that the atoms themaselves, in recognizing
each other in order o combine, ghow a great deal of “presence of mind,” Tadd,
1ntrod, to Philosophy, 289 ~* A distingulshed astronomer has sald that every body in
the solar system is behaving as if it knew precisely how it ought to behave in consigi-
enoy with its own nature, and with the hehavior of every other body In the same sys-
tem. . . . Each atom has danced countless millons of miles, with countless willlons
of difterent partners, many of which required an important modifiogtion of its mode of
motion, without ever departing from the correct step or the right time.” J.P. Cooke,
Credentials of Solence, 104, 177, suggests that something more than atoms 1s needed to
explain the universe. A correlating Intelligence and Will must be assomed. Atomg
by themselves would be like a heap of loose nalla which need to he magnetized if they
are to hold together, All structures would be resolved, and all forms of matter would
disappear, if the Presence which gustains them were withdrawn. The atom, Hke the
monad of Leibnitz, 18 * parvus In suo genere dens ™ — ** g little god in ita nsture ' —only
‘beoanse it 18 the expression of the mind and will of an immanent God.

Plato speaks of men who are ** {dazzled by too near a look at material things.” They
do ot perceive that thege vary material things, stnce they can be interpreted only in
terms of spirit, must themselves be esseutially spiritual. Materizlism is the explanation
of a world of which we know something — the world of mind —by a world of which we
kmow next to nothing—the world of matter, Upton, Hibbert Lectures, 247, 208—
“ How about your material atoms and brain-moleoules? They have no real existence
save as objeots of thought, and therefore the very thought, which you say your atoms
produce, turns out to be the emential precondition of thelr own existence,” With this
agree the words of Dr. Ladd: * Enowledge of matter involves repeated activities of
sengation and reflection, of Inductive and deductive inferance, of intuitional belief in
gubstance. These are all activities of mind. Only a8 the mind haas a gelf-conscious life,
{8 any Enowledge of what matter 18, or can do, t0 be gained, . . . Everything is res]
which 4a the permanent stbject of changing states, That which touches, feels, socs, I8
more real then that which is fouched, felf, geen."

H. N. Gardner, Presb. Rov., 1885: 301, 835, 666 —** Mind gives to matter its ohief mean-
ing,—hence matter alone can never explain the universe,” Gore, Incarnation, 51—
& Mind 18 not the product of nature, but the necessary constituent of nature, considered
&# an ordered knowabie systent.” Fraser, Philos, of Theism: *.An immoral act must
originate in the Immoral agent; & physical effect 18 not known to originate in ita
phyaleal causs,” Matter, inorganic and organio, presupposes mind ; but it is not true
that mind presupposes matter. LeConte: “If T could remove your brain cap, what
would I see? Only physical changed, But you-—-what do you perceive? Consclous-
neag, thought, emotion, will. Now take external natnre, the Cosmos. The sbserver
from the outside sees only physical phenomens, Hut mmst thero not be in this case
also —on the other slde —psychical phonomena, a Belt, a Person, n Wili ?*

The imposaibility of finding in matter, regarded as mere atoms, any of the attributes
of a oause, has led to & general abandonment of thia ¢ld Materialism of Democritus,
Epiourus, Lucreting, Condillae, Holbach, ¥euerbach, Biichner; and Materlalistic

- Idealism has taken its place, which instead of regarding force as a property of matter,
regards matter as o manifestation of foree. From this sectiom we therefore pags to
Materialistio Ydealism, and Inquire whether the universe can be interpreted simply as a
system of foxce and of ideas. A quarter of a century ago, John Tyndall, in his open-
ing address ay President ot the British Associgtion at Belfast, declared that in matter
waa to hotound the promise and potency of every form of life, Butbin 1808, 8ir Willam
Crookes, in his address as President of that same British Associgtion, reversed the
apothegm, and declared that in life he saw the promise and potency of every form of
matter, See Lange, History of Materialism ; Janet, Materisligm ; Pabri, Materialistnus
Hersog, Encyolopfidie, art.: Materialismus; but esp., 8talle, Modern Physics, 148-170.
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In addition to the general error indicated above, we object to this system
aa follows:
) 1. In knowing matter, the mind necessarily judges itself to be different
in kind, and higher in rank, than the matter which it knows,

‘We here state simply an intuitive conviction. The mind, in using {t3 physical organ.
tsm and through it bringing externai nature into its service, recognizes itself as differ-
ent from and superior to matter. Bee Martineau, guoted In Brit. Quar., April, 1882:
113, and the article of President Thomas Hill in the Biblictheca Bacra, April, 1852: 853 -~
‘Al that is really given by the aot of sense-perception is the existence of the con-
soions self, Aoating in houndless space and boundless time, surrounded and sustained
by boundless power, The maierial moved, which we at first think the grest reality, is
only the shadow of a real being, which Is Immaterial.” Harris, Philos. Bagls of Theism,
317 —*“Imagine an infinitesimal being in the brain, watching the action of the mole-
cules, but missing the thought. So sclence ohserves the universe, but misses God.”
Hebberd, in Journ. Speq, Philos., Aprii, 1886:185,

Robert Browning, * the subtlest sssertor of the soul in song,” makes the Pope,in
The Ring and the Book, gay: “Mind I8 not matter, nor from matter, but above.” BSo
President Francls Wayland: *“What is mind?” **No matter.” *“ What i3 matter?”
#* Never mind.” Sully, The Human Mind, 2:360 —* Corsciousness is a reality wholly
disparate from material processes, and capnot therefore be resolved into these.
Materialism makes that which is immediately known ¢ our mental states) subordinste
to that which i# only indirectly or inferentially known (external things ). Moreover, a
material entity existing per se out of relation to a cogitant mind is an absardity.” As
materialists work out their theory, their so-called mattar grows more and more ether-
eal, untii at Iast a stage I3 reached when it cannot he distinguished from what others
call spirit. Martinesu: °‘The matter they describe iy B0 exceedingly clever that it fg
up to anything, even to writing Hamlet and discovering its own evolution. In ghort,
hut for the gpelling of its name, it does nof seem to differ appreciably from our 0ld
friends, Mind and God." A. W. Momerie, in Christianity and Evolution, 54— A being
conscious of his unity cannot poseibly be formed out of 2 number of atoms uncon-
scious of their diversity, Any one who thinks thia possible is capable of asserting that
half & dozen f00la might be compounded into a single wise man.”

2. Since the mind’s attributes of (@) continuousidentity, (b) self-petivity,
{¢) nnrelatedness to space, ave different in kind and higher in rank than the
attributes of matter, it is rational to conelude that mind is itself different in
kind from matter and higher in rank than matter.

This i an argument from specific qualities to that which underlies and explaine the
gualities, (a) Memory proves personal identity., This i8 not an ldentity of material
atoms, for atoms change, The molecules that come cannot remember those that
depart. Some immutable part in the brein? organized or unorganized? Organized
decays; unorganized= soul. (b) Imertiashowa that matterig not gelf-inoving. It acts
only a8 it 18 acted upon. A singleatom would never move, Two portionsare necedSary,
and these, in order to useful action, require adjustment by a power which does not
belong to matter, Evolution of the universe inexplicable, unleas matter were firat
moved by some power outside iteclf, See Duke of Argyll, Reign of Law, 2. (¢) The
highest activities of mind are independent of known physical conditions. Mind con-
trols and subdues the body. It does not cease to grow when the growth of the hody
ceases. When the body nears dissolution, the mind often asserts itself most strikingly.

Kant: * Unity of apprehension is posaible on aceount of the transcendental unity
of self-consciousness,’ I get my idea of unity from the indiviaible self, Stout, Mamual (f
Paychology, 68— ** So far as matter exists independently of its presentation to a cogri-
tive subject, it cannot have material propertles, such as extension, hardness, ¢olor,
welght, eto. . ... The world of material phenomena presupposes & system of
jmmaterial agency. In this Immaterialsystem the individual conseiougness originates,
This agency, some say, 1s thoughf, others will.” A. J. Dubois, in Century Magazine,
Dac. 184 : 28— Since each thought involves amoleculnr movement in the brain, and this
moves the whols unlverse, mind is the seoret of the universe, and we should interpret
neture as the expresgion of underlylng purpose. Science is mind following the traces
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of mind, There can be no mind without antecedent mind. That all buman beings
have the same menta. modes showe that these modes are not due aimply to environ-
ment, Bowne: *Things aot upon the miid and the mind rescts with knowledge.
Enowlng is not a passive roceiving, but an sctive construing.y Wundt: *Weare
compelled to admit that the physical development i noé the eause, but much more the
effeot, of pgychical development.™

FPaul Carus, Soul of Man, 62-64, defines 5oul ag * the form of an organism,” and mem-
ory as ‘‘*the psychical agpect of the preservation of form in lving substance,” This
seems to give priority to the organism rather than to the sonl, regardless of the fact
that without soul no organfsm is conceivable. Clay cannot be the ancestor of the
potter, nor stone the aneestor of the meson, nor wood the ancestor of the carpenter.
W. N, Clarks, Christiar Theology, 99— Tho intelligibleness of the universe to wais
strong and ever present ¢vidence that there is an all-pervading rational Mind, from
which the universe received ita character.” We must add to the maxim, ** Cogito, ergo
sum,” the other maxim, " Intelligo, ergo Deua est.”” Pfleiderer, Philos, Rellg,, 1:3713 —
* The whole 1dealistic philosophy of modern times is in fact only the carrying out and
grounding of the conviotion that Nature Ig ordered by Spirit and for Bpirit, ag a subser-
vient measns for ita eternal ends; that it is therefore not, ag the heathen naturalism
thought, the one and all, the jast and highest of things, but has the Spivit, and the
moral Ends over it, as its Lord and Master,” The consciousness by which things are
known precodes the things themselves, in the order of logic, and tharefore cannot he
explained by them or derived from them, See Porter, Human Intellect, £2, 131,182,
M«¢Cosh, Chrigtianity and Positivism, chap, on Materialism ; Divine Government, T1-
8¢; Intuitiong, 140-145, Hoplking, Study of Man, 53-58; Morell, Higt. of Philosophy, 818~
834; Hickok, Rational Cosmology, 403 ; Theol. Belectie, 8:556; Appletoh, Works, 1;151-
154; Calderwood, Moral Philos,, 236: Ulrict, Leib und Seele, 688-125, and synopsis, in Bap.
Quar., July, 1878: 380,

8. Mind rather then matter must therefore be regarded sg the original
and independent entity, unless it can be scientifically demonstrated that
mind is material in its origin and nature. But all attempts to explain the
paychical from the physical, or the organio from the inorganioc, are acknowl-
edged failures. The most that can be claimed is, that psychical are always
aceompanied by physical changes, and that the inorganic is the basis and
support of the organie. Although the precise connection between the mind
and the body is unknown, the fact that the continnity of physical changes
is umbroken in times of psychical activity renders it eertain that mind is not
transformed physical force. If the facts of sensation indicate the depen-
dence of mind npon body, the facts of volition equally indicate the depen-
desce of body upon mind. )

The chemist can produce organic, but not organized, substances, The life cannot be
produced from matter, Even in living things progress 18 seoured only by plan. Multi-
plication of desired advantage, fn the Darwinian scheme, requires a gelecting thought;
in other words the natural selection is artificial selection afier all. John Pisks,
Dastiny of the Creature, 109 —* Cerebral physiclogy tells us that, during the present
lite, although thought and feeling are always manifested in connection with a peculiar
form of mafiter, yet by no posalbillty can thought snd feeling be in sny gense the
product of matter. Nothing could be more grossly unscieniifec then the famous remark
of Cabanis, that the brain secretes thought as the liver secretes bile, It ia noteven
oorrect to say that thought goes on in the brain, What goes on in the brain 18 an
amazingly complex serles of moleoular movements, with which thought and fecling
are In some unknown way correlated, not as effects oras causes, but as concomitants.”

Leibnitz's * predetablished harmony " indicates tha dificulty of defining the relation
between mind and matéer. They arve like two entirely disoonnected cioeks, the cne of
which has o dial and indicates the hour by ita hands, while the other without = alal
simultaneoualy indicates the same hour by its striking epparatus, To Telbnita the
world {8 an aggregate of atomic souls leading absolutely separate llves. There is no
renl action 0f oné upon another, Everything in the monad is the development of its
indivigual Unstitonisted avtivity, Yot there {s & pretistablished harmony of theg all,
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arranged from the beginning by the Creator, The internal development of sach monad
18 30 adjusted to that of all the other monadg, ag to produce the felse impresaion that
they are mutusally influenced by each other (s#ee Johnson, In Andover Rev., ApL 18003
407, 408), Lelbnitz's theory involves the complete rejection of the freedom of the human
will in the Ubertarian sense. To escape from this arbitrary connection of mind and
matter In Leibnitz's pretistablished hermony, Spinoza rejected the Cartesian dootrine
of two God-created substances, and maintained that there ia but one fundamental
substance, namely, God himeelf (see Upton, Hibbert Lectures, 1725,

There 18 an increased flow of blood to the head in times of mental actlvity, Some-
titnes, In Intense heat of literary composition, the blood fairly surges through the
brajn. No diminution, but further increase, of physical activity accompanies the
‘greatest efforts of mind. Lay a man upon a balance ; fire & pigtol shot or inject sud-
denly a great thought into hig mind ; at once he will tip the balance, and tumble upon
his head. Xomanes, Mind and Motion, 21 —* Conecicusness causes physical changes,
but not vice verse. To say that mind ig a function of motion I8 to say that mind is &
fungtion of iteelf, sinoe motion exlgta only for mind. Better supposo the physical and
the peychical to be only cone, ad in the violin sound and vibration are one. Volition is
8 cause in natnre because 1t has cerebration for its obverse and inseparable gide. But
if there is no motion without mind, then there can be no universe without God.” . . |
84— “ Becauso within the limits of human experience mind 18 only known as associated
with brain, it does not follow that mind cannot exist without brain. Helmholtz’s
explanation of the effect of one of Beethoven's gonatas on the brain may be perfectly
aorreet, but the explanation of the effect given by a musician may bo equally correct
within its category.” '

Herbert 8pencer, Principles of Peychology, 1 : § 58— * Two things, mind and nervous
action, exist together, but we cannot imagine how they are related” {see review of
Bpencer’s Psychology, in N. Englander, July, 1873). Tyndall, Fragments of Scienoe,
120 — *“‘The passage from the physics of the brain to the facta of consclongness Is
unthinkable.” Schurman, Agnosticism and Religion, 95 —* The metamorphosis of
vibrations into conscious 1deas i3 amiracle, in comparieon with whioh the floating of
iron or the turning of water intc wine is easily credible,” Bain, Mind and Body, 151—
There is ne break in the physical continuity. See Brit. Quar., Jan 1674; art. by Her-
bert, on Mind and the Sclence of Energy; McCosh, Intuitions, 145; Talbot, In Bap,
Quar., Jan. 1871. On Geulinex's *occasional oauses " and Descartes’s dualism, see
Martineau, Types, 144, 145, 166-156, and Study, 2: T7.

4, The materielistic theory, denying as it does the priority of apiri
can furnigh no sufficient cause for the highest features of the existing
universe, namely, ita personal intelligences, its intuitive ideas, ite free-will,
its moral progress, its beliefs in (rod and immortality.

Herbert, Modern Realism Fxamined: * Materialism has no physical evidence of the
existence of consciousness in others. AS It declaresd our fellow men 0 be destitute of
freae volitlon, so 1t should declare them destitute of coneclousness ; should call them, as
woll as brutes, pure antomata. If physicsare all, there I8 no God, but there is alao no
man, exlsting.” Some of the early followers of Descartes used to kick and beat their
dogs, laughlng meanwhile at their eries and calling them the ** oreaking of the machine.”*
Huxley, who oulls the brutes “ conscious automata,” believes in the gradual banish~
ment, from all regions of human thought, of whit we call epirit and spontaneity:
+ A gpontanecus act 18 an abeurdity ; it is simply an effect that is uncaused.”

James, Psychology, 1 : 148 —* The girl in Midshipman Eagy could not exouse the ille-
gitimacy of her child by saying that ‘it was g very amall one,” And consclousnesa,
however small, 1s an {llegitdmaete birth in any philosophy that atarts without it, and
yet profosses to explain all facts by continued evolution. . . . Materlalism denies
reality to almost all the impulses which we most cherish. Henoe it will fall of univer-
pal adoption.” Clerk Maxzwell, Life, 801 —* The atoms are a very tough lot, and cen
stand & great deal of knocking about, and it is strange to find a number of them com-
bining to form a man of feeling, , .. #26=—TI have looked into most philosophical
syetems, and I have seer none that will work without a God.” Preaident E. B.
Andrews: “ Mind {s the only subsiantive thing in this universe, and atl else is adjeo-
tive. Matter s not primordial, bt 18 a function of apirit.” Theodore Parker: “ Man
{s the highest product of his own history, The discoverer finds nothing ao tall or grand
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a8 himseif, nothing so valuable t0 him, The greatest star 1s at the amall end of the
teleacope — the star that i8 looking, not looked after, nor looked at.”

Materfallsm makes men to be * aserio~comlic procession of wax figures or of cunning
cagts in clay *” (Bowne ). Man is *'the cunningest of clocks,"” But if there were nothing
but matter, there could be no materialism, for a system of thought, like materialism,
implies consciousness, Martineaun, Types, preface, xil, xiif— ‘It was the irresistible
pleading of the morel consclonsness which first drove me to rebel againet the limits
of the merely scientific conception. It became incredible to me that nothing woa
possible exoept the actual. ., . Is there then no ought {o be, other than what =i
Dewey, Peychology, 8¢—"A world without ideal elements would be one in which tha
home wonld be four walls and a roof to keep cut cold and wet; the table 5 mess for
snimals; and the greve a hole io the ground.” Omar Khayyém, Rubsiyat, stanza 72—
“And that inverted bowl they call the Sky, Whereunder erawling coop’d we live and die,
Lift mot your hands to It for help~for it As impotently moves aa you or 1. Victor
Hugo : * You say the soul i8 nothing but the resulfant of bodily powera? Why then is
my soul more luminous when my bodily powers begin to fall? Winter is on my head,
and eternal Apring s in my heart. . , , The nearer I approach the end, the plainer I
hoar the immortal symphonies of the worldg which invite me.”

Dimar, Thelstic Argument, 348— * Materialigm can never oxpluin the fact that mat-
ter i8 always combined with force. Colrdinate principles? then dualism, instead of
monism. Foree caise of matter 7 then we pressrve unity, but destroy materialsm ;
for we trace matter to an immaterial source. Behind multiplicity of natural forceg
we must postulato some single power—which can be nothing bt cofirdinating mingd.”
Mark Hopkins sums up Materlalism in Princeton Rev., Nov. 1879:490—1, Man, who is
a person, i§ made by a thing, 4. 6., matter. 2. Matter is to be worshiped as man’s
malker, if anything ja to be (Bem. 1:2% ). 8 Man is to worship himself —his God is his
baliy.” ‘See also Martineau, Religion and Materialism, 25-31, Types, 1:vreface, xif,
xiil, and Study, 1: 248, 250, 846; Christlieb, Modern Doubt and Christian Belief, 145-161;
Buchanan, Modern Aihelsm, 247, 248; McCosh, in International Rev., Jan, 1805; Con~
temp. Rov., Jan. 1875, art. : Man Transcorporeal ; Calderwood, Relations of Mind and
Braia : Laycook, Mind and Brain; Diman, Theistic Argament, 368 ; Wilkineon, in Preg-
ent Day Tracts, 8:no, 17; Bhedd, Dogxe. Theol., 1:487-489; A, H. Strong, Philos. and
Relig., 81-38. '

II. Mammeravismio IDEATISM.

Tdealiem proper is that method of thought which regards all knowledge
a8 conversant only with affections of the percipient mind,

Ita element of truth is the fact that these affections of the percipient
mingd are the conditions of our knowledge. Its error is in denying that
through these and in these we know that which sxists independently of oux
conscionsness. .

The idealism of the present day is majnly a materialistic idealism. It
defines matter and mind alike in terms of sensation, and regards both as
opposite sides or successive manifestations of one underlying aud unknow-
able force.

Modern gubjeotive ideallsm is the development of a principle found as far back as
Locke, Locke derived all our knowledge from sensation; the mind only combines
ideas which sensation furnishes, but gives no material of its own. Berkeley held that
externally we can be gure only of sensations,— cannot hesure thatany external world
exists apart from mind. Berkeley'sidealiam, however, was cbjective; for hemaintained
that while things do not exist independentiy of consciousness, they do exist indepen-
dently of our consciousness, namely, in the mind of God, whe in & correct philogsophy
takes the place of & mindless external world as the ¢ause of our ideas. Kant, in like
manner, held to existences outelde of our own minds, although he regarded these exist=-
ences aa unknown and unknowsable. Over against these forms of objective idealiam
we must put the subjective idealism of Hume, who held that internally aiso we cannot
be sure of anything but mental phenomena ; we know thooghts, feelings and volitions,
but we do not know mental substance within, any more than we know materia) aub-
stance without; our ideas are a string of heads, without any string; we need no cause

~
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for thess {dean, 1o an axterndl world, a soul, or God. Mill, Bpencer, Bain and Tyndail
are Humista, and it is their gubjective idealiam which we oppose.

All these regard the material atom as & mere centre of force, or a hypothetical cause
of sensations. Matter is therefore a manifestation of fores, as to the old materialism
foree was a property of matter, But if matter, mind and God are nothing but gensa-
tions, then the body iteelf is nothing butsensations. There 18 no body to have the sen-
sations, and no spirii, elther human or divine, to produce them, John Stusrt Mill, in
his Examination of Blr William Hamilton, 1: 234-253, makes sensatfons the only orig.
inal sources of knowledge. He defined raatter as *“ a permanent possibility of sensation,”
and mind a8 *“a gerles of feelings aware of itself.” 8o Huxley calls matter *onlya
name for the unknown cause of the states of consclousness '; although he algo declares:
“Jf I am compelled to chooge between the materialism of a man like Blichner and the
ldealismu of Berkeley, I would have to agree with Berkeley.” He would hold to the
priority of matter, and yet regard matter as wholly ideal. Since John Stoart Mill, of
all the materialistio idealiste, gives the most precise definitions of matter and of mind,
we atteropt to show the inadequacy of his treatment.

The most complete refutation of subjective idealism i that of Bir Willinm Hamilton,
iu his Metaphysics, 348-572, and Theorles of Sense-perception—the reply to Brown,
See pondensed statement of Hamilton’s view, with estimate and oriticism, in Porter,
Human Intelleot, 236-240, and on Tdeslism, 128, 132. Porter holds that original percep-
tion gives us simply affections of our own sensorium ; as cause of these, we gain knowl-
edge of extended externality, So Sir William Hamflton: “ Sensation proper has no
object but a subject-object,”” But hoth Porter and Hamilton hold that through these
sensations we know that which exista independently of our sensations. Hamilton's
natural realism, however, was an oxaggeration of the truth, Rowne, Introd. to Paych.
Theory, 267, 268 —* In 8ir Willlam Hamilton's deasire to have no go-betweens in per-
ception, he was foreed to maintain that every sensation is felt where it geems to be, and
hence that the mind fills out the entire body, Ldkewise he had to affitm that the object
in vision is not the thing, bat the rays of light, and even the object itself had, at last,
+0 e brought into consclousness. Thue he reached the abaurdity that the trme object
in perception is gomathing of which we are fotally unconseious.” Surely we cannot
be immediately conscious of what is outglde of consplousness, James, Psyohology,1:
11—*The terminal organs are telephones, and brain-cells are the recelvers at which the
mind listens.” Berkeloy's view 18 1o be found in his Principles of Human Enowledge,
218sg. See also Presb. Bev., Apl. 1885; 801-815; Journ, Bpeo. Philos., 1384 ; 246-260, 363~
809; Tulloch, Mod. Theories, 300, 361 ; Encyc. Britannica, art.: Berkeley.

There 18, however, an idealism which is not open to Hamilton's objections, and to
which moat recent philopophers give their adhesion. It is the objective idealism of
Lotze, It argues that we know nothing of the extended world except through the
forced which impress our nervous organism. These forees take the form of vibrations
of air or ether, and we interpret thein as sound, Hght, or motion, acoording as they

' affect our nerves of hearing, sight, or toueh. But the only foree which we immediately
know s that of our own wills, and we can either not understand matter at all or we
must understand it ag the product of a will comparable to our own. Things are simply
“gponoreted laws of action,” or divine ideas to which permanent reality has been given
by divine will. What we perceive in the normal exercise of vur faculties has existenoe
not only for ue but for all intelligent beings and for God himself: in other words, our
idegligin is not subjective, but objective. We have seen in the previous section that
atoms cannot explain the universe, — they presuppose both ideas and force. We now
soo that this foree presupposes will, and these ideas presuppose mind, But, as it still
may be claimed that this mind is not self-conseious mind and that this will is not per-
gonal will, we pass in the next seotion to consider Idealistic Pantheism, of which these
claims are characteristic., Materialistio Idealism, in truth, 18 but a half-way house
between Materialism and Pantheism, in which no permanent lodging i3 to be found by
the logical intelligence.

Lotze, Outlines of Metaphysics, 182 —%The objectivity of our cognition consists
therefore In this, that it i3 not a meaningless play o mere seeming; but it brings
peforaus a world whose coherency s ordered in pursuance of the injunction of
the sole Reailty 1o the world, to wit, the Good. Owr cognition thus possesses more
of truth than if 1t copled exactly a world that hag ne value in itself. Although it
does not comprehend in what manner all that Is phenomenon 18 presented to the
view, still it understands what 15 the meaning of it all; and {3 ilke to a spectator
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who comprehends the sathetic significance of that which takes place on the stage of 8
theatre, and would gain nothing essential if he were to se¢ besides the machinery by
mueans of which the changes are effectod on thestage.” ProfessorC. A. Strong: * Percep-
tion is a shadow thrown upon the mind by a thing«in-itaelf. The shadow i the symhol
of the thing: and, as shadows are goulless and dead, physical objects may scem souliess
and dead, while the reality symbolized is never so goulful and alive. Consciousnessis
reality, The only existence of which we can cooceive is mental in its nature. All
oxistenee for coneciousnesd Is existence of conseiousnegs. The horse’s shadow accom-—
panies him, but it does not help him to draw the cart. The brain-event is simply the
mental state itself regarded from the point of view of the perception.”

Aristotle: *Bubstance is in its nature prior to relation” ==there can be no relation
without thiegs to berelated. Fichte: * Knowledge, just because it is knowledge, is
not reality, — it comes not firat, but second.” Veitch, Knowing and Being, 216, 217, 262,
203 —*“Thought can do nothing, except as it I8 a synonym for Thinker, . . . Neither
the finite nor the infinite consciousness, alone or together, cun coopstitute an object
external, or explain its existence. The existence of a thing loglcally precedes the
perception of it. Perception ia not creation. 1t is not the thinking that makes the
eg0, but the ego that makes the thinking.” Seth, Hegelianism and Personality:
* Divine thoughts presuppoge a divine Belng. God's thoughts do not constitute the
real world, The real forcee does not lie n thern, — it Ues in the divine Being, ag Hving,
getive Will.”  Here was the fundamentat error of Hegel, that he regarded the Universe
as mere Idea, and pave Htile thought to the Love end the Will that constitute it. See
John Fiske, Cosmic Philosophy, 1:75; 2 : 80; Contemp. Rev,, Oct. 1872 art. on Huxley ;
Lowndes, Philoa, Primary Beliefe, 115-143; Atweter (on Ferrier), in Princeton Rev.,
1857 : 258, 280; Cousin, Hist. Philosophy, 2: 280-343; Veitch’s Hamilton, ( Blackwood’s
Philos, Classics,) 176, 181 ; A. H. Strong, Philosophy and Religion, 58-74,

To this view we make the following objections ;

1. Its definition of matter as a * permanent possibility of sensation *
contradicts our intuitive judgment that, in knowing the phenomena of
matter, we have direct knowledge of substance as underlying phenomena,
a8 distinet from our sensations, and as external fo the mind which
experiences these sensations.

Bowne, Metaphysics, 432 —* How the possibility of an odor and a flavor can be the
oause of the yellow color of gn crange is probably unknowsble, except to a mind that
can gee that two and two may make five,” See Iverach's Philosophy of Spencer Exam-
ined, in Present Day Tracts, 5:no. 20, Martineau, Btudy, 1:102-112—*“TIf external
impressions are telegraphed to the brain, intelligence must recelve the message at
the boginning as well a3 dsliver it at the end. .. . It is the external object which
gives the pomsibility, not the poesibility which gives the external object. The ming
cannpt make both its cognita and Its eognitin. It cannot dispense with standing-
ground for its own feet, or with atmogphere for its own wings.” Professor Charles A,
Birong : “ Kant held to things-in-themselves back of physical phenomena, ag well as to
things-in-themselves back of mental phonomena; he thought things-in-themselves
beck of physical might be identical with things-in-themselves back of mental phenome
ena, And since mental phenomena, on this theory, are not specimens of reality, and
reality manifests itself indifferently throwgh them and through physica] phenomena,
Yo naturally concluded that we have no ground for supposing reality to be like either
—thet we must conceive of it aa * weder Materie zoch ein denkend Wesen '—* neither
makter nor a thinking being * — & theory of the Unknowable, Would that it had been
also the Unthinkable and the Unmentionable!’ Ralph Waldo Emerson was a sub-
jective idealist; but, when called to Inspect a farmer's load of wood, he sald to hig
company; * Excuse me a moment, my friends; we have to attend to thews matters,
Just as if they were real.” Hee Mivart, On Truth, 71-141,

2, Tis definition of mind as a *‘series of feelings aware of itgelf”
contradicta our intuitive judgment that, in knowing the phenomena of
mind, we have direet knowledge of a epiritual snbstance of which these
phenomena are manifestations, which retains its identity independently of

T
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our consciousness, and which, in its knowing, instead of being the passive
recipient of impressions from without, slways acts from within by a power
of ifa own.

James, Psychology, I:22—Itseems a8 if the elementary psychic fact were not
thought, or this thought, or that thought, but my thought, every thought being owned,
The universal conscious fact 18 not *feslings and thoughts exist,’ but ‘I think,* and
*Xfeel.'* Professor Jamesis compeiled togay this, even though he beging his Psychology
without inelsting npon the existence of a sowl, Hamilton’s Reid, 443 —* Shajl I think
that thought can stand by itaelf? or that ideas can fecl pleasure or padn? ™ R.,T, Smith,
Man’s Knowledge, 4 —“ We say ' my notions and my passions,’ and when we use these
phrages we imply that our central self is felt to be something different from the notlons
or paseions whieh belong to it or characterize it for a time,” Lichtenberg: ** Weshould
say, ‘It thinks;’ just as we gay, ‘It lightens,’ or *It rains.’ Iro saying *Cogito,’ the
philosopher goes too far if he translates it, * I think,'* Are the faculties, then, an army
without a general, or an engine without a driver? In that case we should not have
sensations, — we shouid only be gensations.

Profegsor C. A. Btrong: *I have knowledge of other minds. This non-empirical
knowledge — transcendent knowledge of things-tn-themselves, derived pelther from
experience nor reagoning, and assuming that like consequents (intelligent wmovements)
must bave Hke antecedents (thoughts and feelings ), and also assuming instinctively
that something exists outside of my own mind - this refutes the post-Eantian phe-
nomenalism. Perception and memory also involve tranecendence. In both I transcend
the bounds of experienoce, as truly 23 in my knowledge of other minds. ¥n memory
I recognize & past, a3 distinguished from the present. In perception I cognize a
possibility of other experiences like the present, and this alone gives the sepse oI
permanence and reality. Perception and memory refute phenomenallem. Things-in-
theiselves must be assumed in order to fill the gaps between individual minds, and
to give coherence and intelligibility to the universe, and so to avoid pluralism. If
meatter can influence and even extinguilsh our minds, it must have some foree of 1t8
own, gome exiztence in itself. If consciousness is an evolutionary product, it must
have arisen from simpler mentai facts, Burt these simpler mental facta are only another
name for things.in-themgelveg. A deep prerations] instinct compels us to recoguize
them, for they caunot be logically demonstrated. We must assume them In order
to give continuity and intelligibility to our conceptions of the universe,” 8ee, on
PBain's Cerebral Faychology, Martinean's Fesays,1:2656. On the phyeiologioal method
of mental philogophy, see¢ Talbot, in Bap. Quar., 1871: 1; Bowen, in Princeton Rev.,
March, 1878 £23-450 ; Murray, Paychology, 278-281,

3. In so far aa this theory regards mind as the obverse side of matter,
or as & later and higher development from matter, the mere reference of
both mind and maiter to an underlying foree does not save the theory from
any of the difficulties of pure materialism already mentioned ; since in
this ease, equally with that, force is regarded as purely physical, and the
priority of spirit is denied.

Herbert Bpencer, Paychology, guoted by Fiske, Coamic Philosophy, 2 1 80— Mind and
nervous action are the subjective and objective faces of the same thing., Yet we
remsain utterly necapable of seeing, or even of imagining, how the two are related.
Mind still continues to us a something without kinship to other things.” Owen, Anat.
omy of Vertebrates, quoted by Talbot, Bap. Quar., Jap. 1871:5—* All thatI know of
maitter and mind in themselves is that the former I8 an external centre of force, and
the latter an internal centre of force.” New Englander, Sept. 1883 ; 636 — ** If the atom
be a mere centre of force and not a real thing in itself, then the atom is a supersensual
eggenoce, an immaterial being. To make immaterial matter the source of conscious
mind is to make matier as wonderful as an immortal sout or & personal Creator.” BSee
New REnglander, July, 1875: 682-535; Martineau, Study, 102-130, and Relig. and Mod.
Materiglism, 26— **If it takee mind to construe the universe, how can the negation of
mind gonatitute tt2'* )

David J. Hill, in his Genetle Philosophy, 200, 201, seems to deny that thought pre-
cedes force, or that force preceded thought: “ Objects, or things in the external world,
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may be elements of & thought-process in & cosmic subject, without themselves being
conseious. . , . , A true analysis and a rational genesis reguire the equal recognition
of both the objective and the subjective elements of experionce, without pricrity in
time, separation in space or disruption of being. Bo far es our minds can peneirate
reality, asdigclosed in the activities of thought, we are everywhere confronted with
& Dynamio Reason.” In Dr. Hill's account of the genesis of the universe, however, the
nneonscious comes first, and from it the conscious seems 10 be dexrived. Consciousness
of the object is only the obverse side of the object of oongciousness. This ig, a8 Mar-
tineaw, Biudy, I :341, remarks, * to take the sea on board the bost.,” ‘We greatly prefer
the view of Lotze, 2: 041 -~ “ Things are acts of the Infinite wrought within minds alone,
or states which the Infinite experiences nowhere but in minds. . ... Things and
events are the sum of those actions which the highest Principle performs in all spirits so
uniformly and coberently, that to theee ppirits thers mmust seem to be a world of sub-
stantial and eficient things existing in space outside themselves,” The data from
whick we draw our inferences ag to the nature of theexternsl world being mental and -
spiritusl, it ig more rationsl to attribute to that world & spiritual reslity than a xind of
reality of which our experience knows nothing. See also Schurman, Bebief in God,
208, 225.

4, In so far as this theory holds the underlying foree of which matter
and mind are manifestations to be in any sense intelligent or voluntary, it
renders necessary the assumption that there is an intelligent and voluntary
Being who exerts this force, Sensations and idess, moreover, are expli-
cabls only as manifestations of Mind. '

Many recent: Christian thinkers, as Murphy, Scientific Bages of Paith, 13-15, 20-36,
42-52, would define mind a8 a function of matter, matter a8 a function of force, foroe
a4 & function of will, and therefore as the power of an omnipresent and personal God.
All foroe, except that of man’s free will, i the will of God. So Herschel, Lecturea, 4604
Argyll, Relgn of Law, 121-127; Wallace on Nsat. Seiection, 363-371; Martinesu, Fesays,
1188, 121, 145, 285; Bowen, Metaph, and Eihics, 146-162, These writers are led to thelr
coneclusion in large part by the considerations that nothing dead can be a proper cause;
that will is the only esuse of which we have immediate knowledge; that the forces of
aatire are intelligible only when they are regarded as exertions of will. Matter, there-
fore, Is glmply centres of foroe—the regular and, as it were, automatic expression of
God’s mind and will. Second causes in nature ars only secondary activities of the great
First Cause, .

This view is held also by Bowne, in his Metaphysica. Hs regards only personality aa
real. Matter is phenomenal, although it i3 an activity of the divine will outside of us..
Bowne's phenomenalism is therefore an cbjectve idealism, greatly preferable to that
of Berkeley who held to God’s energizing indeed, but only within the goul. This
idealism of Bowne 18 not pantheism, for it holds that, whils there are no second
cauges In pature, man i8 & second cause, with & personality distinet from that of
God, and lifted above nature by bis powers of free will. Royce, however, in his Relig-
ious Aspect of Philosophy, and in his The World and the Individual, makes man’s con-
selousness a part or aspect of & universal consciousness, and so, instead of making God
ocome to consciousness in man, maked man come to consclousness in God, While this
scheme seems, in one view, to save God’s personality, it may be doubted whether it
equally guarantees man's personslity or leaves room for man's freedom, responsibility,
gin and guilt. Bowne, Philog, Thelgm, 176-—%* Universal reagon’ i8 & clage-term which
denotes no possible existence, and which has reality only in the specific existences from
which it i# abstracted.” Bowne claims that the impersonsl finite hes only such other-
nesd a8 a thought or act has to its sublect. There is no substantial existence except in
persons. Soth, Hegelianlem and Personality: * Neo-Kantinnism erects into s God the
mere form of self-consciousness in general, that is, confounds conselousness Gberharpt
with a universal consclousness.”

Bowne, Theory of Thought and Enowiodge, 518-343, exp. 828 —“Is there anything in
exjgtence but myself ? Yes. To esoapo solipsism I must admit at lesst other persons.
Does the world of apparent objects exist for me only? No; it exists for othars also,
80 that wellve in & common world. Doses this common world coasist in anything more
then a similarity of impressions in fluite tninds, so that the world spart from these is
pothing? This view cannot be disproved, but {1t accords 8o il with the impression of
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our total experience that it is practically fmpossible. Iu then the world of things a
<ontinuous existenop of some kind independent of finite thought and conscicusness?
This claim cannot be demonstrated, but it is the only view that does not Involve insu-
perable dificulties. ' What is the nature and where 18 the place of this cosmic existence ?
That ip the question between Beallsm and Idealism. Realiem views things as existing
in arenl gpace, and ag true ontologieal realities, Idealism views both them and the
space in which they are supposed to he existing as existing only in and for a cosmic
Intelligence, and apart from which they are absurd and contradictory. Thinps are
independent of our thought, but not independent of all thought, in & lumpish materi-
ality which ig the antithesis and negation of conaciousness.” ESee also Martinenu,
Study; 1 :214-230, 841, For advocacy of the substantive existence of second causes,
gee Porter, Hum. Intelleot, 882-588; Hodge, 8yst. Theol,, 1:588; Alden, Philosophy, 48~
80; Hodgson, Time and Space, 149-218; A. J. Balfour, in Mind, Oct. 1893 : 480,

ITT, IpBALISTIC PARTHEISM,

Pantheism is that method of thought which conceives of the universe as
the development of one intelligent and voluntary, yet impersonal, sub-
stance, which reaches consciousness only in man. It therefore identifies
God, not with each individual objeet in the universe, but with the otality
of things. The eurrent Pantheism of our day is idealistic,

The elements of trath in Pantheism are the intelligence and voluntari-
ness of God, and his immanence in the universe ; its error les in denying
(od's personality and transcendence.

Pantheism denies the real existence of the finite, at the game time that it deprives the
Tanfinite of gelf-consciousness and freedom. See Hunt, History of Peutheism ; Manning,
Half-truths and the Truth; Bayne, Christian Life, Social and Individual, 21-83; Hut-
ton, on Popular Pantheism, in Essays, 1:55-76—** The pantheigt’s * I believe in God ', ia
& contradiction, Heeaya: * I percelve the external as different from myself : hut on
further refiection, I perceive that this external was itself the percipient agency.’ So
the worshiped is really the worghiper after all.” Harris, Philosophical Basis ¢f Thelan,
178 —* Man s a bottle of the ocean’s water, in the ocean, temporerily distinguish-
able by its imitation within the bottle, but lost again in the ocean, 80 soon as these fra-
gile Hmits ave broken.” Martinesn, Types, 1: 23— Mero immanency excludes Thelsm ;
transcendency leaves it still possible ; 211-225 — Pantheism declares that * there e nothing
but God; he i not only sole cause but entire effect; he isallin all.” Spinoza has been
falgely called * the God-intoxicated man,” *Spinoza, on the contrary, translated God
into the universe; it was Malebranche who transfigured the universe Into God.”

The later Brahmanism i panthelstic. Rowland Willlama, Christianity and Hindujism,
guoted in Mozley on Miracles, 284—* In the fingl state personality vanishes. You wilt
not, says the Brahman, accept the term * void’ as an adequate desoription of the mys-
terious nature of the soul, but you will clearly apprehend soul, in the final state, to be
ungeen and ungrasped being, thought, knowledge, Joy —no other than very God.”
Flint, Thelsm, 89--" Whero the will is without energy, and rest is longed for as the end
of existence, as among the Hindus, there is marked inability to think of God as cause
or will, and constant Inveterate tendency to panthelsm.”

Hegel denies God's transcendence : * God 1s not g spirit heyond the stars; he 18 spixit
in all epirit ; which means that God, the Impersonal and unconseious Abgolute, comes
to consclousnesg only in man, If the eternal system of abstract thoughts were itself
consclous, finite conscivusness would diaappear; hence the alternative Is either o God,
or naman. Stirling: *The Idea, 80 concelved, is a blind, dumb, invigible idol, and
the theory {8 the most hopeless theory that has ever been presented to humanity.” It
is practical autolatry, or setf.deiflcation. The world is reduced to a mere process of
logio; thought thinks:; therse iz thought without a thinker, To this doctrine of Hegel
wo 'may well oppose the remarks of Lotze : * We cannot raake mind the equivalent of the
infinitive to think,~~we feel that 1t must be that which thinks; the essence of things
cannot be either existence or activity,~it must be that which exists and that which
acts. Thinking means nothing, if 1t 1s not the thinking of a thinker; acting and work-~
ing mean nothing, 1f we leave ont the conception of a subject distinguishable from
themn and from which they proceed.” To Hegel, Belng & Thought; to Bpinoze, Being

'
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has Thought + Extenslon ; the truth seems 10 be that Being has Thought + Will, and
may reveal itaelf in BExtension and Evolution { Creation ).

By other philosophers, however, Hegel 18 ctherwise interpreted. Prof. H, Jones, in
Mind, July, 1893 : 280-306, claims that Hegel's fundamental Idea is not Thought, but
Thinking: * Theuniverse to him was not a gystem of thoughts, but & thinking reality,
menifested mogt fully in man. .. .. The fundaments] reality is the universal intelli+
gence whose operation we should seek to dotoct in 41l things. All reality is ultimately
explicable as Spirit, or Intelligence,—hence our ontolegy must be & Logic, and the laws
of things must be lews of thinking.” Sterrett, in like manner, in hig Studies in Hegel's
Philosophy of Religion, 17, quotes Hegel's Logic, 'Wallace's tyanslation, 89, 01, 238:
** Bpinoza's Substance 18, a8 it were, a dark, shapeless nbyss, which devoura all definite
contont ag utterly null, and produces from itself nothing that has positive subsistence
initeelf. . ... God Is Bubstanoes,— he s, however, no less the Absolute Person.” This
is essential to religion, but this, says Hegel, Spinoza never perceived: * Everything
depends upon the Absolute Truth being perceived, not merely as Subgtance, but as Sub.
ject.”  God is eelf-conscions and seif-determining Spirit. Necessity i8 excluded. Man
is free and immortal. Men are not mechanical parts of God, nor do they lose their
identity, although they find themselves truly only in him, With thia estimate of Hegel's
aystem, Caird, BErdmann and Mulford substantislly agree. This is Tennyson’s * Higher
Pantheism.”

8eth, Ethical Principles, 440 —* Hegel conceived the superiority of bissyatem o Spino-
#ism to lie in the substitution of Subject for Bubstance. The true Absolute must con-
tain, ingtead of abolishing, relations ; the trize Monism maust include, instead of exclud-
ing, Pluralism. A One which, like 8pinoza’s Substance, or the Hegelian Absolute, does
not énable us to think the Many, cannot be the true One—the unity of the Manifold.
« .+« Binee evil exigts, Schopenbauver substituted for Hegel's Panlogism, which
agaerted the identity of the rational ard the resal, a blind impulse of life,— for absolute
Reason he substituted a reasonless Will ’—a system of practical pessimism, Alexan.
der, Theorieg of Will, 5—* Spinoza vecognized no distinotion hetween will and intellec-
tual afirmation or denfal.,” John Ceird, Fund. Ideas of Christianity, 1:107—*As there
id no reason in the conception of pure space why any figures or forms, lines, surfaces,
#0lids, should arisein it, 8o there ig no reagon in the pure colorless abstraction of Infinite
Bubstance why any world of finite things and betngs should ever come into exigtence,
It is the grave of all things, the productive source of nothing.” Hegel called Schelling's
Identity or Absolute * the infinite night in which all cows are black* —an allusion to
Goethe's Faust, part 2, act 1, where the worde are added: “and oats arve gray.”
Although Hegel’s preference of the term Subject, instead of the term Bubstance, hasled
many to maintain that he believed in a personality of God digtinet from that of man, his
over-emphasis of the Idea, and his comparative ignoring of the elements of Love and
Will, leave it still doubtful whether his Idea was anything more than unconscious and
impersonal intelligence —less materialistic than that of Bpinoza indeed, yet open to
many of the same objections,

‘We object to thisgystem as follows :

1. Its idea of God ia self-contradictory, since it makes him infinite, yet
eonsisting only of the finite ; absolute, yet existing in necessary relation to
the universe ; supreme, yet shut up to a process of self-evolution and
dependent for self-consciousness on man; without self-determination, yet
the cause of all that is.

Saisset, Prnthelsm, 148 —* An imperfect God, yet perfection arising from imperfec-
tion.” Shedd, Hist. Doctrine, 1 :18—* Panthelam applies to God a principle of growth
and imperfection, which belongs only to the finite.® (alderwood, Moral Philos,, 25—
“ Jtd first requigite I8 moment, or movement, which it assumes, but does not aceount
for."” Caro'ssarcesm applieg here: * Your God is not yet made —he 18 in process of
manufacture,” See H, B. 8mith, Faith and Philogophy, 25. Pantheism is practical athe-
iem, for impersonsal spirit is only blinrd and necessary force. Angelus Bilesius: ¢ Wir
beten * B3 gescheh ', mein Herr und Gott, dein Wille'; Und sieh’, Er hat nicht Will’,—
Er ist eln ew'ge Stille " —which Max Muller translates as follows: * 'We pray, 'O Lord
our God, Do thou thy holy Will’; and see! {od has no will; He ia at peace and still.*
Angelus Bllesius consistently makes God dependent for self-consciousness on man:
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=T know that God cannot live An instant without me ; He must give up the ghost, Tf T
ghould cease to be.” Beth, Hegellanism and Perscnality : ¢ Hogelianism destroys both
God and man. It reduces man to an cbject of the universal Thinker, and leaves this
universal Thinker without any true pergonality,” Pantheism is a game of solitaire, in
which God plays hoth sidos.

2, Ty assumed unity of sehstanea is not only without proof, but it directly
confradiots our intuitive judgments. These testify that. we are not partﬂ and
particles of Giod, but distinet personsl subsistences.”

Martineau, Eggays, 1:168 —*“ Even for immanency, there must be gomething wherein
to dwell, and for life, somathing whereon to act.” Many systoms of monism contradict
consciousness ; they confound harmony hetween two with absorption in one. “In
Seripture we never find the umiverse called 1o mav, for this suggests the iden of & self-
contained unity: we have everywhers rd mdwro instead.” The Bible recognizes the
element of truth in pantheism - God is ‘throagh all'; also the element of truth in
mysticlam — God i 'in you all’; but it adds the eioment of transcendence which both
these fail to recognize—God is *sheveall’ (Eph 4:6). See Fisher, Egsays on Supernat. Orig.
of Christianity, 5%. G, D. B. Pepper: “He who ig over all and in all is yet distinct
from sll. If one i3 over & thing, he 18 aot that vory thing which he is over, If one
18 in pomething, he must be distinct from that something, And so the universs, over
which and in which God 19, must he thought of as something distinct from God. The
aregtion cannot beé identical with God, or a mere form of God." We add, however,
that it may be a manifestation of God and dependent upon God, ad our thoughts
and acts are manifestations of our mind and will and dependent upon our mind and will,
yet are not themselves our mind and will.

Fope wrote: * All ars birt parts of one stupendons whels, ¥Whose body oature 1s and
God the soul™ But Case, Physioal Realism, 103, replies: “Not go. Nature is to God
a8 works are to a man; and a8 man’s works are not his body, o nelther is nature
the body of God."" Matthew Arnold, On Heine's Grave: * What are we &1l but & mood,
A single mood of the life Of the Being in whomn wo exist, Who alone is all things
in one?” Hovey, Studies, 51—*" Scripture recognizos the element of truth in panthe-
j3m, but it also teaches the existence of a world of things, animate and inanimate, in
distinction from God. It represents men as prone to worship the greature morethan the
Creator. It describes them as sinners worthy of death . ., . moral agents. . . . It no
more thinks of men as being literally parts of God, than it thinks of children as being
parts of thelr parents, or subjeots ss being parts of their king.” A.J.¥. Behrends:
“The true doctrine lics between the two extremes of g crass duglism which makes God
and the world two self-contained entities, and asubstantial monism in which the nniverse
has only a phenomenal exigtence, There is no identity of substance nor division of the
divine gubstance, The universe is eternally dependent, the product of the divine
Word, not glmply manufactured. Crestion is primarily aapivitual act.” Prof. George
M. Forbes: * Matter exists in subordinate dependence upon God; spirit in colrdinate
dependence upon God. The body of Christ was Christ extornalized, made manifest
to gense-percoption. In apprehending matter, Y am apprehending the mind and wikl of
God. This is the highest gort of reality, Neither matter nor finite spirits, then, are
mere phenomens.”

8. It assigns no sufficient cause for that fact of the universe which is
highest in rank, and therefore most needs explenation, namely, the exist-
ence of personel intelligences. A substance which is itself nnconscious, and
under the law of necesmt.y, eennot prodnee beings who are self-conacious
and free.

Gess, Poundations of our Faith, 38 —* Anima]l tnstinct, and the apirit of a nation work-
ing out 1ts language, might furnish analogies, if they produced personalities as their
regult, but not ctherwise, Nor were these tendenciesself-originated, but recelved from
an external source.” McCosh, Intuitions, 215, 393, and Cinistlanity and Positivism, 180.
Beth, Freedom as an Ethical Postulate, 47— If men is an * imperium in impere,’ not &
person, but only an sspect or éxpression of the universe ox God, then he cannot he
free. Man may be depersonalized either into nature or into God, Through the con-
ception of cur own personality we reach that of God. To resolve our personality
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toto ﬂyl.t of Gud would be to negate the divine groatness Heolf by mvalidating the con-
ception through which it was reached.” Bradley, Appearance and Reallty, 51, is more
ambigupus : “The positive relation of every appearance a8 an adjective to Beality;
and the presence of Reslity among {ts appearances in different degrees and with diverse
values ; this double truth we have found to be the centre of philosophy.” He protests
againgt both * an empty transcendence ™ and * a shallow pantheism.” Hegelian immea-
nence and nowledge, he asserts, identifled God and man. But God is more than man
or man'g thought. He jaspirit and life — best understooed from the human aelf, with 18
thoughts, ferlings, volitions, Immanence nesds to be qualifled by transcendenoe.
¥ @od 18 not God till he has become all-in-all, and a God which is all-in-ali is not the God
of religion. God is an aspect, and that must hean but an appearance of the Absolute.”
Bradley's Absohite, therefore, is not so much pergonal ag super-peracnaly to which we
reply with Jackson, James Martineau, 416—* Higher than personatity is lower; beyond
It 18 regregaion from ite height, From the equator we may travel northward, gaining
aver higher and higher latitudes ; but, if ever the pole 1a reached, pressing on from
thence will be desvending into lower latitudes, not gaining higher. . . . Do Isay, I am
& pantheist? Then, ipso facto, 1 deny panthelsm; for, in the very assertion of the Ego,
1 imply all else as objective to me,”

4. It therefors contradicts the affrmations of our moral and religions
natures by denying man’s freedom and responsibility ; by making God to
include in himself all evil as well as all good ; and by precluding all prayer,
wotship, and hope of immortality.

Conscience is the eternal witness against panthelsm. Conscience witnesses to our
freedom and responsibility, and declares that moral distinctions are not illnsory.
Renouf, Hibbert Lect., 234~ It ia only out of condescension to poapular language that
pentheistio systems can recognize the notions of right and wrong, of Iniquity and gin.
If everything reslly emanates from God, thera can be no such thing as sin. And the
ablest philosophers who have been led to pantheistic views have vainly endesvored
to harmonize thepe views with what we understand by the notion of sin or moral evil.
The great systematic work of Spinozais entitled * Ethioa ' ; but for real ethics we might
ag profitably vonsult the Elements of Buclid.” Hodge, System, Theology, 1 : 268-330 -~
“ Pantheism ia fatalistio. On this theory, duty — pleasure ; right = might ; gin = good
in the making. Batan, a8 well as Gabrivl, is n self-development of God. The practioal
effects of pantheisr upon popular morals and life, wherever it has prevailed, a8 in
Buddhist ndig and Chins, demonstrate its falsehood. See also Dove, Loglo of the
Christian Faith, 118; Murphy, Sclentific Bages of Faith, 202; Hib. Sae., Oct. 1867: 608-815;
Dix, Pantheism, Introd., 12. On the fact of sin a8 refuting the pantheistic theory,
geo Bushnell, Nature and the Supernat., 140-164.

Wordsgworth : * Look up to heaven [ the industrious sun Already half hig course hath
run; He cannot halt or go agtray; But our immeortal spirits may.” President John H.
Harrls; * You never ask a cyclone’s opinlon of the ten commandments. Bowue,
Philos, of Theism, 2456 —* Pantheism mekes man an automaton, But how can an
gutomaton have duties?” Prineiples of Ethics, 18 —* Ethics is defined a8 the sclence
of conduot, and the conventions of language are relied upon o cover wp the fact
that there 8 no *eonduoct’ 1o the cage. If man be a properautomaton, we might as well
speak of the gonduct of the winds #s of human conduct; and a treatise on planctary
motiong is as truly the ethics of the solar system as & treatise on human movetnents fa
the othics of man.” For lack of a clear recognition of personality, either human or
divine, Hegel’s Ethics 14 devoid of all piritual nourishment,—his * Rechtsphilosophie ™
hans been called * o repast of tran.” Yet Professor Jones, in Mind, July, 1893+ 504, tells
ngthat Hogel's tnak was * to discover what conception of the single prineciple or funda.
mental undiy which alome {s, 18 asdequate to the differences which It caxries within it.
¢ Being,’ he found, leaves no room for differences, —it is overpowered by them. ...
He found that the Reality can exist only a8 absolute Self-consciousness, ad & Spirit,
who 18 universal, and who kmows himgelf in all things, In sl] this he i3 dealing, not
#lmply with thoughts, but with Reality.” Frof. Jones's vindication of Hegel, however,
gtill leaves i undecided whether that philogopher regarded the divine self-consciousness
as distinet from that of finite beings, or ag simply inclusive of thelrs, Bee Johu Caird,
Fupd, Ideas of Chrigtianity, 1: 108,
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B. Our intuitive convietion of the existence of a God of absolute per-
fection compels 18 to conceive of God as possessed of every highest quality
and attribute of men, and therefore, especially, of that which corfnétitutea
the chief dignity of the human spirit, its personality. ‘

Diman, Theistic Arguument, 826~% We have no right, to represent the supfeme Cause
as inferior to ourselves, yet we do this when we describe it under phrascs derived from
physical gansation.'” Mivart, Leggons from Nature, 351 —* We cannot congfeive of any-
thing as impersonal, yet of higher nature than our own,—any being that has not
knowledge and will must be indefinitely inferior to one who has them.” Lotze hoids
truly, not that God s supra-personal, but thet man is infra-personal, sebing that in the
infinite Being alone is gelf-subsistence, and therefore perfect personality. Knight,
Espays in Philosophy, 224 —* The radical feature of personality is the survival of a
permanent eelf, under all the flecting or deciduous phases of experience; m other
words, the personal identity that I8 involved in the assertion *Iam.' , . . 18 limitation a
necessary gdjunct of that notion?*’ Seth, Hogelianism ; ** Ag in 1us there is more for
ourselues than for others, 8o in God there ia more of thought for himself than he mani.
feats to us, Hegel's doctrine is that of iramanence without transcéndence,” Heinrich
Heine was a pupll and intimate friend of Hegel. He says: “I was young and proud,
and it pleaged my vain-glory when I learned from Hegel that the true God was not, a3
my grandmother believed, the God who lived in heaven, but was rather myself upon
the earth.”” Jobn Fiske, Idea of God, xvi—*Since our notion of force is purely a
generalization from our subjectivesensations of overcoming resfstance, there is scarcely
less anthropomorphism in the phrase *Infinite Power’ than in the phrase *Infinite
Person.’ We must symbolize Deity in gome form that has meaning to u8; we cannot
symbolize it as physical; we are bound to eymbolize it as psychical, Hence we may
Bay, God is Spirit. This implies God’s personality.”

6. Tis objection to the divine personality, that over against the Infinite
there can be in eternity past no non-ego to eall forth self-conscionsness, is
refuted by considering that even man'’s ¢ognition of the non-ego logically
presupposes knowledge of the ego, from which the non-sgo iy distinguished ;
that, in an sbeolute mind, self-conseionsness cannot be conditioned, ag in
the case of finite mind, upon contact with a not-gelf; and that, if the dis-
tingunishing of self from a not-self were an essential condition of divine
self-consciousness, the eternal personal distinctions in the divine nature or
the eternal states of the divine mind might furnish such a condition.

Pileiderer, Die Religion, 1:183, 180 sg. —** Pergongl gelf-consciousnesa §s not primarily
a distinguishing of the ego from the non-ego, but rather & distinguishing of itself from
itgelf, 4. ¢., of the unity of the self from the plurality of its contents. ... Before
the soul distinguishes gelf from the notwelf, it must know self —else it could not see
the distinetion. Its development i3 connected with the knowledge of the non-ego, but
this is due, not t0 the faet of personalily, but to the fact of finite personality. The
mature man can live for a long time upon hig own resourced. God needs no other, to
stir him up to mentsl activity. Finlteness is a hindrance to the development of our
personality. Inflniteness 18 neceasnry to the highest personality.” TLotze, Microcos-
mos, vol, 3, chapter 4; transl, in N, Eng., March, 1881:191-200— ** Finite spirit, not
baving conditions of existencve in itself, can know the ego only upon occasion of know-
Ing the non-ego. The Infinite is not 50 limited. He alone has an independent existence,
heither introduced nor developed through anything not himself, but, in an inward
activity without beginning or end, maintaing himself in himgelf.” See also Lotze,
Philos. of Religion, 55-60; H. N, Gardiner on Lotze, in Presb. Rev., 1886 860-673; Webb,
in Jour, Theol. 8tudies, 2:49-61,

Dorner, Glaubenslehre: * Absolute Personality = perfect consciousness of gelf, and
perfect power overself, Weneed gomething external to waken our consciousness — yet
pelf~conselousness comes [ logicaily ] before conseiousness of the world, It lsthe soul's
act, Only after it has distinguished self from self, can it consciously distinguish self
from another.” British Quarterly, Jan, 1874 : 32, note; July, 1884 : 108 —*The ego I8
thinkable only in relation to the non-ego; but the ego s lveobls long befers any such
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relation.” Bhedd, Dogm. Theol,, 1:185, 186 —In the pantheistic scheme, * God distin-
guishes himselt from the world, and thereby finds the object required by the subject;
+ » + . In the Chyistian acheme, God distinguishes himself from kimeelf, not from sonme-
thing thatis not himself.” See Juling Millier, Doctrine of 81n, 2 : 132-126; Christlieb, Mod.
Doubt and Chrigt. Belief, 161-180; Hanne, Ides der absoluten PersSnlichkeit ; Eichhorn,
Die Perstinlichkeit Gottes; Beth, Hegelianism and Pexsonality ; Knight, on Personality
and the Infinite, in Studies in Philos. and Lit., 70-118.

Cn the whole subject of Pantheism, see Martineau, Study of Religion, 2:141-184,
eap, 192 —* The personality of God congists in his voluntary ageney as free cause in an
unpledged sphere, that is, g gphere transcending that of immanent law. But precisely
this algo it 1s that constitutes hig infinity, extending his sway, after it hag filled the
actuai, over allthe possible, and giving command over indefinite alternatives. Though
you might deny his infinity without prejudice to his personality, you cannot deny his
personality witheut sacrifieing hig infinitude ; for there is a mode of action — the pref-
erential, the very mode which distinguishes rational beings — from which you exolude
hir **; 841 —*'The metaphysicians who, in their impatience of distinetion, insist on
taking the sea on board the boat, swamp not only it but the thought it holds, and leave
an infinitude whioh! a8 1t can look into no eye and whisper into no ear, they contradict
in the very act of affirming,” Jean Paul Richter's “Dream”: I wandered to the
farthegt verge of Creation, and there I saaw & Socket, where an Eye should have been,
and I heard the shriek of a Fatherless World" { guoted in David Brown's Memoir of
John Duncan, 49-70). Bhelley, Beatrice Cenci: ‘‘Sweet Heaven, forgive weak
thoughts| If thereshould be No Glod, no Heaven, no Earth, In the void world —The
wide, grey, lampless, deep, unpeopled world 1

For the oppesite view, see Biedermann, Dogmatik, 838-647—* Only man, as finite
spirtt, is personal; God, as absolute apirit, i# not. pergonal, Yet in religion the mutual
relations of intercourse and communion are always personal. . . . Personality is the only
adequate term by which we can represent the theistic conception of God."” Bruce, Provi-
dential Order, 16 — * 8chopenhauer does not level up cosmie foree to the human, but
Ievels down buman will-forps to the cosmie, Spinoea held intellect in God to beno
more like man's than the dog-star is like a dog, Hartmann added intellect to Schopen-
hauer’s will, but the intellect is unconseions and knows no moral distinctions.” Seealsc
Bruce, Apologetics, 71-90; Bowne, Philos, of Theism, 128-134, 171-188; J. M. Whiton,
Am. Jour, Theol., Apl. 1801 : 306 — Puntheism = God consists in all things ; Theigme= All
things consist in God, their ground, not thelr sum. Spirit in man skows that the
infinite Spirit must be personal and transcendent Mind and Will.

IV. Ermcan MonisMm.

Ethieal Monism is that method of thought which holds to a single snb-
stance, ground, or prineiple of being, namely, God, but which also holds
to the ethiesl facts of God’s transcendence ag well as his immanence, and
of God's personality as distinct from, and as guaranteeing, the personality
of man.

Although we do not here assume the anthority of the Bible, regerving our proof of
this to the next following division on The Scriptures a Revelation from God, we may
yet cite pasasges which show that our doctrine is not Incondistent with the teachings
of holy Writ. The immanence of God 1s implied in all statements of hig omnipresence,
ag for cxample: Ps 139: 7 8g. — “ Whither shall I go from thy apirit? Or whither shail I flea from thy pres-
enoa?" Jer, 23:23, 24— "Am I 2 God si hand, saith Jehovah, sad not o God sfar of? .. . Doxot I fil) heaven
snd earth 7" Lotg 17187, 28— “bo i not far from each gne of ns: for in bim we live, sad mors and bave our
king.” The transcendence of Godis implied in such passagea ag: 1 Kings 8:27 — " the heaven,
54 the heaven of heavens eannot contain thea™ ; Pa. 113 : 5— ** that hath his sent on high ' ; In, 57 £5— *the high
and lofty One that inkebiteth eternity.” :

This 18 the faith of Augustine: “0O God, thou hagt made us for thyself, and our
heart is restless till it find rest in thee, , .. I could not be, O my God, could not be
at all, wert thou not inme; rather, werenot I in thee, of whom are all things, by whom
ave gll things, in whom are all things.”” And Anselm, in his Proslogion, says of the
divine nature: It 15 the essence of the being, the principle of the existence, of ali
things. . . . Without parts, without differences, without accidents, without chenges,
it might be said ina certain sonse alone to exist, for in respect to it the other thinga
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which appearto he have no existence, The unchengeable Bpirit {a all that s, and if {8 this
without Hoit, simply, interminably. It i the perfect and absolute Exigtense. The
rest has oome from non-entity, and thither returns i not supported by God, It does
not exist by itself. In this sense the Creator alone exists ; areated things do not.”

1. While Ethical Monism embraces the one element of truth gontained
in Pantheism —the trath that God is in all thingsand that all things are in
God — it regards this scientific unity as entirely consistent with the factsof
othics—man's freedom, responsibility, sin, and guilt; in gther words,
Motaphysical Mogism, or the docirine of one substance, grotind, or prin-
ciple of being, is qualified by Psychological Dualism, or the doctrine that
the sonl is personally distinet from matter on the one hand, and from God
on the other.

Ethica) Monism 15 8 monism which holds to the ethical facts of the freedom of man
and the tranacendence and peraonality of Giod ; it is the monism of free-will, in which per-
sonality, both human and divine, sin and righteousness, God and the world, remain—
two in one, and one in two-~In thelr moral antithesis as well as thelr patural unity.
Ladd, Introd. to Philosophy: * Duallsm is yielding, in history and in the judgment-
halls of reagon, to e monistie philogophy. . . . Sowe form of philosophical monism
5 indicated by the researches of psycho-physics, and by that philosophy of mind which
builds upon the principies aacertalned by these researches. THealitiea correlated as are
the body and the mind must have, as it were, 8 common ground. . . ., They have
their reality in the nitimate one Reality ; they have their inferrelated lives as expres-
gions of the one Life which is immapent in the two. . . . Only some form of monist
thatshall gatisty the facts and truths o which both realism and idealism appeal can
oocupy the place of the true and filnal philogophy. . . . Monism must so gonstruct its
tenets a8 to preserve, or atleast a8 not to contradict and destroy, the truths imyplicated
in the distinction between the me and the not-me, ... belween the morally good
and the morally evil. No form of monism can persistently maintain jteelf which erects
its systemn upon the ruins of fundamentally ethical principles and ideals,” .. . Phi-
losophy of Mind, 411—* Dualism must be dissolved in some ultimate monistic solution.
The Being of the world, of which all particuler beings arve but parts, must be so con.
ceived of ag that in it oan be found the one ground of all interrelated existenoes and
activities. . . . This one Principle iz an Other and an Absolute Mind,”

Dorner, Hist, Doct, Person of Chrigt, X1, 3: 301, 251 —" The unity of essence in God and
man iy the greet discovery of the present age. . . . The characteristio feature of all
recent Ohristologies is the endeavor to point out the esgentinl unity of the divine and
human. To the theology of the present day, the divine and human are not mutuslly
exclusive, butare conoected magnitudes. . . . Yet faith postulates a difference hetween
the world and God, between whom religion seeks an unlon. Faith does not wish .
to be a reigiion merely to itself, or to {ia own reprepentations and thoughta; that
would be a monologue,—faith desires a dialogure. Therefore it does not consort with &
monism which recognizes only God, or only the world; it opposes such a monisin s
this, Duality is, in fact, & condition of trua and vital unity. But duality 1s not dual-
ism. It has no desire to oppose the rational demand for umity.'” Professor Bmall of
Chicago: * With rarve exceptions on each side, all philosophy to-day s monistic In tts
ontological presumptions; it {8 dualistic in iis methodologioal procedures,” A. H.
Bradford, Ago of Faith, 71—**Men and God are the same In substance, though not
jdentical as individuais.” 'The theology of fifty years ago was merely individuailstic,
and ignored the complementary truth of solidarity. Similarly we think of the con-
tinents and islands of our globe As digjoined from one another. The dissocizble bes is
regarded as an absotute barvier between them. Hut if the ooean could be dried, we
ghould see that all the while there had been submarine connections, and the hidden
unity of ail landd would appear. Bo the individuality of human beings, real as it is, 1s
not the only reality., There is the profounder fact of a common life, Even the great
mountain-pesks of personality are superficlal distinctions, compared with the organic
onenees in which they are rooted, into which they all dip down, and from which they
all, like volcances, receive at times quick and overflowing impulses of insight, emotion
and energy; see A, H, Strong, Christ in Creation and Ethical Monism, 189, 190,



ETHICAL MONISM., 107

2. In contrast then with the two errors of Pantheism—the denial of
God’s transcendence and the denial of God’s personality — Ethiesl Monism
holds that the universe, instead of being one with God and eonterminous
with Glod, is but a finite, partial and progressive manifestation of the divine
Lifa: Matter being God’s self-limitation under the law of Necesuity ;
Humanity being God’s self-limitation under the law of Freedom ; Incarna-
tion and Atonement being God's gelf-limitations under the law of Grace.

The universe s related to God as my thoughts are related to me, the thinker, Iam
greator than my thoughts, and my thonghts vary in moral vaine, Fthical Monism traces
the unfverse back to & beginning, while Pantheism regards the universe ag codter-
nal with God. Hthical Monism asserts God's trangcendence, while Pantheism regards
God a8 imprisoned in the universe., HEithical Monism asserte that the heaven of heavens
cannot contaln him, but that contrariwise the wholeuniverse taken together, with its
elementa and foroes, its suns and systems, i but 8 Hght breath from his mowth, or 8
drop of dew upon the fringe of his garment. Upton, Hibbert Lecturea:  The Eiernal
18 progent in every floite thing, and is felt and known to be present in every rational
soul; but sifll 15 not broken up fnto individualities, but ever remains one and the
pame aternal substance, one and the same unifying principle, immanently and indivis-
ibly present in every one of that countless plurality of finite individuals inte which
man’s analyzing understanding dfgsects the Cosmos.” James Martineau, in 19th Cen-
tury, Apl. 1806 : 556 — * What is Watwre hut the province of God’s pledged and hahitual
causality? And what {8 Spirit, but the provinee of his free causality, responding to the
needs and affections of his children? . .. God i8 not a retired architeot, who may now
and then be called in for repairs. Nature is not self-active, and God’s agenoy is
not intrusive.” Calvin: Ple hoo potesat dlel, Deum esse Naturam.

‘With this doctrine many poets show thelr sympathy. * Every fresh and new cres-
tion, A divine lmprovisation, From the heart 0f God proceeds.” Robert Browning
asserts God’s immanence; Hohenatiel-Bchwangau; * Thig 18 the glory that, in all con-
ceived Or felt, or known, I recognize a Mind — Not mine, but like mine — for the double
Joy, Making all things for me, and me for him'; Ring and Book, Pope: * 0 thou, a8
represented {0 me here In such conoception as my soul allows — Under thy measureless,
my atom-width! Man's mind, what id it but a convex giass, Wherein are gathered all
the geattered points Picked out of the immensity of sky, To reunite there, be our heaven
forearth, Gur Enown Unknown,our God revealedtoman ! But Browning also agserta
God's transcendence: in Death In the Desert, we read: “Man {8 not God, but hath
God's end to serve, A Master to ohey, a Cause to take, Somewhat to cast off, somewhas
to becomse ”; in Christmes Eve, the poet dertdes * The important stumble Of addiog,
he, the sage and humble, Was also one with the Crentor”’; he tells us that it was God's
plan to make man in his iImage: **To create man, and then leave him Able, his own
word sgith, to grieve him; Hut able to glorify him too, As & mere machine emild never
do That prayed or praised, all unaware Of its fitness for aught but praise or prayer,
Made perfect ag a thing of eourse, . . . God, whose pleasure brought Man into being,
stands away, As it wore, & hand-breadth off, to give Room for the newly made to live
And look at him from a place apart And use his gifis of brain and heart*; “Life's
buainess being just the terrible cholee.

Bo Tennyson’s Higher Pantheism : **The sun, the moon, the stars, the seas, the hills,
and the plains, Are not thege, O soul, the vigion of Him who relgns? Dark ie the world to-
thee; thou thyeelf art the reagon why ; For ia not He all but thou, that hast power
tofeel *Tam I'? Bpeak to him, thou, for he hears, and spirtt with spirit can meet:
Closer is he than broathing, and nearer than hands and feet. And the ear of man can-
not hear, and the eye of man cannot gee; But if we could see and hear, this vision
~—were it not He?" Also Tennyson’s Ancient Bage ! ** Ihut that one ripple on the bound-
less deep Feals that the deep is boundiess, and 1teeif Forever changing form, but ever-
more One with the boundless motion of the deep *'; and In Momoriam ; * One God, one
law, one element, And one far-off divine event, Toward which the whole ereation
moves.”” Emerson: “ The day of days, the greatest day in the feast of life, is that in
which the inward eye opens to the unity of things'; **In the mud and scum of things
Bomething always, always sings.’’ Mya. Browning: “ Earth is orammed with heaven,
And every common bush afive with God ; But only he who sees takes off his shoes.,” Bo
manhood is itself potentially a divine thing, All lfe, in aliits vast variety. can have



108 THE EXISTENCE OF GOD,

but one Spurce. Tt is elther one God, above all, through all, and in all, or it s no God
at all, B, M. Poteat, On Chesapeake Bay : * Night’s radiant glory overhead, A softer
giory there below, Deep anewered unto deep, and sald : A kindred fire in us doth glow.
For life is one—of geq and starg, Of God and man, of earth and heaven— And by no
theologie bars Shall may scant life from God's beriven.” See Profassor Henry Jones,
Robert Browning.

3. The immanence of Glod, as the one substance, ground and principle
of being, does not destroy, but rather guarsntees, the individuality and
rights of each portion of the universe, so that there is variety of rank and
endowment. In the case of moral beings, worth is determined by the
degree of thoir voluntary recognition and sppropriation of the divine.
‘While God iz all, he is also in all ; so making the universe a graded and pro-
gressive manifestation of himself, both in his love for righteousness and
his opposition {0 moral evil.

It has been charged that the doctrine of monism necessarily involves moral indiffer-
ence; that the divine presence in all things breaks down all distinctions of rank and
makes each thing egual to every other ; thet the evil a8 weil as the good Is legitimated
and consecrated. Of pantheistic monism all thiz ig true,— it i3 not true of ethical
wonism ; for ethieal monism {§ the monism that recognizes the ethical fact of personal
intelligence and wiil in both God and man, and with these God’s purpose in making the
universe a varied manifestation of himself, The worship of cats and bulls and cro¢o=
diles In anelent Egypt, and the deification of lust in the Brahmanie temples of India,
were expressions of a non-ethical monism, which saw in God no moral attributes, and
which identified God with his manifestations. As an llastration of the mistalesinto
which the critics of monism, may fall for lack of discrimination between monism that
is pantheistio and mondsm that is ethical, we quote from Emma Marie Caillard ; * Inte-
gral parts of God are, on monistic premises, liars, sensualists, murderers, evil livers
and evil thinkers of every degcription. Their ¢rimos and their prasions enter intringsis
cally into the divihe experience. The infinite Individual in his wholeness may reject
them indeed, but none the less are these evil finite individuals constituent parts of him,
evenas the twigs of g tree, though they are not the tree, and though the tree transcends
any or all of them, are yet constituent parts of it. Can he whose universal conseious-
ness includes and defines gl finite conscicusnesses bo other than responsibte for all
finite actions and motives 7 "'

To this indictment we may reply in the words of Bowne, The Divine Immanence,
130-183 — ** Some weak heads have been so heated by the new wine of lmmanence
a8 to put all things on the same leve], and make men and mice of equal value. But
there is nothing in the dependence of all things on God to remove their distinctions
of value, Ono confused tuller of this type was led to say that he had no trouble with
the notion of a divine man, as he belleved in a divine oyater. Others have used the
doctrine to cancel morsl differences ; for if God ve in all things, and if all things repre-
gent hig will, then whatever g is right. But this too is basty. Of course evan the evil will
is not independent of God, but lives and moves and has its being in and through the
divine. But through its mysterious power of gelfhood and self-Getormination the evil
will 18 able to agsums an attitude of hostility to the divine law, which forthwith
vindicates ifself by appropriate reactions,

 Thege reactions are not divine in the highest or ideal sense, They represent nothing
which (God deaires or in which he delights; but they are divine in the gense that they
are things to be done under the clrcumstances. The divine reaction in the cuse of the
good is distinct from the divine reaction against evil. Both are divine as represcoting
God's action, but only the former is divine in the sense of representing God's approval
and sympathy. All things serve, suid Spinoza. The good serve, and are furthered by
their service. Tho bad also serve and are used up in the serving, According to
Jonathan Edwards, the wicked aro wseful “‘in belpg acted upon and disposed of.' As
* yessels of dishonor’ they may reveal the majesty of God. 'There ig nothing thersfore
in the divine immanence, in its only tenable form, to cancel moral digtinetions or to
roinify retribution, The divine reaction against iniquity is even more golemn in this
doctrine. The besetting God is the eternal and unegeapable environment ; and only as
‘we are in harmony with him ¢an there be any peace, . . . What God thinks of siz,
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and what his will is concerning it ean be plainly seen in the natural eonssquences which
attend it. . . . In law iteelf wo are face to face with God; and natural consequences
have a supernatural meaning.”

4. Binee Christ is the Logos of God, the immanent God, God revealed
in Nature, in Humanity, in Bedemption, Ethical Monism recognizes the
universe as created, upheld, and governed by the same Being who in the
course of history was manifest in human form and who made atonement
for humsn sin by his death on Calvary. The secref of the universe and
the key to ite mysteries axe to be found in the Cross.

John 1:1-4 (marg.}, 14, 18— "In the beginning was the Word, sud the Word was with God, and the Word

wasGod, The sams was in the beginning with God. Al things wers made through him ; and withent him was 20f
sty hing mads. Thet whioh hath heen made was life in bime; and the life was the light of men, , , . Aud the
Word bacams dash, and dwelt among us, . , . No man hath sosn Ged at sny time; the euly begoiten Son, whe
iain the bosom of the Father, he heth declared him.” Col.1: 16, 17— *for in him wars all things oranted, in the
Lsavens and upon the earth, thinps visible and things invisible, whather thrones ¢r dominions or primeipalitis or
powers ; el things have heon oreated thromgh kim and unto him; and he ie hefors all things, and in him all thinge
consist,” Heb.1: 2 83— “his8on , .. through whom alsp hs mads the worlds . . . npholding sll things by the
word of his power"; Eph. 1: 82, 33— “the church, which is his body, th fulnass of him that flleth all inall "= flllz
all things with all that they contain of truth, beauty, and goodnesa; Col. 2:% 3, 3—" he
mysiary of God, aven Christ, in whom are ell the treasures of wisdom aud knowledge hidden, . . . for in him dwslleth
all the Talness of the Godhead hedily.”
- This view of the relation of the universe to God lays the foundation for a Christian
application of recent philosophical dootrine, Matter iy no longer blind and dead, but ia
apiritual in its nature, not in the gense that it 48 spirit, but in the gense that it s the
continual manidfestation of apirit, just as my thoughts are a living and continual mani-
festation of myself. Yet matter does not consist simply In ideas, for ideas, deprived of
an external ebject and of an internal subject, are left suspended in the ajr. Ideas are the
product of Mind., But matter is known only ad the operation of force, and force is the
product of Will. Since this foree works in rational ways, it can be the product only of
Bpirit. The aystem of furces which we cuil the universe is the immediate produact of
the mind and will of God; and, since Christ is the mind and will of God in exercise,
Christ 18 the Creator and Upholder of the universe, Nature ig the omnipresent Christ,
manifesting God to oreatures.

Christ 18 the principle of cohegion, attraction, interaction, not only in the physical
universe, but in the intsllectual and moral universe as well. In all our knowing,
the knower and known are “ connected by gome Being who Is their reality,” and
this belng 18 Christ, “the Light whieh lighteth every man™ (Jebn 1:8), We knrow in Christ,
Just as "'in him we live, and movs, and have our being™ (Aets 17: 33), .As the attraction of
gravitation and the principle of evolution are only other names for Christ, so he is
the basis of inductive reagoning and the ground of moral unity in the creation, I am
bound to love my neighbor a8 mysell beeause he has In him the same life that is In me,
the life of God in Christ. ‘The Christ in whom all humanity is ¢reated, and in whom all
humanity ¢onsists, holds together the moral universe, drawing ail men to himself and
go drawing them to God. Through him God “recosdiles all things unto himself , . . whether
{hings upon the enrth, er things in the heavens " (fal, 1: 20},

Ag Pantheism = exclusive iImmanence — God imprisoned, 8o Deigm =eaxclugive tran-
soendence= God benlshed, Ethigal Monism holds to the truth contafned in each of
these systems, while avoiding their respective errors, It furnishes the basis for a new
interpretaiion of meny theological as well as of many philosophical dogtrines. It helps
our understanding of the Trinity. If within the bounds of God's being there can exlat
multitudinous finite personalities, it becomes easler to comprehend how within those
same bounds there can be three eternal and infinite personalities, —indeed, the integra-
tion of plural consclonsnesses in an all-embracing divine conaclousness may find a valid
analogy in the integration of subordinate consciousnesses in the unit-personality of
man ; gee Baldwin, Handbook of Psychology, Feeling and Will, 58, 64.

Ethical Monism, since it is ethical, Joaves room for human wills and for their free.
dom. While man could never hreak the notural bond which united him to God, he
could break the spiritual bond and introduce into creation a principle of discord and
evil. Tiea cord tightly about your finger; you partially isolate the finger, diminish
ita nutrition, Lring about atrophy and disease. So there has been given to esch intal-
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ligent and moral agent the power, spiritually to isolate himself from God while yet he
i8 naturally joined to God, As humanity ia created in Christ and lives only tn Chriat,
man’s self-isolation ia his moral geparation from Christ. 8imon, Redemption of Man,
39— “ Rejecting Christ 18 not so much refusal to become one with Christ as it is refuzal
to remain one with him, refusal to let him be our life.”” All men are naturally one
with Christ by physical birth, before they bocome morally one with him by apiritual
birth. They may set themselves agajnst him and may oppose him forever, Thisour
Lord intimates, when he tolls us that there are natural branches of Christ, which do not
v ghide in the vine™ or “bear froit,” and 8o are "ol forth,” © withersd,” and "' borasd ™ (Jobn $6: 4-8).

Ethical Monism, however, gince it is Monism, enabled us to understand the principle
of the Atonement, Though God’s holiness binds him to punish gin, the Christ who has
joined himself to the sinner must share the sinner’s punishment. He who i3 the lifeof
humanity must take upon his own heart the burden of shame and penalty that helongs
to his members, Tie the cord about your Anger; not only the Anger suffers pain, buk
also the heart; the life of the whole gystem rouses 1taelf to put away the evll, to untie
the cord, to freo the diseased and suffering member. Humanity i8 bound to Christ, ag
the finger to the body. Bince human nature is one of the “all things" that “emsint” or
hold together in Christ (Gl 1:17), and man's sin 18 a self-perversion of a part of Christ’s
own hody, the whole must be injured hy the self-inflicted injury of the pert, and “it
must nesds be that Christ should suffer™ {Lets £7:3). Bimon, Redemption of Man, 821--*Tf the
Logos is the Mediator of the divine immanence in creation, especially in man ; if men
are differentistions of the efluent divine energy; and if the Logos ig the immanent
controlling principle of all differentiation —1, 6., the principle of all form — must not
the self-perversion of these human differentiations react on him who is their constitu-
tive principie ?” A more full explanation of the relations of Ethieal Monism to other
doctrines must be regerved to our separate treatment of the Trinity, Creation, 8in,
Atonement, Regeneration. Portioneg of the subject are treated by Upton, Hibbert
YLectures; Le Conte, in Royce's Oonception of God, 43-50; Bowne, Theory of Thought
and Knowledge, 207-501, 511-817, and Immanence of God, §~33, 116-163; Ladd, Phiios. of
Enowledge, 574580, and Theory of Reality, 526-520; Edward Caird, Evolution of
Religion, 2:48; Ward, Naturallsm and Agnosticism, 2 : 258-288; GUschel, quoted in
Dorner, Hist. Doot. Person of Christ, 5:170. An attempt has heen made to treat the
whole subjlect by A. H. Btrong, Christ in Creation and Ethical Monism, 1-86, 141-162,
168-180, 186-20%,



PART IIL
THE SORIPTURES A REVELATION FROM GOD.

CHAPTER 1.
PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS.

I. ReAsoNs 4 PRioRr FOR EXPECEING A Beveratrion FroM Gop.

1. Needs of man’s nature. Man's intellectnal and moral nature requires,
in order to preserve it from constant deterioration, and to ensure ifs moral
growth and progress, an suthoritative and helpful revelation of religions
truth, of & higher and completer sort than any to whioh, in its present state
of sin, it can attain by the use of iis unaided powers. The proof of this

" proposition is partly psychological, and partly historical,

A. Payehologieal proof.—( @) Neither rosson nor intuition throws light
upon certain guestions whose solution is of the utmost importanee to us ; for
example, Trinity, atonement, pardon, method of worship, personal existence
after death. (&) Even the truth to which we arrive by our natural powera
needs divine confirmation and authority when it addresses minds and wills
perverted bysin. (o) To break this power of gin, and to furhish encouraga-
ment to moral effort, we need s special revelation of the merecifal and help-
fnl aspeet of the divine nature.

{#) Bremen Lectures, 12, 78; Plato, Becond Aleibiades, 28, 28 ; Pheedo, 86— Adyou delov
rwds, Tamblious, wepi Toi Mudayopwod fiov, chap. 28. Aschylus, in his Agamemnon,
showd how completely reeson and intuition fadled to supply the knowledge of God
which man needs: “RBenown isloud,” he says, “and not to lose one’s senges Is God's
greateat gift, . . . The bolng praised outrageously Is grave; for at the eyes of such
a one Is launched, fxom Zens, the thundec-stone. Therefore do I decide For 20 much
and no more proaperity Than of his envy passes unespied.” Though the gods might
have favorites, they did not love men as men, but rather, envied and hated them.
William James, Is Life Worth Living ¢ fn Internat, Jour. Ethies, Oct. 1896: 10— Al}
we know of good and beauty prooeeds from nature, but none the less all we know of
evll, , .. To such a harlot we owe no moral allegianes, . .. If there be a divine
Spirtt of the universe, nature, auch as we kmow her, cannot pogaibly Le its nltimate
word to man. Either thereis no Spirtt revealed in nature, or else it is inadequately
revealed thers; and, as all the higher religions have assumed, what we call visible
nature, or thiz world, muat be but a veil and surface-show whose fall meaning reaides
In 8 pupplementary unseen or other world,”

{b) VersueBocrates: Men will do right, if they only know the right, Pfeiderer,
Philos. Relig., 1:819—"* In opposition to the opinion of Soeratea that badness resta upon
ignorance, Aristotle already called the fact to mind that the doing of the good is not
always comhbined with the knowing of it, seelng that it depends alsc on the passtons.
If badness consisted only In the waat of knowledge, then those who are theoretically

hanl
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most cultivated must aleo be moraily the best, which no one wilt venture to assert.”
W. 8. Lilly, On 8hibboleths: *Ignorance i3 often held to be the root of all evil. But
mere knowledge cannot transform character. It cannot minister to & mind diseased.
It cannot ¢convert the will from bad to good. It may turn erime into different channals,
and render 1t less easy to detect. It does not change man’s natural propenaities or his
disposition to gratify them at the expense of others. Knowledge makes the good man

~ maore powerful for good, the bad man more powerful for evil, And that is all it can
do.” @Qore, Incarnation, 174 —* We must not depreciate the method of argument, for
Jesus and Paul oceasionally used it in a Soeratie fashion, but we must recognize that
1t 18 not the basis of the Christian system nor the primary method of Christianity.”
Martinesu, in Nineteenth Century, 1:331, 531, and Types, 1:113—* Plato dissolved the
idea of the right into that of the good, and this again was indistinguishably mingled
with that of the true and the beautiful.” See also Flint, Theigm, 305.

(e} Versus Thomes Paine: ** Natural religion teaches us, without the possibility of
being mistaken, all that iy necessary or proper to be known.,” Piato, Laws, 9:854, ¢,
for substance: “Be good; but, if you cannot, then kill yourself,” Farrar, Darkness
and Dawn, 75—* Plato says that man will never know God until God has revealed him-
self in the guise of suffering man, and that, when all is on the verge of destruction,
God sees the distress of the universe, and, placing himself at the radder, restores it to
order.” Prometheus, the type of humanity, can nover be delivered ** until gome god
descends for him into the black depths of Tartarus,” Seneca in like manner teaches
that msen cannot save hmseelf, Hesays: * Do you wonder that men go to the gods?
God comes to men, yes, $nfo men.” We are sinful, and God's thoughts are not as cur
thoughts, nor his ways as our ways. Therefore he must make known his thoughta to
13, teach us what we are, what true love is, and what will please him. Shaler, Intera
pretation of Nature, 227 —** The {nculeation of moral truths can be successfully effeated
only in the personal way; . . . it demsands the influence of personality; . . . the weight
of the impression depends upon the voice and the aye of o tescher.” In other worda,
we need not only the exercise of authority, but also the manifestation of love,

B. Historical proof. - (a) The knowledge of moral and religious trath
possessed by nationa and ages in which aspecial revelation is unknown is
grossly and increasingly imperfect. (5) Man’s actual condition in ante-
Christian times, and in modern hesthen lands, is that of extreme moral
depravity. ({¢) With this depravity is found a general conviction of help-
lessness, and on the part of some nobler natures, a longing after, and hope
of, aid from above.

Pythagoras: “ 1t is not eagy to know [ duties], except men were taught them by God
himself, or by some person who bad received them from God, or obtained the knowl-
edge of them through some divine means.” Socrates: * Wait with patience, till weknow
with certainty how we ought to bebave curselves toward God gnd man.” Plato: ** We
will wait for one, be he a God or an inspired man, o instruct ug In our duties and to tuke
away the darkness from our eyes." Disciple of Plato: * Make probability our raft,
while wesall through life, unless we could have a more sure and safe conveyance, such
a8 some divine communication world be.” Plato thanked God for three things: first,
that he was born a rational soul; secondly, that he was born a Greek; and, thirdly,
that he lived in the days of SBocrates. Yet, with all these advaniages, he had only prob-
ability for a raft, on which to navigate strange seas of thought far beyond his depth,
and he longed for "a mors mres word of propheey * (2 Pot. 1:19), Bee references and quotationa
in Peabody, Christianity the Religion of Nature, 35, and in Luthardt, Fandamental
Truths, 166-172, 335-368 ; Farrar, Beekers after God; Garbett, Dogmatic Faith, 187,

2. Presumption of supply. What we know of Glod, by nature, affords
ground for hope that these wants of onr intellectual and morsl being will be
met by a corresponding supply, in the shape of & apecial divine revelation.
We argue this:

(a) From our necessary convietion of God’s wisdom, Having made
man a spiritusl being, for apiritual ends, it may be hoped that he will furnish
the means needed to gecure these ands, (&) From the actusl, though incom.
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plete, revelation already given in mature. Since God has actually under-
taken to make himself known to men, we may hope that he will finigh the
work he has begun.  (¢) From the general connection of want and supply.
The higher our needs, the more intricate and ingenious sre, in general, the
contrivances for meeting them. 'We may therefora hope that the highest
want will be afl the more surely met, (d) From analogies of nature and
history. Bigns of reparative goodness in natore and of forbearance in provi-
dential dealings lead us to hope that, while justice is executed, God may
still make known some way of restoration for sinners,

{a) There wete two stages in Dr. John Duncan'd escape from pantheism: 1, when he
came first to bolisve in the existence of God, and “danced for Joy upon the brig o'
Dee™; and 2. when, under Malan’s influenos, be came also to helieve that “ God meant
that we should kmow himn.”* In the story in the old Village Reader, the mother broke
completely down when she found that her son was likely to grow up stupid, but her
tears conquerad him and made him intelligent. Laura Dridgman wag blind, deaf and
dumb, end had but small sense of taste or smell. When her mother, after long separa-
tion, went to her in Boston, the mother’s heart was in digtress lest the daughter ghould
not rocognize her, When at last, by some peculiar mother's sign, she plerced the veil
of ingenstbility, it was a plad time for both, o God, our Father, tries to reveal himself
to our blind, deaf and dumb souls. The agony of the Crosa is the gign of God's distress
over the insengibility of humenity which sin has caused. If he is the Maker of man's
beibg, he will surely seek to it it for that communion with himself for which it was
designed.

(b) Gove, Incarnation, 62, 53— Nature is a flrat volume, in itself incomplete, and
demanding a socond volume, whioh is Chrigt.” (¢) R. T. Bmith, Man’a Xnowledge of
Man and of God, 228 —* Mevdicants do not ply their calling for years in a desert where
there are no givors. Enough of supply has been received to keep the sense of wank
alive,” (d) In the natural arrangements for the healing of bruises in plants and for
the mending of broken bones in the animal ¢reation, in the provision of remedial agents
for the ~ure f human diseases, and especially in the delay to Infliet punishment upon
the transgressor and the space given him for repentance, we have some indications,
whigh, 1f uncontradioted by other evidence, might lead ua to regard the God of nature
a8 a God of forbearance and meroy. Plutarch's treatise * Do Scra Numinis Vindicia™ i
proof that this thought had ococurred to the heathen. It may be doubted, Indeed,
whether a heathen religlon conld even eontinue to exist, without embracing 1n it some
element of hope. Yet this very dolay in the execution of the divine Judgments gave
its own occasion for doubting the exigtence of & God who was hoth good and just,
wMryuth forever on the scaffold, Wrong forever on the throne,” is a scandal to the
divine government which only the sacrifice of Christ can fully remove,

The problem presents iteelf also in the Old Testament. Tn lob 21, and in Paslms, 17, 37, 48,
73, thers are partinl answers; see Job 8 ; 7 Wherefora do the wicksd live, Beomsa old, yos, waz mighty
in powar 7' 24: {—" Why are not judgment times determined by the Almighty ? And they that know him, why
w0 they not his days?"* The New Testament intimates the existencs of a witness to God's
goodnes among the heathen, while at the same time 1t declares that the full knowledge
of forgiveness and salvation is brought only by Chrigt. Compare &ota 14: 17— dnd yet ke
Ioft not himself withont witness, in that ba did good, and gave you from heaven rains and fruitful ssasons, diling yeuwr
Bearts with food and gladness” ; 47:25-27 — " he himaelf giveth to all Yife, and breath, and sll things; and he mads
of one svery vaticn of men . . , tht they should ssek dod, if haply they might feel after him and fnd him"; Rom,
24— “the goodness of God leadsth thes to repentance’; 3; 25 — *“tba passing over of the sing done aforetims, in
the forbsarance of God™ ; Bph. 3:9— 1o make all men sae what in the dispensation of the mystery whish for ages
hath baen kid in God " ; 8 Tim, 1 : 10— “oar Sawior Christ Josos, who abolished desth, and beought fife and Inoorrup-
tion to light threngh the gospel.”  Bee Hackett's edition of the treatise of Plutarch, s also
Boswen, Metaph, and Ethies, $62-487; Diman, Theistic Argument, 87l

We conclude this section mpon the ressons @ priori for expecting a
revelation from God with the acknowledgment that the facts werrant that
degree of expectation which we call hope, rather than that larger degree
of expectation which we eall assurance ; and this, for the reason that, while

8
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conscience gives proof that God is & (God of holiness, wo have not, from the
light of natare, equal evidence that God is & God of love. Reason teaches
man that, 23 a sinner, he merits condemnation ; but he ecannot, from resson
alone, know that God will have mercy upon him and provide galvation.
His doubts can be removed only by God’s own voice, assuring him of
“rodemption . . . the forgivenesa of , . . trespasses®™ (Eph.1:7)and
revealing to him the way in which thet forgiveness has been rendered possible.

Conscience knows no pardon, and no Bavior, Hovey, Manual of Chrigtlan Theology, 8,
fzeme to us t0 go too far when he gays:  Even naturel aftection and consgiencs afford
some clue to the goodness and holiness of God, though much more i3 needed by one
who undertakes the study of Christian theclogy.” We grant that natural affection
gived gome clue to God’'s goodness, but we regard consclence as reflecting only God’s
holiness ard his hatred of gin, We agres with Alexander MoLaren: * Does God's love
needtobe proved? Yes,as all paganism shows, Gods vieioug, gods careless, gods cruel,
goda heautiful, there are in abundance ; hut where is there a god who loves?*™

IT. MARES OF THE BEVELATION MAN MAY EXPROT.

1, Astoits substance. We may expeot this Iater revelation nof to con-
tradict, but to confirm and enlarge, the knowledge of God which we derive
from nature, while it remedies the defeets of natural religion and throws
light upon its problems.

Isaieh’s appeal is to God’s previous communieations of truth: Is.8:20 —“Tothe law and to
the testimoxy | if they spsak not sccording to this word, surely ihers is no morning for them" And Malachi
follows the example of Isaiah: Mal, § : 4— ¥ Bemember ys the Jaw of Moses my servaut,” Our Lord
himself based his claima upon the former utterances of God : Iuke 24 : 27— “hegiuning from
MWoses and from all the prophets, he interpreted to them in all the seriptnres the things comcerning himself."

2. Ae to its method. We may expect it to follow God's methods of
procedure in other communications of truth.

Bishop Butler ( Analogy, part ii, chap, i) has denled that there {s any possibility of
Judging o priori how a divine revelation will be given., *We are in no sort judges
beforehand,” hesays, * by what methods, or in what proportion, it were to be expected
that this supernatural light and ingtruction would be afforded us.” But Bishop Butler
gomewhat later in his great work { part i, chep, iv yshowgthat God's progressive plan in
revelation has its analogy in the slow, successive steps by which God accomplishes his
endginnature. We maintain that the revelation in pature affords certain presumptions
with regard to the revelation of grace, such for example a8 those mentioned below.

Leste Stephen, in Nineteonth Century, Feb. 1891: 180~ Butler answered the grgu-
ment of the delsts, that the Grod of Christlanity was unjust, by arguing that the God of
nature was equally unjust. James Mill, admitting the analogy, refused to believe in
either God. Dr. Martinean has sald, for similar resgons, that Butler ‘ wrote one of the
most terrible persuasives to atheism ever produced.’ So J. H. Newman's * kilt or cure’
argument is essentially that God has either revealed nothing, or has made revelations in
gome other places than in the Bible. His argument, like Butler’s, may be as good a
persussive to scepticism as t0 bellof.” To this indictment by Lealie Stephen we reply
that it has cogency only 8o long as we Ignore the fact of human gin. Granting this fact,
our world becomes a worid of disetpline, probation and redemption, apd both the God
of nature and the God of Christianity are cleared from all suspicion of injustice. The
analogy between God's methods in the Christian system and his methods in nature
becomes an argument in favor of the former.

(a)} That of continuous historical development, —that it will be given
in germ to early ages, and will be more fully unfolded ss the race is pre-
pared to recaive it ’

Instances of continuous development in God’s impartations are found in geological
history; in the growth of the solences; in the progressive education of the indlvidual
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-and of the rape, No other religion but Christianity ahows *“a steady historical progress
of the vision of one Infinite Character unfolding itself to man through a pericd of
many centuries.” See germon by Dr, Temple, on the Education of the World, in Essays
and Reviews ; Rogers, Superhumen COrigin of the Bible, 874884 ; Walker, Philosophy
of the Plan of Balvation., On the gradualness of revelation, sce Fisher, Nature and
Method of Revelation, £6-88; Arthur H. Hallam, in John Brown’s Rab and his Friends,
282 Rtavelation I8 a gradual approximation of the infinite Being to the ways and
thoughts of finite Bbumanity.” A litile fire ean kindle & eity or & world; but ten times
the heat of that lttle fire, if widely diffused, would noi kindle anything.

(5) That of original delivery to o single nation, and to ringle persons
in that nation, that it may through them be communicated to mankind.

Fach pation represents an idea. As the Greek had a genius for liberty and beauty,
and the Roman & genjus for organization and law, so the Hebhrew unation had a * gen-
tus for religion > ( Renan) ; this Iast, however, would have been uselesg without gpecial
divine sid and superintendence, as witness other productions of this same Semitic race,
guch as Bel and the Dragon, in the Old Testament Apoorypha; the gospels of the Apoc-
ryphal New Testgment ; and later atill, the Talmud and the Koran.

The Q. T. Apocrypha relates that, when Daniel wag thrown a second time Into the
Hons" den, an angel seised Habbakulk in Judea by tho hair of his head and carried him
with & howl of pottage to give to Daniel for hi$ dinner, There were seven lions, and
Daniel was among them seven days and nights. Tobiss starte from his father's house
to secure his inheritance, and his little dog goes with him. On the banks of the great
river & great flsh threatens to devour him, but he capturce and despoils the fish. He
Anally retiirne successtul to his father’s house, and his little dog goes in with him. In
the Apooryphal Gospels, Jesus earrieg water in biy mantle when his pitcher I8 broken ;
makes clay birds on the Sabbath, and, when rebuked, causes them to fly; strikes a
youthful companion with death, and then curses his accusers with hlindness; mocks
his teachers, and resenta control. Later Moslem legends declare that Mohammed
caused darkness at noon; whercupon the moon flew to him, went seven times around
the Kafha, howed, entered his right aleeve, split into two halves after slipping out at
the left, and the two halves, after retiring to the extreme east and west, were reunited.
Theee products of the Semitic race show that neither the influence of onvironment nox
& native genius for religion furnishes an adequate explanation of our Scriptures, As
the flame on Elijah’s altar was caused, not by the dead sticks, but by the fire from heaven,
s0 only the Inspiration of the Almighty can explain the unique revelation of the Oid
and New Testamenta.

The Hebrews gaw (tod in consclence. For the.most genuine expression of thetr life
we “must look beneath the surface, In the soul, where worship and aspiration and
prophetic faith coms face to face with God” (Genupg, Epic of the Inner Life, 28).
But the Hebrew religion needed to be supplemented by the sight of God in reagon, and
in the beanty of the world, The Greeks had the love of knowledge, and the ssthetic
sense, Butoher, Aspects of the Greck Gening, 34— The Pheenicians taught the Greeks
how to write, but it was the Greeks who wrote.” Aristotlo was the beginner of science,
and outside the Aryan race none but the Saracens ever felt the scientific impulse.
But the Greek made his problem clear by striking ail the unknown quantities out of it.
Greek thought wonld never have gained universal eurrency and permanence If it had
not been for RHoman jurisprudence and imperialism. Engiand hes contributed her
constitutional government, and America her manhood suffrage and her religious free-
dom. HBo a definite thought of God is Incorporated in each nation, and each nation has
a message to every other, Aots 17: 20— God “ mads of one every nation of men to dwall on all the fass of the
sarth, having determined their appointsd sessons, and the bounds of their habitation " ; Rom, 3; 12—~ * What advan-
tage then hath the Jew? .. . first of ell, that they were ontrusted with the orsdles of €od” God'm cholee
of the Hebrew nation, as the repository and communfeator of religious truth, Isanalo-
goud to bia cholee of other nations, a3 the repositories and communicators of sathetio,
solentifle, governmental truth.

Hegel: *No nation that has played a welghty and active part in the world’s history
has ever issued from the simple development of a single race along the unmodified
lines of blood-relationship. There must he differences, conflicts, a compesition of
opposed forces." The consclence of the Hebrew, the thought of the Greek, the organ-
ization of the Latin, the personal loyalty of the Teuton, must all he united to form
perfect whole. ** Whila the Greek church was orthodox, the Latin church was Catholio;
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while the Greek treated of the two wills in Christ, the Latin treated of the harmoty
of our wills with God; while the Latin saved through a eorporation, the Teuton
saved through personal faith,” Brereton, in Educational Review, Nov, 19013 889
*! The problem of France 18 that of the religious orders; that of Germany, the construc-
tion of gociety; that of Ameorica, capltal and labor.” Pfeiderer, Philos. Religion, 1:
188, 184—** Great ideas never come from the masses, but from marked Individuals.
Thege ideas, when propounded, however, awaken an echo in the masses, whioh shows
that the ideas had been slumbering unconsclously in the souls of others.” The hour
strikes, and a Newtlon appears, who interprets God's will in nature. 8o the hour
gtrikes, and a Moges or a Paul appears, who interprets God's willin morals and religion.
The few grains of wheat found in the clasped hand of the Egyptian mummy would
have been utterly lost if one grain bhad been sown in Europe, o gecond in Asia, a third
in Africs, and a fourth in America; all being planted together in a flower-pot, and
their produet in » garden-bed, and the still later fruit in a farmer’s field, there came at
lagt to be a gufficient crop of new Mediterranean wheat to distribute to all the world.
Bo God followed his ordinary method in giving religlous truth first to a single nation
and to chogen individuals in that nation, that through them 1t might be given to all
mankind, See British Quarterly, Jan, 1874: art. : Inductive Theology.

(¢) That of preservation in written and aceessible documents, handed
down from those to whom the revelation is first communicated.

Alphabets, writing, books, are our chief dependence for the history of the past; all
the great religions of the world are hook-religlons ; the Karens expected their teachers
in the new religion to bring to them & hook. Buf notice that false religions have
seriptures, but not Seripture; their sacred books lack the principle of unity which is
furnished by divine inspiration. H, P, 8mith, Biblical Scholarship and Insplration, 68
— % Mohammed digeovered that the Soriptures of the Jews were the source of their
religlon, He called them a * book-people,’ and endeavored to construct a similar code
for his Qisciples. In it God is the only speaker; all its contents are made known to the
prophet by direct revelation; its Arabic style Is perfect; its text is incorruptible; it is
absolute authority in law, acience and history.” The Koran i§ a grotesque hman par-
ody of the Bible; it8 exagporated pretensions of divinity, indeed, are the best proof
that it is of purely human origin. Scripture, on the other hand, makes no #uch claims
for itself, but points to Christ as the sole and final anrthority. In this sonse we may say
with Clarke, Christian Theology, 20~ ¥ Chrigtianity is not & book-religlon, but a life-
religion, The Bible does not give us Christ, but Christ gives us the Bible,” Btillitistrue
that for our knowledge of Christ we are almost wholly dependent upon Scripture, In
giving his revelatiom to the world, God bas followed his ordinary method of communi-
epting and preserving truth by means of written documents. Recent investigations,
however, now render it probable that the Karen expectation of a bock waa the sur-
vival of the teaching of the Nestorian missionaries, who as early as the elghth century
penetrated the remotest parte of Asia, and left in the wall of the city of Singwadu in
Northwestorn China a tablet as a monument of their labors. On bhook-rovelation, see
Rogers, Eclipse of Faith, Y3-98, 281-304.

8. Asifo its attestation. We may expoct that this revelation will be
accompanied by evidence that its author is the same being whom we have
previously reeognized as God of nature. This evidence must constitute {a)
& manifestation of God himself; (b) in the ontward as well as the inward
world ; (¢)such as only God’s power or knowledge can make ; and { d) such
28 oannot be counterfeited by the evil, or mistaken by the eandid, soul.
In ghort, we may expect God to atbest by miracles and by prophecy, the
divine mission and authority of thore to whom he communicates a revelation,
Some such gutward sign would seem to be necessary, nok only to assure
the original recipient that the supposed revelation is mnot a vagary of his
own imagination, but also fo render the revelation received by & single
individual authoritative to all ( compare Judges 6: 17, 86-40--Gideon
asks a sign, for himself ; 1 K. 18; 86-38 ~ Elijah asks a sign, for others).
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But in order that our positive proof of a divine revelation may not be
embarrassed by the suspicion that the miraculons snd prophetic elements
in the SBeripture history create a presumption against ifs eredibility, it will
be desirable to take up at this point the general subject of miracles and
prophecy.

III. MipacrLEs, A8 ArTEsTING A DIvINE REVELATION,

1. Definition of Miracle.

A, Proliminary Definition.-— A miracle is an event palpsble to the

" senses, produced for a religicus purpose by the immediate agency of God ;

an event therefore which, though not confravening any law of nature, the

laws of naiure, if fully known, would not without this agency of Gtod be
competant to explain.

This definition correets several erroneous conceptions of the miracle : —
(¢} A miracle is not a suspension or viclation of nafural law; since
natural law is in operation at the time of the miracle just as much as before.
{6) A miracle is nof a sndden product of natural agencies—a product
merely foreseen, by him who appears to work it; it is the effect of a will
outside of natnre. (o¢) A miracle iy not an event without a canse ; sinee
it bas for its cause a direct volition of God. () A miracle is not an
irrational or capricious act of God; but an act of wisdom, performed in
accordance with the immutable laws of his being, so that in the seme cir-
cumstances the same course would be again pursued. (¢) A miracle isnot
confrary to experience ; aince it is not contrary to experience for a new
cause t0 be followed by a new effect. (f) A miracle is not a matter of
intereal experience, like regeneration or flumination ; buf is an event pal-
pable to the sensos, which may serve as an objective proof to all that the
worker of it is divinely commissioned as a religious teacher.

For various definitions of miracles, see Alexander, Christ and Christianity, 08, On
the whole subject, see Mozley, Miracles; Christlieb, Mod. Doubt and Christ. Belief, 285~
3383 Fisher, in Princeton Rev., Nov.1880, and Jan. 1881; A. H. Strong, Philosophy and
Religion, 120-147, and in Baptist Review, April, I1879. The definition given above is
intended simply ae a definition of the miracles of the Bibie, or, in other words, of
the avents which profess to attest a divine revelation in the Beriptures. The New Tes-
tament desigpates those events 1n a two-fold way, viewing them either subjectively,
a8 producing effects upon men, or objectively, as revealing the power and wisdom of
God. Inthe former sspect they are called réparc, ‘wonders, and onmeln ‘signs’ (John 4: 48,
iota2: 22). In the latter aspect they arve called Svvdpes, ‘powers’ and &pya, ' works' { Mat, 7
2%; John 14: 1t). See H. B. Bmith, Leect. on Apologetics, 90-116, esp. 94 —* onueiov, sign,
marking the purposs or object, the moral end, placing the event in connection with
revelation.” The Bible Union Version uniformly and properly renders répas by ¢ wonder,”
Svvdpes by ‘mirmle’ épyor by ' work,” and oyueior by 'sign' Goethe, Faust: “ Alles Vergiling-
liche ist nur ein Gleichnisd: Das Unzuliingliche wird hier Ereigniss > — BEverything
trangitory is but # parable; The unattainable appears assolid fact.” 8o the miraoles
of the New Testament are acted parables, —Christ opens the eyes of the blind to show
that he 13 the Light of the world, multipliesthe loaves to show that he i3 the Bread of
Life, and raisea the dead to ghow that he 1ift8 men up from the death of trespasses and
sins. Bes Broadus on Matthew, 175.

A modification of this definition of the miracle, however, i3 demanded by & large class
of Christian physlcists, in the gupposed Interegt of naturallaw, Sucha modification is
propoged by Babbage, in the Ninth Bridgewater Treatise, chap. vill, Babbage illus-~
trates the miracle by the action of his caloulating machine, which would present to the
observer in rogular encoossion the scries of units fromone to ten million, but whiak
would then make 4 leap and show, not ten million and one, but 8 hundred million;
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Ephraim Peabody illustrates the miracle from the cathedral clock which strikes only
once In a hundred years; yet both thege results are due simply to the original construe-
tlon of the regpoctive machines. Bonnet held this view; see Dorner, Glaubenslehre, 1:
501, 592; Eng. translation, 2 ; 155, 156; so Matthew Arnold, quoted in Bruce, Miraculous
Element in Gospeld, 62; see also A, H. Strong, Philosophy and Religion, 128147, Rabbage
and Peabody would deny that the miracle is due to the direct and immediate agency of
God, and would regard it as belonging to & higher order of nature. God is the author
of the miracle only u the sense that he ingbituted the laws of nature st the beginning
and provided that at the appropriste time mirgele should be thelr outcome. In favor
of this view 1t has been ciaimed that it does not dispense with the divine working, but
only puts it further back at the origination of the gystem, while it still bolds God's
work to be essential, not only to the upholdtng of the system, but also to the inspiring
of the religious teacher or leader with the knowledge needed to predict the unusual
working of the gystem. The wonder ig confined to the prophecy, which may equally
etiest & divine revelation. See Matheson, in Chrigtianity and Evolution, 1-28.

But it is plain that a miracle of this gort lacks to a large degree the element of ‘gig-
naelity® which is needed, if it {8 to accomplish its purpose. It surrenders the great
advantage which miracle, as first defined, possessed over special providence, s an aties-
tation of revelation~the advantage, namely, that while apecial providence affords some
warrant that this revelation comes frowm Gk, miracle gives full warrant that it comes
from God. Since man may by natural means possess himeelf of the knowledge of
physical 1aws, the true miracle which God works, and the pretended miracle which only
man works, are upon this theory far less easy to distingmish from each other: Cortesz,
for example, could deceive Montezums by predicting an eclipse of the sun. Certain
typical miracles, like the resurrection of Lazarus, refuse to he classed as eventa within
the realm of nature, it the sense in which the ferm nature i3 ordinarily used. Our
Lord, moreover, seems clearly to exclude such & theory as this, when he says: “If by
the finger of Ged oast ous demons ™ ¢ Luke §1:20); ¥ark 1:41— 1 will; be thou mads clean,” The view of
Babbage iz inadequate, not only because it fails to recognize any immediate exercige
of awiil in the miracle, but because it regards nature as & mere machkine which can ope-
rate apart from God — & purely delstio method of conception, On this view, many of
the products of mere natural law might be called miraclea. The miracle would be only
the oeoasional manifestation of 6 higher order of nature, ke the comet occasionally
invading the solar system. Willlam Rider, Ideas from Nature: * The century-plant
which we have seen growing from our childhoo@ may not unfold its blossoms until pur
old age comes upon ug, butthe sudden wonder s natural notwithstanding." If, how-
ever, we Interpret nature dynaiaicelly, rather than mechanically, and regard it ag the
regular working of the divine il instead of tho automeatic operation of a machine,
there 158 much in this view which we may adopt. Miracle may be both natural and
supernatural. We mny bold, with Babbage, that it haa natural antecedents, while at
the same time we hold that it is produced by the immediate agency of God. We pro-
ceed therefore to an alternative and preferable definition, which in cur Judgment
combines the meritds of both that have been mentioned. On mirnoles ng already
defined, ses Mozley, Miraocles, preface, ix-xxvl, 7, 143-166 ; Bushnell, Nature and Super-
natural, 333-836 ; Smith’s and Hestings’ Dict. of Bible, art.: Miracles; Abp. Temple,
Bampton Loctures for 1884: 198-221 ; Shedd, Dogm. Theology. 1:541, 542,

- B. Alternative and Preferable Definition. — A miracle is an eventin
nature, a0 extraordinary in itself and so coinciding with the prophecy or
eommand of & religious teacher or leader, as fully to warrant the con-
vigtion, on the part of those who witness it, that Ged has wrought it with
the design of certifying that this tescher or leader has been commissioned
by him.

This definition has certain marked adventages ag compared with the pre-
liminary definition given above:—(a) Tt recognizes the immanence of
God and kis immediate agency in nature, instead of assuming an antithesis
between the laws of nature and. the will of God. (b) It regards the mira-
cle as simply an exfraordinary act of tliat same God who is already present
in all natural operstions and who in them is revealing his general plan.
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(¢) ¥t holds that natural law, as the method of God’s regular activity, in
to way precludes unique exertions of his power when these will best secure
his purpose in crestion. (&) It leaves it possible that all miracles may
have their patural explanations and maey hereafter be traced to natural
causes, while both mirectes and their natural canses may be only names
for the one and self-same will of God. (e) It reconciles the claims of
both seience and religion : of science, by permitting any possible or prob-
able physical antecedents of the miracle; of religion, by maintaining that
these very antecedents together with the miracle itself are to be interpreted
a8 signs of God’s special commission to him under whose teaching or
leadership the miracle is wrought.

Augnusting, who declares that * Dei voluntss rerum natura est,” defines the miracle
in De Civitate Del, 21:8 —“Portentum ergo fit rion contra naturam, sed contra quam
est nota natura.” He aays also that & birth 18 more miraeulous than a resurrection,
because it is more wonderful that something that never was ghould begin to be, than
that gomething that was and ceased to be should begin again, E. G. Bobingon, Christ,
Theology, 104 — ' The natural 18 God's work, He originated it. Thereis no separation
between the natural and the supernatural. The natural is supernstural. God works
In everything. Every end, even though attzined by mechanical means, is God's end
g8 truly a3 it he wrought by miracle,” 8haler, Interpretation of Naturs, 141, regards
miracle a8 something exceptional, yet under the control of natural law; thelatent in
nature suddenly manifesting iteelf; the revolution resulting from the elow accumuls-~
tion of natural forees, In the Windsor Hotel fire, the heated and charred woodwork
suddenly burst into fiame. Flameis very different from mere heet, but it may be the
result of a regularly rising temiperature. Nature may be God'sregular action, miracle
its unigne result. God's regular sction may be entirely free, and yet its extrgordinary
result may be entirely natural, With these qualifications and explanations, we may
adopt the gtatement of Biedermann, Dogmatik, 581-501—* Everything is miracle, —
therefore faith sees God everywhere; Nothing is miracle, —therefore acience sees God
nowhere,”

Miracles are never considersd by the Seripture writers as infractions of law. Bp.
Bouthampton, Place of Mirgcles, 18—* The Hebrew historian or prophet regarded mir-
acleans only the emergence into sensible experience of that divine force which was all
along, though invisibly, controlling the courde of nature.” Hastings, Bible Dietionary,
4 :117 —* The force of a miracle to u8, arising from our notion of law, would not, be feit
by a Hebrew, because he had no notion of natural law.” Pe, 77:19, 20 — “ Thy way wad in tha
sex, And thy paths in the grest waters, Aud thy foetstaps were no! known' w=They knew not, and we
know not, by what precise meana the deliverance was wrought, or by what precise track
the passage through the Red Sea was effected; ail we know is that * Thou leddest thy people
like & dock, By the had of Xoses asd Anren.” J. M. Whiton, Miracles and Supernatural Religion:
*The gupernatural i8 in nature itself, at ita very heart, at ite very life;. .. not an
outside pewer interfering with the course of naturs, but an inside power vitalizing
nature and operating through it.” Griffith-Jones, Ascent through Chriat, 85 —* Mir-
acle, instead of apelling ‘monster’, as Emerson sald, simply bears witness to some
otherwise unknown or unrecognized aspect of the divine character.” #Shedd, Dogm.
Theol., 1:538—*To cause the sun to rise and to cause Lazarug to rise, both demand
omnipotenge; hut the manner in which omnipotence works in one instapce iz unlike
the manner in the other.”

Miraole is an immediate operation of Glod; but, sicee all natural procesges are also
{mmediate operations of Grod, we do not need to deny the use of these natural pro-
cesses, 8o far as they will go, it miracle. Such wonders of the Old Testament as the
overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah, the partings of the Red Sea and of the Jordan, the
calling down of fire from heaven by Elijak and the destruction of the army of Senna~
cherlb, are none the less works of God when regarded as wrought by the use of natural
means, In the New Testament Christ tcok water to make wine, and took the five
loaves 10 make bread, just aa in ten thousand vineyards to-day he #3 turning the moigt-
ure of the earth into the julcs of the grape, and in ten thowsand fialds is turning carbon
into corn, 'the virgin-birth of Christ may be anextreme instanee of parthenogeneads,
which Professor Loeb of Chicago has just deraorstrated to take place in other than the
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lowest forms of life and which he believes to be possible in all. Christ’s resurrection
may be an {llustration of the power of the normal and perfect human spirit to take to
itself a proper body, and so may be the type and prophecy of that great change when
we too shall lsy down our life snd take It sgain. Tke scientist may yet find that his
dishelief 15 not only disbeliet in Christ, but also disbelief in science. All miracte may
bhave its natural side, thongh we now are not able to discern it; and, if this were tme,
the Christian argument would not one whit be weakened, for atill miracle would evidence
the extraordinary workizg of the immanent God, and the impartation of his k:nowl-
edge to the prophet or apostle who was his instrument.

This view of the miracle renders entirely npnecessary and irrational the treatment
nccorded to the Scripture narratives by some modern theologians, There is a oredullty
of geepticism, which minimizes the miraculeus element in the Bible and treats it as
mythical or legendary, in spite of cleat evidence that it belongs to the yealm of actual
history. Pheiderer, Philos. Relig,, 1:295-~* Miraculous legendd arise in two ways,
partly out of the idealizing of the real, and partly out of the realizing of the ideal
+ « » Every occurrence may obtain for the religious judgment the significance of asign
or proof of the world-governing power, wisdom, justice or goodness of God....
Mireoulous histories are a poetic realizing of religious ideas.” Pfleiderer quotes Goethe’s
apothegm : * Miracle 13 faith’s dearest child.”” Foster, Finality of the Christian Religion,
128-138 — ** We most honor biblical miraculous narratives when we seek to understand
them as poesics.” Ritechl deflnes miraclea as **those striking natural ocourrences
with which the experience of God's spectal help i5 connected.” He leaves doubtful the
bodily resurrection of Christ, and many of his scheol deny it; see Mead, Ritschl's Flace
in the History of Doctrine, H1. We do not need to interpret Christ's resurrection as n
mere appoearance of his spivlt to the dlsciples, @Gladden, Seven Puzzling Books, 202
—* In the hands of perfect and gpiritual man, the forces of nature are pliant and tract.
able as they are not in ours. The resurrection of Chriat is only a elgn of the superior.
ity of thelife of the perfect spirlt over external conditions, It may be perfectly in
accordance with nature.” Myers, Human Personality, 2: 288—* I predict that, in con-
gequence of the new evidence, all reasonable men, a century hence, will believe the
resurrection of Chriet.” We may add that Jesus himself intimates that the working of
miracles is hereatter to be a4 common and natural manifestation of the new lfe which
he imparts: Jobn 14 : 18— # He thet belisveth on me, the works that I do shall ke do also; and greater works
than these shall ke do, beosase I go anéo the Pather.”

We append a number of opinions, anolent and modern, with regard to miracles, all
tending to show the need of 8o defining them as not to conflict with the just claims of
science, Aristotle: * Nature I8 not full of episodes, ko & bad tragedy.” Bhuakespeare,
All's Well that Ends Well, 2:3:1~*They say miracles are past; and we have oux
philosophical persons to make modern and familiar things supernatural and cgugeless.
Hence it in that we make {rifies of terrors, ensconsing ourselves into seeming knowl-
edge, when we should submit ourselves to an unkmnown fear.,” Keats, Lamin: * There
was an awtal rainbow once in heaven ; We know her woof, her texture: she is givenIn
the dull catalogue of commoen things.” Hill, Genetic Philosophy, 334 ~** Biologlcal and
peychological seience unite in affirming that every event, ¢rganic or psychic, is to be
explained in the termes of its immediate aptecedents, and that it can be a0 explained.
There is therefore no necessity, there is even no reom, for interference. If the exist-
ence of & Delty depends upon the evidence of intervention and supernatnral agency,
faith in the divine seems to be destroyed in the scientific mind.” Theodore Parker:
*No whim in God, —therefore no miracle in nature.” Armour, Atonement and Law,
15-88—**'The miracle of redemption, like all miracles, is by intervention of adeguate
power, not by suspension of lIaw. Redemption i8 not ' the great exception.” Itis the
tullest revelation and vindication of law.” Gore, in Lux Muandi, 320 —* Redemption is
not natural but supernatural —supernatural, that 1, in view of the false nature which
man made for himseif by excluding God. Otherwise, the work of redemption is only
the reconetitution of the nature which God had designed.” Abp. Trench : * The world
of nature is throughout a witness for the world of spirit, proceeding from fhe same
hand, growing out of the same roof, and being constituted for this very end. The
characters of nature which everywhore meet the eye are not a common bitt a sacred
writing,—they are the hieroglyphlcsof God.” Paseal: * Natureistheimage of grace.”
President Mark Hopkins: ** Christlanity and perfect Reason are identical.” See Mead,
Suapernatural Revelation, 97-123; art.: Miracle, by Bernard, in Haatings' Dictionary of
the Bible. The modern and improved view of the miracle Is perhaps best presented by
T. H, Wright, The Finger of God; and by W. N, Bice, Christian Faith In an Age of
Beience, 388,
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- 2. Possildlity of Miracle.

. An event in natare may be caused by an agent in nature yet above
nature, This ig evident from the following considerationa:

(@) Lower forces and lawe in nature are frequently counteracted and
transcended by the higher (as mechanicsl forees and laws by chemical, end
chemical by vital), while yet the lower forces and laws ate not suspended
ot annihilated, but are merged in the higher, and made to assist in accom-
plishing purposes to which they are altogether unequal when left to them-
selves,

By nsture we mean ngture in the proper sense—not ' everything that Is not God,’ but
‘everything that is not God or made in the image of God ' see Hopking, Outline Study
of Man, 258, 259, Man’s will does not belong to nature, but is above pature. On the
transcending of lower forces by higher, see Murphy, Habit and Intelligence, 1:88,
James Robertson, Early Religion of Israel, 23 —*Igit impossible that there should be
unique things in the world? Is it sclentifle to assert that there arenot?” Ladd, Phi-
Jogophy of Knowledge, 406 — Why does not the projecting part of the coping-gtone fall,
in obedience to the law of gravitation, from the top of yonder building? Beozuse, as
physics declares, the forces of cobesion, acting under quite diffevent laws, thwart and
oppose for the time belng the law of gravitation. ... Bat now, after a frosty
night, the coping-stons actually bresks off and tumbles to the ground ; for that unique
law which makes water foreibly expand at 82° Fahrenhelt has contradicted the laws of
coheslon and has restored to the law of gravitation its temporarily suspended rights
over this mass of matier.”’ (ore, Incarnaticn, 48— * Evolution views nature as a pro-
gregsive order in which there sre new departures, fresh lewvels won, phenomena
unknown before. ‘When organic life appeared, the future did not resemble the past.
Bo when man came, Christ I8 & pew nattire ~— the creative Word made desh. It is to be
expected that, as new nature, he will exhibit new phepomena. New vital energy will
radiate from him, controlling the material forces, Miracles are the proper accompani-
ments of hig pergon.’ Wemay add that, as Christ is the Immanent God, he I8 pregent
in nature while at the same time be I8 above nature, and he whoge ateady will is the
esgence of all natural law can transcend all past exertions of that will. The Infinite
(e {3 not a being of endless monotony. William Elder, Ideasfrom Nature, 166—* God
is mot bound hopetessly to his process, like Ixion to his wheel.”

{#) The human will acts upon its physical organism, and so upon nature,
and produces results which nature left to herself mever could accomplish,
while yet no law of nature is suspended or violated. Gravitalion still ope-
rates upon the axe, even while man holds it at the surface of the water—
for the axe still has weight (¢f. 2 X. 6 ; 5-T).

Versus Hume, Philos, Works, 4: 130—""A mirucle is a violation of the laws of nature,”
Christian apologists have too often needlessly embarrassed their argument by acoept-
ing ume's deflnition, The stigrua isentirely undeserved, Ifman can support theaxe
at the surface of the water while gravitation still acts upon it, God can certainty, at
the prophet's word, make the iron to swim, while gravitation still acts uponit. Butthis
lagt 18 miracle. See Mansel, Essay on Miracles, in Aids to Faith, 28, 27: After the
greatest wave of the season has landed its pebple high up on the beach, I can move the
pebble a foot further without altering the force of wind or wave or elilmatein a distant
continent, Fisher, Supernat. Orvigin of Chrigtianity, 471; Hamilton, Aniology, 685-680;
Bowen, Metaph. and Ethics, 445; Row, Bampton Lectures on Christian Evidences, 54-74;
A. A Hodge: Pulling out a new stop of the organ does nob suspend the working or
destroy the harmony of the other stops. The pump dees not suspend the law of
gravitation, nor does our throwing a ball into the alr, If gravitation did not act, the
upward velocity of the ball would not diminish and the ball would never return.
“ Gravitation draws iron down. But the magnet overcomes that attraction and draws
the iron up. Yet here is no suspension or vioclation of law, but rather a barmonious
working of two Jaws, each in itg sphere, Death and not Mfe is the oxder of nature, But
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men live notwithstanding, Life is supernatural. Only as a foroe additional to mere
nature works againgt nature doeg life exist, Bo spiritual life uses and tranpcends the
laws of nature” (Sunday School Times). Gladden, What Is Left? 80—* Wherever
you find thought, choice, love, you ind something that is not under the dominion of
fixed law. These are the attributes of a freepergonality.” Willlam James: “'Weneed
t0 substitute the personal view of lifefor the tmpersonal and mechanieal view, Mechan-
ical rationalism ig narrowness and partial induction of facts, — it 18 not sefence.”

{¢) Iunall free causation, there is an acting without means. Man acts
upon external nature through his physical organism, but, in moving his
physical organism, he acts directly upon matter. In other words, the
human will can us¢ means, only because it has the power of acting initially
without means,

fSee Hopking, on Prayer-gauge, 10, and in Princeton Review, Sept, 1882:188, A. J.
Balfour, Foundations of Belief, 311 ~* Not Divigity alone intervenes in the world of
things. Each living soul, in it measure and degree, doed the same.” Each goul that
actd in any way on its surroundings does s0 on the principle of the miracie. Phillips
Brooks, Life, 3:350—* The maldng of all evenis miracutous ia no more an abolition of
miracle than the flooding of tho world with dunshine i8 an extinction of the sun,”
George Adam Smith, on Is 33: 14 —“devouring fre . . . everlasting bwrninge": “If we look
at o conflagration through smoked glasa, we see bulldings collapeing, but wesee no
fire. S0 science pees resuita, but not the power which produces them ; sees cause and
effect, but does not gee God.” P, 8. Henson: “The current in an electric wire is invis-
ible 8o long a8 it clreulates untformly. But cut the wire and insert a plece of carbon
between the two broken ends, and at once you have an arc-light that drives away the
darkness. Bo miracle is only the momentary interruption in the operation of uniform
1aws, which thag gives light to the ages,” — or, let usgay rather, the momentary change
in the method of their operation whereby the will of God takes a new form of mani-
festation. Pfelderer, Grundriss, 100—* Bpinoga leugnete thre metaphysische Mbglich-
keit, Hume ihre geschichtliche Erkennbarkeit, Kant ihre practische Brauchbarkeit,
Bcehlefermacher ihre religiise Bedeutaamikeft, Hegel ihre geistipe Beweiskraft, Fichte
ihre wahre Chriztlichkeit, und die kritische Theologie ihre wahre Gegchichtlichkeit.”

{d) What the human will, considered 28 a supernatural force, and what
the chemical and vital forces of natuve ifself, are demonstrably able to
accomplish, cannot be regarded as beyond the power of God, so long as
God dwells in and controls the universe. If man’s will can act directly
upon matter in his own physicsl organism, God’s will esn work imme-
diately upon the system which he has created and which he pustains, In
other words, if there be & God, and if ke be & personal being, miracles are
possible. The impossibility of miracles can be maintained only upon prin-
ciples of atheism or pantheism.

See Westeott, Gospel of the Regurrection, 19; Cox, Miracles, an Argument and a
Challenge: * Anthropomorphism is preferable to bylomorphism.” Newman Smyth,
(ld Faithe in s New Light, ¢h. 1—* A miracle 18 not & sudden blow gtruck in the face
of nature, but & use of natuve, according to its inherent capacities, by higher powers,”
Hee also Gloatzs, Wunder und Naturgesetz, in Studien und Xritiken, 1858 ; 403-546; Gun-
sawlus, Transfguration of Christ, 18, 18, 26; Andover Review, on “ Robert Elsmere,”
1888: 303; W. E. Gladstone, in Nineteenth Century, 1883 : 7866-788 ; Dubwis, on Science and
Miracle, in New Englander, July, 1889: 1-32—Three postulates; (1) Every particie
attracts every other in the universe: (2) Man’s willis free; (2} Every volition is acoom-
panied by corresponding brain-gotion, Henge every volition of ours causes changes
throughout the whole universe; algo, in Century Magazine, Dec, 1894 : 229 — Conditions
are never twice the sgme in pature; all things are the results of will, gince we know
that the least thought of ours shakes the universe ; miracie is simply the action of will
{n unigue conditions; the beginning of life, the origin of consciousneas, thege are mir.
acles, yet thoy are strictly natural; prayer and the mind that frames it are conditions
which the Mind in nature cannotignore, Cf. P 116:3-— “our God isin the beavens: He hath dems
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whatseawer be pissssd” = hig almighty power and freedom do away withall a prioré objec-
Hons to miracles. If God is not & mere force, but a person, then mivacies are possible,

{ ¢) This possibility of miracles becomes doubly sure to those who see
in Christ none other than the immanent God manifested to creatures. The
Logos or divine Reason who is the prineiple of all growth and evolution
can make God known only by means of successive new impartations of his
energy. Since all progress implies inerement, and Christ is the only
gonree of life, the whole history of crertion is a witnese o the possibility
of miraele.

See A, H, Btrong, Christ in Creation, 163-168— *This conception of evolution is that
of Lotze. That great philosopher, whoso Influence is more potent than any other in
present thought, does not regard the universe sa a plenum t0 which nothing can he
added in the way of foree. He looks upon the universe rather as a plastic organism to
which new impulses can be imparted from him of whose thought and will it is an
expression. These impulses, once imparted, abide in the crganism and ave thereafter
subject to its law, Though these tmpulses come from within, they come not from the
fnite mechanism but from the immanent God. Robert Browning’s phrase, * All’slove,
but all s law," must be intexrpreted as meaning that tho very movements of the planets
end all the operations of nature are revelations of a personal and present God, but it
must not be interpreted as meaning that God runs in a rut, that he i confined to mech-
anism, that he 18 Incapable of unique and startling manifestations of power.

** The jdea that gives t0 evolution its hold upon thinking minds is the idea of conti-
nuity, But absolute continuity is inconsistent with progress. If the future is not gim-
Ply a reproduction of the past, thore must be some new cauge of change, In oxder to
progrosa there must be either s new force, or a new combination of forees, and the
now combination of forces can bhe explained oply by some new foroe that canges tho
oombination, This pew force, moreover, must bo intelligent force, 1f the evolution is
10 be toward the better instead of toward the worgse. The continulty must be gonti-
nuity not of forees but of plan. The forces may inerease, nay, they must increase, untess
the new iz 1o be a mere repetitiom of the old. There must be additional energy
imparted, the new combination brought about, and all this implies purpose and will,
But through all there yuns one esntinnous plan, and upon this pizn the rationality of
evolution depends,

A man builds a house, In laying the foundation he uges gtone and mortar, but he
mAkes the wally of wood and the roof of tin, In the gupergtructure be brings into
play different laws from those which apply to the foundation., There i8 continuity,
net of material, but of plan. Progress from eellar to garret requires breaks here and
there, and tho bringing in of new forees; in fact, without the bringing in of thege new
forces the evolution of the house would be impossible. Now substitute for the foun-
dation and superatructure living things like the chrysalis and the butterfly ; iImagine
the power to work from within and not from without ; and you see that true continu-
ity does not exclude but involves now beginnings.

“ Evolution, then, dependg on inerements of force piug continuity of plan. New cre-
ttions nre possible because the immanent God has not exhaugted himeelf, Miracle is
posaible beense God is not far ewsy, but ig at hand to do whatever the peeds off hia
moral yniverse may reqiire, Regeneration and answers to prayer are posgible for the
vory repeon thet these are the oblects for which the universe was built. If we were
deists, believing in a distant God and a mechanical univeree, evolution and Christian-
Ity would be irreconcilable. Bui since we belleve. in a dynamicel universe, of which
the personal and living God is the inner souree of energy, evolution 1 but the basis,
foundation and background of Christanity, the sllont and regular working of him
who, 1n the fulness of time, utters his voice 1n Christ and the Cross.”

Lotze's own statement of his position may be found in his Microcosmos, 21 479 sg.
Professor James Ten Broeke has interpreted him as follows : ‘* He makes the posgibil-
ity of the miracle depend upon the close and intimate netion and reaction hetween the
world and the personal Absolute, in consequence of which the movements of the ngt-
ural world are earried on only throtgh the Absolute, with the possibility of a varistion
In the general course of things, according to existing facts and the purpose of the
divipe Governor,”
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8. Probability of Miracles.

A, We acknowledge that, so long as we confine our attention to nature,
there is a presumption egainst miracles. Experienes testifies to the uni-
formity of natural law, A general uniformity is needful, in order to make
possible a rational calcalation of the future, and a proper ordering of life.

Bee Butler, Analogy, part 11, ¢hap. ii; F. W. Farrar, Witness of History to Christ, B-45;
Modern Beepticlsm, 1: 176-227; Chalmers, Chrigtian Revelation, 1: 47, &. D, B. Pep-
per : ““'Where there iz no law, no settled order, there can be no miracle., The miracie
preésupposes the law, and the importance assigned t0 miracies is the recognition of the
reign of Jaw. But the making and launching of a ship may be governed by law, noless
than the gailing of the ship after it s launched. 8o the introduction of a higher spirit-
1ual order into a merely natural order constitutes a new and unigque event.” Bome
Chrigtian apologists have erred in affirming that the miracle was antecedently ag prob-
able as any other cvent, whereas only its antecedent improbability gives it valucas a
proof of revelation. Horace: * Nec dour intorsit, nisi dignus vindice nodus Inclderit.”

B. Butwe deny that this uniformity of nature is absolute and univer-
#al. (a) It is not a truth of reason that can have no exceptions, like the
axiom that & whole is greater than its parts, (b) Experience eould not
warrant a belief in absclute and mniversal uniformity, unless experience
were identical with sbsolute and nniversal knowledge. (¢) We know, on
the eontrary, from geology, that there have been breaks in this uniformity,
such a8 the introduetion of vegetable, animal and human tife, which cen-
not be accounted for, except by the manifestation in nature of a super-
natural power.

(@) Compare the probablility that the sun will rizse to-morrow morning with the cer-
talnty that two and two maeke four, Huxley, Lay Sermons, 163, iIndignantly denied that
therse 18 any ‘muast ' aboet the uniformity of nature: * No one is entitled to say a pri-
ori that any given so-called miraculous event iz impossible.”” Ward, Naturalism and
Agnosticism, 1; 84 — ' There {3 no evidence for the statement that the masg of the uni.
verge is 8 definite and unchangeabls quantity ™’ ; 108, 10— * Why so confidently assume
that a rigid and monctonous uniformity is the only, or the highest, indication of order,
the order ¢f an ever living Spirit, ahove all? How ia it that we depreciate machine~
made articleg, and prefer those In which the artistie impulse, or the fitness of the indi-
vidual case, i8 free to shape and to make what is literally manufactured, hand-made?
« + « « Dangerous as teleclogical arguments in general may be, we may at least safely
say the world was not deglghed to make sclence eagy. . . . To call the verses of A
poet, the politics of a statesman, or the award of a judge mechanical, implies, as Lotze
has pointed out, marked disparagement, although it implies, too, precisely those char-
acteristics — exactness and invarlability —io which Maxwell would have us see & token
of the divine.” Burely then we must not inelst that divine wisdom must always run in
& rut, must ever repeat iteelf, must never exhibit itself in unigue acts like incarns-
tion and resurrectlon. Bee Edward Hitcheock, in Bib. Sac., 20: 4380-861, on “The Law
ot Nature’s Constancy Bubordinate to the Higher Law of Change ™; Jevons, Principles
of Secience, 3: 480438 ; Mozley, Miraclen, 26.

(b} 8, T. Coleridge, Table Talk, 18 December, 1881—* The light which experience
glves uaia a lantern on the stern of the ship, which shinea anly on the waves behind
us.'* Hobbes: * Experience concludeth nothing universally. Brooks, Foundaticns
of Zoblogy, 131" Evidence can tell us only what has happened, and it can never
assure us that the future must be like the past; 182-~Proof that all nature is mechani-
cal would not be inconsistent with the belief that everything in neture is immediately
sustained by Providence, and that my volition counts for something in determining
the course of events.,” Royce, World and Individunal, 2: 204« Uniformity is not abso-
lute, Nature is a vaster realm of ife and meaning, of which we men form s part, and
of which the final unity is in God's life. The rhythm of the heart-beat has its noxmal
regularity, yet its imited persistence, Nature may be merely the habitz of free will.
Bvery reglon of this universally conscions world may be a centre whence lsgues new
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conacions Yife for communication to all the worlds.” Principal Fairbairn: * Nature i
8pirit.” We prefer to say: “Nature fa the manifestation of spirit, the regularities of
freedom.”

{e)} Other breaks in the uniformity of nature are the coming of Chrigt and the regen-~
eration of & human soul. Harhack, What i3 Chrigtianity, 18, holds that though there
are no interruptions to the working of natural law, natural law i8 not yet fully known,
While there are no miracles, there 13 plenty of the miraculous, The powerof mind over
matter i8 beyond our present conceptions. Bowne, Philogophy of Theism, 210—The
effects are no more consequences of the laws than the laws are conseguences of the
effectam=both laws and effects are exerclses of divine will. EKing, Reconstruction in
Theology, 56—We must hold, not to the unifermify of law, but to the universality of law;
for evoiution bag succersive stages with new laws eoming in and becoming dominant
that had not hefore appeared. The new and higher stage is practically & miracle from
the point of view of the lower. See British Quarterly Review, Oct. 1881: 154 ; Martin.
eau, Btndy, 2: 200, 203, 200,

€. Since the inworking of the moral law into the constitution and
course of nature shows that nature exists, not for iteelf, but for the con-
templation and use of moral beings, it is probable that the God of nature
will produce effects aside from those of natural law, whenever there are
sufficiently important moral ends to be served thereby. l

Beneath the expectation of uniformity is the intuttion of final cause; the former
may therefore give way to the latter. Bee Porter, Human Intellect, 592-615 — Efficient
causes and final causes may contliet, and then the eficient give place to the final. This
is miracle. fiee Hutton, in Nineteenth Century, Aug. 1835, and Channing, Evidencea of
Revealed Religion, quoted in 8hedd, Dogm. Theol., 1: 534, 535—** The order of the uni-
verse i8 & means, not an end, and like all other means must give way when the end can
be best promoted without it. It is the mark of & weak mind tomakeanidol of order
and method ; to cling t0 established forms of business when they clog instead of advano-
ing if.” Belfour, Foundations of Belief, 357 —** The atability of the hesvens is in the
slght of God of less importance than the moral growth of the human epirit.” This is
proved by the Incarnation. The Christian sces in this little earth the scene of God's
groatest revelation. The superiority of the spiritual to the physical helps us to see our
true dignity in the creation, to rule our bodies, to overcome our ging. Christ’'s puffer-
ing shows us that God is no Indifferent spectator of human pain. He subjects himself
t0 our eonditions, or rather in thid subjection reveals to us God’d own eternal suffering
forsin, The atonement enables na to solve the problem of gin.

D. The exigtence of moral digorder consequent apon the free acts of
man’s will, therefore, changes the presnmption against miracles into a pre-
sumption in their favor. The non-appearance of miracles, in this case,
would be the greatest of wonders,

fSteayns, Bvidence of Christian Experience, 831-886 — 8o & man’s personsl conacious-
nens of 8in, and above all his pergonal experiones of regenerating grace, will constitute
the hest preparation for the stndy of miracles, * Christianity cannot be proved except
t0 a bad conecience.” The dying Vinet said well: ¥ The greatest miracle that Iknow of
i3 that of my conversion. I waddead, andIlive; I was blind, and I sec: I was a slave,
and Iam fpes; I wae an enemy of God, and I love him ; prayer, the Bible, the society of
Christians, these were to me a8 scurce of profound ernué; whilst now it 1s the pleasures
of the world that are wearisome to me, and piety s the sourcs of all my joy. Behold
the miracle! And if God has been able to work that one, there are none of which he is
not capable,”

Yet the physical and the moral are not ““ sundered as with an axe.” Natureis butthe
lower stage or lmperfect form of the revelation of God's truth and holiness and love.
It prepares the way for the miracle by suggesting, though more dimly, the same
essential charaoteristics of the divine naturs. Ignorance and #in necessitate s larger
disclosure. G. 8. Lee, The Shadow Christ, 84— * The pillar of cloud waa the dim night-
lamp that Jehovah keph burning over his infant chilldren, to show them that he waathere,
They did not know that the night itgelf was God." Why do we have Christmss preg-
ents in Christian bomes? Because the parents do not love their children at other times?
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Noji but becauge the mind becomes sluggish in the presence of merely regular kindnoss,
and special gifis are needed to wake it to gratitude. So our sluggish and unloving
minds need speeial testimouies of the divine merey, Shall God alone be shut up to
dull uniformities of action ¥ 8hall the heavenly Father alone be unable to make speciat
communications of lIove? Why then are not miracles and revivals of religion constant
and uniform? Bocsuse uniform blessings would be regarded simply a8 workings of a
machine, Bee Mozley, Miracles; proface, xxiv; Turner, Wish and Will, 201-315; N, W,
Taylor, Moral Government, 2 : 888-423.

E. As belief in the possibility of miracles rests upon our belief in the
existence of a personal God, so belief in the probability of miracles rests
upon our belief that God is a moral and benevolent being, He who has
no God but a God of physical order will regard miracles as an impertinent
intrusion upon that order. But he who yialds to the testimony of con-
selence and regards God as a God of holiness, will see that man’s unholi-
ness renders God's mirrculous interposition most neeessary to man and
most becoming to God.  Our view of miracles will therefore be determined
by our belief in a moral, or in & non-moral, God.

Philo, in hia Life of Moses, 1: 83, speaking of the miracles of the qualls and of the
water from the rock, says that *all these unexpeoted and extraordinaty things are
amusements or playthings of God.” He believes that there I8 room for arbitrariness
in the divine procedure. Scripture however ropresents miracle a8 an extraordinary,
rather than as an arbitrary, act. Itis*his work, Bis steange work , . . his net, hie strenge aot™
(Is. 38: 2t). God’s ordinary method I8 that of regular growth and development. Chad-
wick, Unitarianism, 78— % Nature 18 economical. If she wants an apple, she develops a
leaf; if she wants & brain, she develops & vertebra. We always thought well of back-
bone ; and, if Goethe's was & sound suggestion, we think better of it now.”

It i8 commonly, but very erroneously, taken for granted that miracle requires a
greater exercise of power than does (od’s upholding of the ordinary processes of
nature, Buttoan omnipotent Belng our measuares of power boveno application. The
guestion is not a question of power, but of rationality and love, Mirgele impiies setf-
restralnt, a3 well as self-unfolding, on the part of kim who works it, It is therefore
not God’s commorn method of aetion; it is adopted only when regular methods will not
suffice; it often seems sccomparnted by a sacrifice of feeling on the part of Christ (Mat
17 47— 0 Laithless and perverss gameratiot, bow long shall I be with you § how loug sheli T bear with you?
bring bim hither to ms ™ ; Mark 7: 34— “ Jooking up to heaven, e sighed, and saith unio him, Bphphatha, that is,
Bo apatted "y of . Mak. 1%: 39— * dn ovil and sduliercns gensration seekath after a sign; sad thers shall no sign
ba given to it but the sign of Jonsh the prophat.”

¥, TFrom the point of view of ethical monism the probability of miracle
becomes even greater. Since God is not merely the intellectual but the
moral Reason of the world, the disturbances of the world-order which are
due to sin are the matters which most deeply affeot him. Christ, the life of
the whole system and of humanity as well, must suffer ; and, since we have
evidence that he is merciful a8 well as just, it is probable that he will reo-
tify the evil by exirzordinary means, when merely ordinary means do not
avail. )

Like creation and providenoe, like inapiration and regeneration, miracle id a work in
which God limits himgelf, by & new and peculiar exercige of his power, — limits himself
a8 part of a procees of condesoending love and as a means of tedching sense-environed
and gin-burdened humanity what it woild not learn in any other way. Self-limitation,
however, i3 the very perfection and glory of Ghod, for without it noselfsacrificing lovae
would be possible ( see page 8, F. ). The probabllity of miracles is therefore argued not
only from God’s holinees but alse from his love, His deaire to save men from, their
sins must be asinfinite as his nature. . The incarnation, the atonement, the resurreciion,
when once made known to w8, commend’ themselves, not onty 48 satisfying our human

needs, but as worthy of a Géd of moral perfection.
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An argument for the provability of the miracle might be drawn from the coneessions
of one of its chief modern opponents, Thomas H, Huxley, He tells ug in different
places that the object of science is ** the digcovery of the rational order that pervadesthe
universs,” which in gpite of his professed agnosticism 18 an unconscfous testimony to
Resason and Will gt the basis of all things. He tells us again that there i3 no necessity in
the uniformities of nature; “ When we change *will* into * must,” we introduce anidea
of necegsity which has no warrant in the observed facts, and bas no warranty that I
can discover elsewhere.” He speaks of * the infinite wickedness that has attended the
course of human hiztory.” Yet he hagno hopein man's power tosave himself : I would
as soon sdore & wilderness of apes,” as the Panthetst’s ratfonslized conception of
bumanity. He grants that Jegus Christ is * the noblest ideal of humanity which mankind
hagyet worghiped.” Why should he not go further and concede that Jesus Christ most
truly represents the infintte Reagon at the heart of things, and that his puriiy and love,
demonstrated by suffering and death, make it probable that God will use extraordi-
nary means for man’s deliverance? It s doubtful whother Huxley recognized his
own persondl ginfulness as fully as he recognized the sinfalness of humaenity in genersl,
If hehad dome 8o, he would have been willing 16 acoept miracle upon even g slight pre-
ponderance of historleal proof. As a matter of fact, he relocted miracle upon the
grounds assigned by Hume, which we now proceed to mention.

4, The amount of lestimony necessary to prove & miracle is no
greater than that which is requisite o prove the occnrrence of any other
unusual but confessedly possible event.

Humse, indeed, argned that a miracle is so contradictory of sll human
experience thet it i8 more reasonsble to believe any amount of testimony
false than to believe a miracle to be true.

The original form of the argument can be found in Hume’s Philosophical Works, 4:
124-150. See also Bib. Sac., Oct, 1837 :616.  For the most recent and plausible statement
of it, sen Bupernatiral Religion, 1: 5594, The argument maintaing for substance
that things are impoasible because Improbable. It ridioules the credulity of those who
““thruat their fists againgt the posts, And still ingist they soe the ghosts,” and holds with
the Gorman philosopher who declared that he would not believe in a miracle, even if

he gaw one with his own eyes. Christianity in 8o miraculous that 1t takes a miracle to
make one believe it.

The argnment is fallacions, becanse

(a) Xbis chargeable with & petitio principii, in making our own per-
gonal experience the measure of all human experience. Thesame principle
would make the proof of any absolutely new fact imposgible. Even though
God should work & miracls, he could never prove if.

(5) TItinvolves a self-confradiction, since it seeks to overthrow our faith
in human testimony by adducing to the ¢ontrary the general experience of
men, of which we know only from testimony. This general experience,
moreover, is merely negative, and eannot neufralize that which is positive,
except upon principles which wonld invalidate all testimony whatever.

{e¢) It requires belief in a greater wondey than those which it wonld
escape. Thet multitades of intelligent end honest men should against all
their interests nrite in deliberate and persistent falsehood, under the cir-
cumstances narrated in the New Testament record, involves a change in the
gequences of nature far more incredible then the miracles of Christ and his
apostles.

{a} John Siuart Mill, Kesays on Thelsm, 216-241, granta that, even if' & miracle were
wrought, it would be imposaible to proveit, Inthis he only echoes Hume, Miracles,
112—* The ultimate standard by which we determine all disputes that may arise is
always derived from experience and obgervation.” But here cur own personsl expor-
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ienoe {3 mane the standard by which to judge all human experience, Whately, Higtorie
Doubits relative to Napoleon Buonaparte, shows that the same rale would require us to
deny the existence of the great Frenchman, since Napoleon’s conguests were contrary
to all experience, and civilized natfons had never before been so subdued, The Londoa
Times for June 18, 1888, for the firgt time in at least a hundred years or in 31,200 issucs,
was misdated, and certain pages read June 17, although June 17 was SBunday. Yet the
paper would have béen admitted fn & court of justive as evidence of a marriage. The
real wonder is, not the break in experience, but the continuity without the break.

(b) Lyman Abbott: *Ifthe Old Testament told the story of a naval engagement
between the Jewish people and s pagan people, In which all the ships of the pagan
pecple were gbeolutely destroyed and not a single man was killed among the Jews, all
the seeptics wonld heve scorned the narvative. Every one now belleves it, exeept thoge
who live in Bpain.” There are people who in a similar way refuse to investigato the
phenomena of hypnotism, second aight, olairvoyance, snd telepathy, declaring o priori
that all these things are impoasible. Prophecy, In the sense of prediotion, iy discred-
ited. Upon the same principle wireless telegraphy might be denounced a8 an fmpost-
ure. The son of Erin charged with murder defended himself by saying : “Your
honor, I can bring 8ty pecple who did not see me doit.” Our faith in testimony can-
not be due to experience,

(¢) On this point, see Chalmers, Christian Revelation, 3:%0; Btarkie on Evidence,
789; De Quincey. Theologleal Basays, 1:162-188; Thornton, Old-fashioned Ethics, 143~
153 Campbell on Miracles. South's germon on The Ceriainty of cur Bavior's Resux-
rection hed stated and answered this objestion long hefore Hume propounded it,

B. Evidential force of Miracles.

() Miracles are the natural accompaniments and attestations of new
communications from God. The great epochs of miracles — represented by
Moses, the prophets, the firat and second comings of Christ—ave coinei-
dent with the great epochs of revelation. Miracles serve to draw attention
to new truth, and cesse when this fruth has gained currency and foothold,

Miracles are not scattered evenly over the whole courte of history. Few miraclesare
reoorded during the 2500 years fromt Adsm to Mosss, When the N. T, Canon iz com-
pleted and the fnternal evidence of Beripture has attained ity greatest strength, the
external attestations by miracle are elther wholly withdrawn or begin to dizappesr.
The gpiritual wonders of vegensration remain, and for these the way has been pre-
pared by the long progress from the miracles of power wrought by Mosea to the mir-
acles of grace wrought by Christ., Miracles disappeared because newer and higher
proofs rendered them upnecessary. Betier things than these are now in evidence.
Thomas Fuller: ** Miracles are the swaddling-clothes of the infant church.” John Fos-
ter; *Miracles are the great bell of the universe, which draws men to God's sermon.”
Henry Weaxrd Beecher : ** Miracles are the midwives of great moral triotha; candlea it
before the dawn but put out after the sun hes risen.”” Illingworth, in Lux Mundi, 210
—* When we are told that miracled contradict experiencs, we point to the daily ocour-
rence of the spiritual miracle of regencration and ask: ‘ Which is easiar to eay, Thy sins are for-
given; or 10 say, Aviss and walk 7' (Mat, §:5)."

Miraoles and inspiration go togeiher; if the former remain in the church, the latter
ghould remain algo ; see Marsh, in Bap. Quar, Rev., 1887:225-242, Ou the cessation of
miracles in the early church, see Henderson, Inspiration, 443-490; Bilckmann, in Zaits
geh. £. luth. Theol. u. Kirche, 1878 :218. On miraclies in the second century, see Bar-
nard, Literature of the Second Century, 138-180. A.J, Gordon, Ministry of the Bpirit,
187 —* The apostles were commigsioned 1o speak for Chrigt till the N. T, Beriptures, hia
suthoritative voice, were completed. In the apostolate we have a provisional inspirg-
tlon; in the N. T. & stereotyped inapiration; the first being endowed with authority ad
tnterim to forgive sing, and the second having thig authority in perpetusc.” Dr. Gor-
don draws an analogy between conl, which 45 fossil sunlight, and the New Testament,
which 18 fosdll inspiration. Sabatier, Philos, Religion, 74—* The Bible is very free from
the senseless prodigies of orlental mythology, The great prophets, Isalah, .Amos,
Micah, Joremdah, John the Baptist, work no miracles. Jesus’temptation in the wilder-
ness isa victory of the moral consciousness over the religion of mere physical prodigy.”
Trench esys that miracles cluster about the foundotion of the theocratio kingdom
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ander Moses and Joshua, and about the restoration of that XKingdom under Elijah and
Elisha. iIn the Q. 7., miracles confute the gods of Egypt under Moses, the Phoenlcian
Baal under Blijah and Flisha, and the gods of Babylon under Dgniel, See Diman, The-
istic Argument, 876, and art.: Miracle, by Bernard, in Hastings' Bible Dictionary.

() Miracles generslly certify to the truth of doctrine, not directly, but
indirvectly ; otherwise a new mirncle must needs accompany each new
doctrine tanght. Miracles primarily and directly certify to the divine com-
mission and authority of & religious teacher, and therefore warrant accept-
ance of his doctrines and obedience fo his commands as the doctrines and
commands of God, whether thesse be communicated at intervals or all
together, orelly or in written documents.

The exceptions to the abovo statement are very few, apnd are found only in cames
where the whole commission and authority of Christ, and not gome fragmentary doc-
trine, are involved. Jesus appeals to his miracles ag proof of the truth of his teaching
in Mat. 9:5 6—* Which is exsier t¢ say, Thy sins are forgiven; or to ssy, drise and walk? But thet yo may
know that the 8on of man hath authority on earth o forgive sing (ihex swith ba {0 the sik of the palay), Arise, and
take up thy bed, snd go unto thy honse "' ; 12: 28— *if T by the apirit of God east out demons, then ie the kingdom of
Ood como wpon you.” So Paul in Rem, 1:4, gays that Jesus "was declared to ba the Son of God with
POWET,. . . o DY the resurraction frem the deed,” Mair, Christian Evidences, 228, quotes from
Natural Religion, 181 — "It is said fhat the theo-philanthropist Lavévellidre-Lépeanx
once conflded to Talleyrand his disappointment at the ill success of hissttempt to bring
{nto vogue a sort of improved Christianity, & sort of benevolent rationalisam which he
bad invenied to meet the wants of a bemevolent age. ‘His propaganda made no
way, he gaid. ‘What was he to do?’ he asked. The ex-bishop Talleyrand politely
econdoled with him, feared it wag g difficuit task to found & new religion, moro dificult
than he had imagined, so dificult that be bardly knew what to advise. “Btill,"—po he
wenton after & moment’s reflection, — * there 18 one plan which you might at lessttry:
I should recornmend you to be crucified, and to rise agaln the third day.,” Bee algo
Murphy, S8cientific Bases of Faith, 147-167; Farrar, Life of Christ, 1:168-172.

{¢) Miracles, therefore, do not stand alone as evidences. Power alone
rannot prove a divine commission, Purity of life and doctrine must go
with the miracles to assure us that & religious teacher has come from God.
The miracles and the doctrinein this menner mutually support each othar,
and form parts of one whole, The internal evidenee for the Christian
system may have greater power over certain minds and over certain ages
than the external evidence,

Pascal's aphorism that * doctrines muet be judged by miracles, miracles by doctrine,”
needd to be supplemented by Mozley’s statment that ** agupernatural fact ie the proper
proof of a supernatural doctrine, while & supernatural doctrine is not the proper proot
of a supernatural fact.” K. G. Robingon, Christian Thoeology, 107, would * defend mir-
acles, but would not buttresa up Christlantty by them. . . . No amount of miracles
oould convince a good man of the divine commission of & known bed man ; nor, on the
other hend, could any degree of miraculous power sufice to silence the doubts of an
gvil-minded man, . . . The miracle i5 & certification only to him who can perceive
its significance. . . . The Cbristian cburch has the resurrection written all over 1t
Ita very existence is proof of the resurrection. Twelve mon could nover bave founded
the chuarch, if Christ had remained in the tomb, The living church is the burning bush
that 18 not consumed.” Gore, Incarnation, 5Y —* Jesus did not appear after his resnr-
rection fo unbellevers, but to believers only, — which means that this erowning mir-
acle was meant to confirm an existing faith, not to create one where it did not exist.”

Christian Tnion, July 11, 1891 —1f the anticipated resurrection of Jogeph Smith
wore to talte pigee, it would add pothing whatever to the authority of the Mormon
religlon,” Schurman, Agnosticlsm end Religion, 57—** Miracles are merely the bells
10 call primitive peoples to church, 8weet as the music they once made, modern ears
And them jangling and out of tune, and their dissonant potes scare away plous souls
who would fain enter the ‘emple of worship.” A new definition of miracle which rec-

[1]
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ognizes their possible classification o8 extraordinary oceurrences in nature, yet sees in
ell nature the working of the living God, may do much to remove this prejudice.
Bighop of Bouthampton, Place of Miracle, 58 —** Miraeles alone could not produce con-
viction, The Phariseeaageribed them to Beelsebub. Though Jesus had done go many
#igns, yet they believed mot, . .. Though miracles were frequently wrought, they
were rarely appealed to as evidence of the trnth of the gogpel. They are simply slgns
of God’s presence in his world, By itself a miracle had no evidential force. The only
tegt Tor distinguishing divine from Batanic miracles i that of the moral character and
purpose of the worker; and therefore miracles depend for all thetr force upon a pre-
vious appreciation of the character and personaiity of Christ (79), The earliest apolo-
gists make no use of miracles. They are of no value exoept In connection with proph-
ocy. Miraclea are the revelation of God, not the proof of revelation,” Versus Super-
natural Religion, 1:28, and Stearns, in New Englander, Jan, 168280, 8ee Mozley, Mir-
acles, 15; Nicoll, Life of Jesus Chrigt, 133; Mill, Logle, 874-882; H. B. Smith. Int. to
Chrigt, Theology, 167-169 ; Figher, in Journ. Chrigt. Philos., April, 1883 ; 270-283,

(d) Yet the Christian miracles do not lose their value as evidence in the
process of ages. The loftier the structure of Christian life and doctrine the
greater need that ite foundation be secure. 'The smthority of Christ asa
teacher of supernatural truth rests upon his miracles, and especially upon
the miracle of his resurrection. That one miracle to which the church
locks back ag the source of her life carries with it irvesistibly all the other
miracles of the Scripture record ; upon it alone we may safely rest the
proof that the Seriptures are sn authoritative revelation from God.

The mirgoles of Christ arve simple correlates of the Inearnation—proper ingignia of
his royalty and divinity, By mere external evidenes however we can more casily
prove the resurrection. than the incarnation. In our argutnents with sceptics, we
should not begin with the ass that spoke to Balaam, or the fish that swallowed Jonah,
bt with the resurrection of Chrlst; that conceded, all other Biblieal miracles will geem
only natural preparations, accompaniments, or consequences. G. ¥. Wright, in Bib.
Sac., 1888 707 —* The difficulties created by the miraculous character of Christianity
may be compared to those assumed by a bullder when great permanence i3 desired in
the structure erccted. It is easter to lay the foundation of a temporaty structure
than of one which is to endure for the ages.”"” Pressensé: “The empty tomb of Christ
has been the oradle of the ghurch, and if in this foundation of her faith the church has
been migtaken, she must needs lay hergelf down by the side of the mortal remaing, ¥
sy, not of 2 man, but of a religion.”

Preajdent Behurman belleves the resarrection of Christ to be * an obsolete ploture of
an etornal truth— the fact of a continued life with God.” Harnack, Wesen des Christen~
thums, 102, thinks no consistent union of the gospel accounts of Christ’s resurrection
can be attained ; apparently doubis a lteral and bodily rising ; yet traces Christinnity
back to an invincible falth in Christ’s conguering of death and hig continued life,
‘But why belicve the gospels when they speak of the sympathy of Christ, yet disbelieve
them when they spenk of his miraculous power? We have no right to triet the narra-
tive when it gives us Christ's words *Weep not" to the widow of Nain, (Loke 7:13), and
then to distrust it when 1t te)ls us of his raising the widow'a son. The words “Jesus wept™
belong ingeparably to a story of which “Lasarus, some forth|” forms & part (Jobnii: 35, 43 ).
It is improbable that the disciples should have believed so stupendous s miracle a8
Christ's regurrection, 1f they had not previously seen other manifestations of miraon-
lous power on the part of Christ. Chrigt himgelf i3 the great miracle. The conception
of him a8 the rigen and glorified Bavior can be explained onty by the fact that he 4id so
rise. E.@&. Robinson, Christ. Theology, 108 — ** The Church attests the fact of the rosur-
rection quite as much as the regurrection attests the divine origin of the church. Resur-
rection, as an evidence, depends on the existence of the church which proclaims it,”

(e} The resurrection of our Liord Jesus Christ—by which we mean
bis coming forth from the sepulehre in body as well as in spirit —is demon-
strated by evidence aa varied and as conclusive as that which proves to us
any single fact of ancient history., Withount it Christianity itself i inexpli-
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cable, ag iy shown by the failure of all modern rationalistic theories to
sceount for its rise and progress.

In dsouseing the evidence of Jesus' resurrection, we are confronted with three main
rationalistic theories:

I. The Swoon-theory of Strauss. This holds that Jeaus did not really die. The cold
and the apices of the gsepulchre revived him. We reply that the blood and water, and
the testimony of the centurion ( ¥ark 15: 45), proved actual death (see Bib. 8ac., April,
1889 ¢ 228 ; Farrest, Christ of History and Experience, 187-170). ‘The rolling away of the
gtone, and Jegus® power immediatoly aftor, are Inconsistent with immediately preced-
ing swoon and suspended animaiion. How was his 1ife preserved ? where did he go?
when did he die? His not dying lmplies deceit on his own part or on that of his
diseiples.

I1. The Spirit-theory of Keim, Jesus really dled, but only his apirit appeared. The
apirit of Jesus gave the disciples a slgn of hig continued life, a telegram from beaven,
But wereply that the telegram was untrue, for 1f asserted that his body had risen from
the tomb. The tomb was empty and the linen cloths showed an orderly departure,
Jesus himself denfed that he was a bodiless spirit : “a spirit hath not flash and bonss, as y» so8 me
having™ (buke 24: 39). Iid “his flesh ses corruption” (Acts 2: 31)}? Was the penitent thief raised
from the dead as muchashe? Godet, Lectures in Defence of the Christian Falth, leot.1:
A dilemma for those who deny the fact of (hrist’s resurrection: Either his body
rémained in the hands of his diseiples, or it was given up to the Jews, If the dinciples
retained it, they were impostors : but this I8 hot maintsined by modern rationallsts. If
the Jews retained it, why did they not produce it as conclusive evidence against the
disciples ?

II1. The Vigion-theory of Renan. Jesus died, and there was no objective appearanes
even of his apirit. Mary Magdalene was the vietim of subjective haliucination, and

. her hallucination became contagious, This was natural because the Jews expected
that the Messiah would work miracies and would rise from the dead. We reply that
the disciples did not expect Jeaus' regurrection. The women went to the sepulchre,
not 0 see 8 risen Redeemer, but to embalm a dead bhody. Thomas and those at.
Emmaus bad given up all hope. Four hundred years had passed since the days of
wmiraclea: John the Baptist *'did no mirecle™ {John 10: 41); the Badducees gaid **there is no resur-
raotion*' { Mat. 22:28). There were thirteen different appeerances, to: 1. the Magdalen; 2,
other women; 3. Peter; 4. Emmaus; 5, the Twelve; 6. the Twelve after eight daya;
7. 3alllee seashore ; 8, Galilee mountain ; 4, Galilee ive hundred ; 10, James ; 11. ascension
at Bethany; 12, Btephen; 13, Paul on way to Damascus. Paul deseribes Christ’s appear-
gnoe to him as something objective, and heimplica that Christ’s previous appearances
to others were objectivealao: “lastefall[ these hodily appesrances], ... . he sppeared to maalso "
(¢0or, 15: 8) Bruce, Apologetios, 366 —* Paul's interest and intention in olassing the two
together was to level his own vision [ of Christ ] up to the objectivity of the early Chrig-
tophanies, He believed that the eleven, that Peter in particular, had seen the risen Christ
with the eye of the hody, and he meant to claim for himeelf a vision of the same kind,”
Paul's was 4 sane, strong nature. Bubjective visionsa do not transform human lves;
the resurrection moulded the apostleg; they did not create the resurrection {see Gore,
Incarnation, 76). These appearances soon cessed, unlike the law of hallueinations,
which inorease in frequency and intengity. It is impossible to explain the ordinances,
the Lord’s day, or Christianity itgelf, if Jegus did not rise from the dead,

The resurrection of our Lord teaches three important lessons: (1) It showed thathis
work of atonement was completed and was stamped with the divine approval; (2) It
showed him o be Lord of all and gave the one sufficient external proof of Christianity ;
(8) It furnished the ground and pledge of onur own resurrection, and thus “brought lifs and
immovtality te light* (2 Tim. 1:10). It must be remembered that the resirrection was the one
pigh upon which Jesus himself staked his claims — “the sign of Jonah " ( Lxkell: 28); and that
the resurrection iy proof, not simply of God’s power, but of Christ’s own power: lohz
10; 18 —*1 haye power to lay it down, and I hava power fo take it again''; 3: 19~ " Deatroy this tampls, sid in
fhree days T will raiseitup’'. . . 21~—"he sgeke of the fempls of his body.” See Alexander, Chrigt
and Christianity, 9, 158224, 3063; Mill, Thelsm, 216; Auberlen, Div. Revelation, 66 ;
Boston Leectures, 208-239; Christlich. Modern Doubt and Christian Belief, 448-508; Row,
Bampton Lectures, 1887 t 3§8-423 ; Hutton, Essays, 1 : 118; Behafl, in Princton Rev., May,
1800 ; 411419 ; Figher, Christian Evidences, 41-48, 82-85; 'West, in Defence and Conf. of
Faith, 80-129; also special works on the Resurreotion of our Lord, by Milligan, Morrison,
Kennedy, J. Baldwin Brown.



13% THE BCRIPTURES A REVELATION FROM GOD.

6. Counterfeit Miracles,

Bince only an act directly wrought by God can properly be called &
miracle, it follows that surprising events brought sbount by evil epirita or
by men, through the use of patural agencies beyond our knowledge, are
not entitled to this appellation, The Seriptures recognize the existence of
such, but denominate them *‘lying wonders™ (2 Thess. 2 : 9).

These counterfeit miraoles in varions ages argue that the belief in mivacles
ig natural to the race, and that somewhers there must exist the true. They
serve to show thal not all supernatural ocourrences are divine, and to impress
upon us the necessity of careful examingtion before we accept them s
divine.

False miraclos may commonly be distinguished from the trne by (&) their
accompaniments of jimmoral conduct or of dootrine contradictory to fruth
already revealed —ss in modern spiritnalism ; (5) their internal character-
istics of inanity and extravegance—as in the liquefaction of the blood of
§t. Januaring, or the miracles of the Apocryphal New Testament; (¢) the
insufficieney of the object whick they are designed to further—as in the
caqe of Apollonius of Tyans, or of the miracles said to secompany the pub-
Tication of the doctrines of the immaculate eonception and of the papal
infallibility ; () their Jack of snbstantiating evidence-—as in medimval
mirvacles, so seldom attested by contemporary and disinterested witnesses ;
{e) their denial or undervaluing of (od’s previous revelation of himeelf in
nature a8 shown by the neglect of ordinary means, in the cases of Faith-
oure and of so-called Christian Seience.

Only what is valuable iz counterfelted, False miracles presuppose the true. Figher,
Natureand Method of Revelaticn, 283—* The miracles of Jesug originated faith in him,
while mediseval miracles follow established faith. The testimony of the apostles was
given in the face of incredulouns Badducees. They were ridiculed and maltrested on
account of it. It was no time for dewvout dreams and the invention of romances.”
The blood of 8. Januarius at Naples Ig said to be contained in a vial, one side of which
is of thick glass, while the other sgide is of thin. A similar miracle was wrought at
Halea in Gloucestershire. 8t Alban, the first martyr of Brituin, after bis head s ent
off, carries itabout in his hand, In Ireland the place ia shown where 8t. Patrickin the
fifth century drove ail the toads and snakes over a precipice into the nether regions,
The legend however did not become current until some hundreds of years after the
saint's bones had crumbled to Aust at Saul, near Downpatrick (see Hemphill, Liter-
ature of the S8econd Century, 180-182), Compare tha story of the book of Tobit (5-8),
whioh relatea the expulsion of a demon by emoke from the burning hesrt and liver of a
fish canght in the Tigris, and the story of the Apocryphal New Testament ( I, Infancy ),
which tells of the expulsion of Satan in the form of a mad dog from Judag by the
child Jesus. On counterfeit miraclesin gencrsl, see Mozley, Miracles, 15, 161; . 'W.
Frrrar, Witness of History to Christ, 72; A, 8. Fatrar, Sclence and Theclogy, 208;
Tholuck, Vexmischte Schriften, 1; 27 ; Hodge, Syst. Theol., 1: 630; Presb. Rev., 1861:
831-719.

Some modern writers have maintained that the gift of miracles still remains in the
churchk. Bengel: " The reason why many miracles are hot now wrought is not so
much because faith is established, as because unbelies relgns.” Christlieb: ** It ja the
want of falth In our age which i8 the greatest hindrance to the stronger and more
marked appearance of that miraculous power which is working here and there inqutet
oconcealment. Unbelief is the final and mostimportant resson for the retrogression of
miracles.” Edward Irving, Works, 5:464 —* Bicknesa {s sin apparent in the body, the
presentiment of death, the forerunner of corruption. Now, as Christ came to deatroy
denth, and will yet redeem the body from ¢he hondage of corruption, if the-ehyrch ia
to have a first frults or earnest of this power, it must be by receiving power over dis-
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eages that are the firat frafts and earnestof death.” De. A.J. Gordon, in his Minisiry
of Healing, held to this view. Bee also Boys, Proofs of the Miraculous in the Experi-~
ence of the Church; Bushnell, Nature and the Supsrnatursi, 448-492; Review of Gor=
don, by Vinceat, in Preeb, Rev., 1683:473-602; Review of Vincent, in Pregb. Rev., 1884:
79,

In reply to the advocates of falth-cure in general, we would grant that nature is plag-
tic in God’s hand ; that he can work miracle when and whore it pleased him ; and that
he has given promises which, with certain Berfptural and rational lmitations, encour=-
age belleving prayer for healing in cases of sickness. But we incline to the belief that
in these later ages God answerg such prayer, not by mirvacle, but by apecia)l providenoe,
and by gifts of courage, faith and will, thus acting by his Bpirlt directly upon the soul and
only indirectly upon the body. The laws of naturs are generio volitions of God, and to
ignore them and disuse means is presumption and disrespect to God himsetf, The
Soripture promise to feith is always expressly or impliedly conditioned upon our use
of means: we are to work out our own salvation, forthe very reason that it is God who
works Inus; it is vain for the drowning man t0 pray, s0 long as he refuses to lay hold
of the rope that is thrown to him. Medicines and physicians are the rope thrown to us
by God; we cannot expect miraculous help, while we neglect the help GGod hes already
given us; to refuse this help jg practically to deny Chrigt's reveiation In nature, Why
not live without eating, as well a8 recover from glekness without medicine ? Faith-feed-
Ing is guite as rational as faith-healing. To except cases of disease from this general rule
a8 to the use of means has no warrant eitheg in reagon or in Scripture. The atonement
hag purchased completa salvation, and some day salvation shall be ours, But death and
depravity still remain, not as penalty, but a3 chastisement, So diseage remains also.
Hospitals for Incutables, and the deaths even of advocates of faith-cure, show that they
too are compelled ta recognize some limit to the application of the New Testament
promize.

In view of the preceding discussion we must regard the so.called Christian Beience ag
nelther Christian nor scientific. -Mrg, Mary Baker G. Eddy denles the authority of all
that part of revelation which God hag made to man in nature, and holds that the
1aws of nature msy be disregarded with impunity by those who have proper Inith; see
G. F. Wright, in Bib. Bac., April, 1899:376. Bishop Lawrence of Massachusetts: “One
of the errore of Christian Science iy 1ts neglect of accumulwted knowledge, of the
fund of information gtored up for these Christian centuries. That knowledgeis just
as much God's gift as Is the knowledge obtained from direct revelation. In rejecting
secumulated knowiedge and professional gkill, Christian Belence rejects the gift of
God.” Mosat of the professed suree of Christian Seienoe are explicable by the influence
of the mind upon the hody, through hypnogls or suggestion; (dce A. A, Bennett, in
Watchmsn, Feb. 13, 1003), Mental disturbance may make the mother's milk a poison to
the child ; mental excitement i8 4 common cause of indigestion; mentn] depression
induces bowel disorders ; depressed mental and moral conditions render a person more
gusceptible to prippe, pooumonia, typhoid fover. Reading the accouut of an accident
in which the body 18 torn or maimed, we curselves feet pain in thegame spot ; when the
child’s hand is crished, the mother’s hand, thongh at a distance, becomes gwollen ; the
mediseval stigmate probably resulted from continuous brooding upot the sufferings of
Christ (see Carpenter, Mental Physiology, 676-600).

But mental states may bhelp as well as harm the body. Mental expectancy facilitatos
cure in oases of gleckness. The physician helpe the patient by insgpiring hope and cour-
age. Imagination works wonders, especially in the case of nervous disorders. The
diseases pald t0 be cured by Christian Sclence are commonly of this sort. In every nge
fakirs, mesmerists, and queacks have availed themselves of these underlylng mental
forces. By inducing expectanoy, imparting courage, rouging the paralyzed will, they
have indirectly caused bodily changes which have been mistaken for miracle. Taeltis
tell ug of the healing of a blind men by the Emperor Vegpasian, Undoubted cures have
been wrought by the royal touch in Epgland. Sinoce such wonders have been per-
formed by Indian medicine-men, we cannot regard them ag having any specific Chria-
tian character, and when, as in the present case, we find them used to aid in the spread
of falge doetrine with regard to sin, Chriat, atonement, angd the church, we mugt olasg
them with the “lying wonders” of which we are warncdin 2 Thess, 2:9  Sco Harrls, Philo-
sophical Basis of Theism, 381-386 ; Buckley, Faith-Healing, and in Century Magazine,
June, 1886 : 221236 ; Bruce, Miraculous Element in Gogpels, lecture 8; Andover Review,
1867 : 249-204,
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IV. ProroEcY A8 A’rms'nme A Drvive RevEnaTiON,

‘We here consider propheoy in ita narrow sense of mere prediction,
regerving to a subsequent chapter the eonsideration of prophecy ss inter-
pretation of the divine will in general.

1, Definition. TProphecy is the foretelling of future eventz by virtue of
direot communication from God— a foretelling, therefore, which, though
not contravening any laws of the human mind, those laws, if fully known,
wonid not, without this agency of God, be sufficient to explain,

In discussing the subjeet of propheoy, we are met at the outset by the contention
thet there 18 not, and never has been, auy real foretelling 0f future events beyond that
which ia posaible to natural prescience. This is the view of Kuenen, Prophets and
Prophecy in Isreel, Pfleiderer, Philoa. Relig., 2: 42, denied any direct prediction. Proph-
ocy in Israel, he intimates, was slinply the conscicusness of God’s rightgotisness, pro-
elaiming itg ideals of the future, and declaring that the will of God is the moral ideal
of the good and the law of the world's history, so that the fates of nations are condi-
tioned by their bearing toward this moral purpose of God: “ The fundamental ercor
of the vulgar apologetics 18 that it confounds prophecy with heathen soothsaying ~-
national aalvation without character.” W. Robertson Smith, in Encye. Britannica, 19
$21, tells us that ** detailed prediction ocoupies s very aocondary place inthe writings of
the prophets; or rather indeed what seem t0 be predictions in detail are usually only
froe poetical {llustrations of historical prineiples, which neither received nor demanded
exaot fulfilment.”

As v the cage of mirsoles, our faith in an immenent God, who {3 none other than the
Logos or larger Christ, gived us a point of view from which we may reconcile the con-
tentions ¢f the naturalists and supernaturelists. Prophecy is an immediate act of
God ; bat, since all natural genfus is alyo due to God’s energlzing, we do not need to
deny the employment of man's natural gifte in prophecy. The instances of telepathy,
presentiment, and second sight which the Boclety for Paychical Research has demon-
strated to be facts show that prediction, in the history of divine revelation, may he
only an intensification, under the extraordinary impulse of the divine 8pirit, of a power
that is In some degree latent in all men, The author of every great work of creative
jmegination knows that & higher power than his 0wn has possessed him. In ail human
reason there is & natural activity of the divine Reason or Logos, and he ig “ihe light which
lighteth every man” (John1: 9} 80 there is e natural activity of the Holy Bpirit, and he who
completes the eirele of the divine coneeicusness complotes alzo the circle of human
ooneclousness, gives solf-hood to every soul, makes available to man the natural as well
aa the epiritual gifta'of Christ; ¢f. John 16 14 -—"he shall take of mins, and shall declare it unts you,”
The seme Spirit who in the beginning ¢ brooded over the faos of the watera™ (Gen. 1:2) glso broods
over humanity, and it is he who, according to Chyiat’s promise, was to “daclars unio you the
thingn thet are to soma™ (Joln 18: 1) The gift of prophecy may have its natural side, like the
gift of miracles, yet may be finally explicable only s the result of an extraordinary
working of that Bpirit of Christ who to some degree manifests himegelf in the reason
onid consclenco of every man ; ¢f. 1 Pet 11 —"gearching what tive or what manser of tims the Spirit
of Christ which was in them did point unte, when i testifled ‘bafurshand the sufferings of Obrist, and the gloriea that
thould fellow them. See Myers, Human Personality, 2: 262-202.

A. B, Davidson, in his articto on Prophecy and Prophets, in Hastings’ Bible Dictionary,
&: 120, 121, gives little weight to this view that prophecy is based on a natural power of
the human mind: *The arguments by which Giesebrecht, Berufsgabung, 18 f£., sup-
porta the theory of & ‘faculty of preseniiment? have little cogency. This faculty is
supposed to reveal itself particularly on the approach of death ( Gen. 28 and 49). The con-
temporaries of most great religious persorages have atiributed to them a prophetic
gift. The answer of John Enox t0 those who eredited him with such a gift is worth
reading : * My agaurances are not marvels of Merlin, nor yet the dark sentenees of pro-
fane prophecy. Bub firsf, the plain truth of God'a word; second, the invincible justice
of the everlasting God; and third, the ordinary course of his punishmenis gad plagtics
from the beginning, are my assuratces pud grounds,” * While Daviddon grants the ful-
fitment of certain specific predictions of Bcripture, to be hereafter mentioned, he holds
that **such presentiments as we can observe to be authentic are chiefly produets of the
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eonsclence or moral reason, True prophecy i8 based on moral grounds. Everywhere
the menacing futare ig connected with the evil pagt by ' therefore’ { Micah 3:42; Is, 5:13; Amas
1:2)." Wo hold with Davidson to the moral element in prophecy, but we also recog-
nize 8 power in normal humanity which he would minimize or deny. We claim that
the buman mind even in its ordinary and secular working gives cccastonal signs of
trangcending the limitations of the present. Believing in the continual activity of
the divine Reagon in the resgon of man, we have no need to doubt the possibility of
an extraordinary Insight into the future, and such insight i& needed at the grest epocha
of rveligious history. Expositor’s Gk. Test., 2: 84--"'S8avongrola foretold as early as
1498 the capture of Rome, which happened in 1527, and he did this not only in general
terms but in detail ; his words were realized to the letter when the sacred churches
of 3t. Peter and 8t. Paul becagme, as the prophet foretold, stables for the conguerors
horees.”” On the general gubject, see Payne-Smith, Prophecy a Preparation for
Christ; Alexander, Chxist and Christianity ; Farrar, Science and Theology, 106; Newton
on Prophecy ; Fairbairn on Prophecy.

2. Relation of Prophecy to Miracles. Miracles are attestetions of
revelation proceeding from divine power ; propheoy is an attestation of rev-
elation proceeding from divine knowledge. Only God can know the con-
tingencies of the fature. The possibility and probability of prophecy may
be argued npon the same grounds upon which we argue fhe possibility and
probability of miracles. As an evidence of divine revelation, however,
prophecy posseases two advantages over miracles, namely: (@) The proof,
in the cuse of propheey, is not derived from ancient testimeny, but is under
our eyes. (&) The evidence of miracles cannot become stronger, whereas
every new fulfilment adds fo the argument from prophecy.

3. [EReguirements in Prophecy, considered as an Evidence of Revela-
tion. (a) The utterance must be distant from the event. (&) Nothing
must exist to snggest the event to merely natural prescience. (c¢) The
utterance must be free from ambiguity. (d) Yet it must not be so pre-
cise ag to secure its own fulfilment. {e) It must be followed in due tims
by the event predicted.

Hume: * All prophecies are real mirseies, and only as such can be admitted aa proof
of any revelation.” See Wardlaw, Syst. Theol., 1: 847. {¢) Hundreds of years inter-
vened between certain of the O, T, predictions and thejr fulfilment, (b) Btanley
instances the natural sagacity of Burke, which enabled him fo predict the French Rev-
alution. But Burke also predicted in 1783 that France wounld be partitioned like Poland
among a confederacy of hostlle powers. Canning predicted that S8outh American
colondes would grow up #4 the Unfted States had grown. D'Israeli predicted that our
Southarn Confederacy would hecome un fndependent nation. Ingernoll predicted that
within ten years there would be two theatros for one church. {¢) Ilustrate ambigu-
oua prophecies by the Delphie oracle to Crossua: * Orossing the river, thou deatroyeat
& great nation ** — whether his own or his enemy’s the oracle left undetermined. * Ibis
et redibis nunguam peribis in helio.” (d) Btrauss held that O. T. propheqy itself
determined either the evenia or the narratives of the gospels. Hes Greg, Creed of
Chrigtendom, chap. 4. (&) Cardan, the Halian mathemsatician, predicted the day and
hour of bis own death, and committed suicide at the proper time to prove the predio-
tion true, Jehovah malkes the fulfilment of his predictions the proof of hig deity in
the controversy with false goda: Is 4: 33— * Declare the things that are to come hereafisr, that we may
know tkat yo aro gods "' ; 42: 9= * Behold, the former things aré come fo psss and new things do I deolare: hefors
they spring forth I tell you of them."

4. General Features of Prophecy in the Seriptures. (a) Tta large
amount —oecupying a great portion of the Bible, and extending over many
kundred years. (&) Its ethical and religions nature — the events of the
future being regarded as outgrowths and resnlts of men’s present attitude
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toward Glod, (c) Ite unity in diversity —finding its central point in
Christ the txme servant of God and deliverer of his people. (d) Its actual
fulfilment as regards many of its predietions — while seeming non-fulfil-
ments are explicable from its figurative and eonditional nature,

A. B. Davideon, in Hastings' Bitle Diptionary, 4: 125, has suggested rengons for the
apparent non~-fulfllment of certain predictions. Prophecy s poetical and figurative;
its details are notto be pressed : they are only drapery, needed for the expression of the
fdea. In Tes.13; 16— *Their infants shall be dashed in piecss , , . mnd thair wives ravished " —the prophet
gives an ideal picture of the sack of a clfy; these things did not actieally happen, but
Cyrus entered Babylon “in psass” Yet the essential truth remained that the city fell
Into the enemy’s hands, Theprediction of Ezekiel with regard to Tyre, Bz 28: 7-14, is rec
ognized in Fa, 29: 17-20 a8 having been fulfilled not in it details but in its essence—the
actual event having been the breaking of the power of Tyre by Nebuchadnezzar, Is 17:
t — " Behald, Damaneus is taken away from heing a city, sud it shall be a rainous heep'' — must be interpreted
as predicting the biotting out of 1t dominion, since Daméascus has probably never
ceased to be g oity. The sonditione]l nature of prophecy explaing other geeming norn-
fulfllments. Predictlons were often threats, which might be revoked upon repentance,
Jor, 26; 13 —*'smeoad your ways . , . and the Tord will repont him of the evil which be hath pronounced sgainat
you" Jonah 3:4—"Tet forly days, snd Nineveh shall bs overthrown . . , 10— Qo saw their works, that they
turnad from their svil way ; and @od repented of the evil, which he said he would do unte them; and he did it net";
cf Jer. 18 8; 26519, '

Instances of actunl fufilment of prophecy are found, according to Davidson, in S8am.
uel's prediction of gome things that would happen to Saul, which the history deolaves
did happen (1 8am, 1 and 10), Jeremish predicted the death of Hanantah within the year,
which took placs (Jer. 23). Micaish predioted the defeat and death of Abab 8t Ramoth-
Gilead (1 Xings 22). Isaiah predicted the failure of the northern coalition tosubdue Jeru-
galem (Is. 7); the overthrow in two or three years of Damascus and Northern Tsrael
before the Assyrians (Is 8 and 17); the failure of Sennacherib to capture Jerusalem, and
the melting away of his prmy {Is. 37:34-87). “And In general, apart from details, the
main predictions of the prophets regarding Jarael and the nations were verified in his-
tory, for example, dmesiand 3. The chief predictions of the prophets rejate to the
imminent downfall of the kingdoms pf Ierael and Judeh; to what lies beyond this,
namely, the restoration of the kingdom of Glod ; and to the state of the people in thejr
econdition of final felicity.” For predictions of the exile and the return of Israel, seo
espocially dmoa $: §— “For, lo, I will cornmand, snd | will eift the bouse of Israc] among all the nations, liks as
grain is gitied in & giave, yoi shall not the loast kernel fall upon the earth. . . . 14 —And I will brizg azsin the
eaplivity of my people larnel, aud they shall build the wasts sities and inhabit them.” Even if we accept the
theory of commposite anthorship of the beok of Isairh, we gtill have a foretelling of the
gonding back of the Jews from Babylon, and a designation of Cyrus as God’s agent, in
Is, 44 : 28—~ “that saith of Oyrus Heis my shepherd, and shall perform all my pleasure: oven sayizg of Jarusalem,
$ho shall bo bailt; and of the tample, Thy foundation shall he laid ™ ; see George Adam Smith, {n Has-
tings' Bible Dietionary, 2 : 408. Frederick the Greateald to his chaplain: * Give mein
oue word 8 proof of the divine origin of the Bible™; and the chaplain well replied :
“ The Jows, your Majesty.” In the cage of the Jews we have even now the unique phe-
nomena of a people without a land, and a land without & pecple, —yet-boththese were
predioted centuries before the event.

5., Messianic Prophecy in general. {a) Direet predietions of events
— np in Old Testament prophecies of Christ’s hirth, suffering and subse-
quent glory. (&) General prophecy of the Kingdom in the Old Testa-
ment, and of its gradual triamph. (¢) Historical types in & nation and
in individusls—zs Jonah and David, (d) Prefigurations of the futnre
in rites and ordinances — as in sacrifice, circumecision, and the passover.

6. Special Prophecies uttered by Christ. (a) As to his own death
and resurrection. (&) As to events occurring between his death and the
destruction of Jerusalem (mnltitudes of impostors ; wars and rumors of
wats ; famine and pestilence). (¢) As to the destruction of Jerusalem
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_and the Jewish polity {Jerusalem compassed with ermies; abominsation of

- desolation in the holy place ; flight of Christians; misery ; maasacre ; dis-
persion). (d) As to the world-wide diffusion of his gospel (the Bible
already the most widely circulated book in the world),

‘The moat impertant feature in prophecy is its Messianic element; poa Lukes 34:27—
“beginning from Mosed and from all ¢he prophets, he interpreted to them in all the seriptures the things conoarning
kiself” ; Aots 10 : 43 —*10 him bear all the prophets witness"; Rev. 19 : 10 —“the {estimony of Jeus is the
wiirit of prophecy.”  Types are intended resemblanoces; desjgned prefigurations ;: for exam-
ple, Israel js a type of the Christian church; oufside nations are types of the hostile
world ; Jonsh and David are types of Christ. The typleal nature of Jsrael rests upon
the deeper fact of the community of life. As the life of God the Logos lies at the basis
of universal humanity and interpenetrates it In every part, 50 out of this universal
humanity grows Terael in general; out of Israel es a nation springs the spirttual Tsrael,
and cut of spiritual Israel Ohrist according to the flesh, —the upward rising pyramid
finds ite apex and culmination in im. Hence the predictions with regard to “the servent
of Jebirvah ™ (o, 42:4-7), and *the Messiah ™' (I, 61:1; Jokn 1: 41), have partial fulfilment in Isreel,
but perfect fulfilment only in Chrigt ; g0 Delitzach, Oehler, and Cheyne on Isaiah, 2:258,
Babatier, Philos. Religion, 59—*If humanity were not potentially and in some degree
Immanuel, God with va, there would never have ismued from its bosom he who bore
and revealed this blessed name.” Gardiner, O, T. and N. T. in their Mutual Relations,
170-104.

In the O, T., Jehovah is the Redecioer of his people. He works through judges,
prophets, kings, but he himself remains the S8avior; * it i& only the Divine in them that
saves’; “Balvation is of Jehovab " (Jouah 3:9), Jehovah 18 manifested in the Davidic King
under the monarchy ; in Ieracl, the Servant of the Lord, during the exile; and in the
Mesainh, or Ancinted One, in the pogt-exilian period. Because of ita consolous identi-
flcation with Jehovah, Israel is always s forward-lookdng people, Each pew judgs,
king, prophet 18 regarded as heralding the coming reign of righteousness and peace.
Thege earthly deliverers are saluted with rapturous expectation ; the prophets express
this expectation in terms that tranecend the possibilitics of the present; and, when this
expectation falls to be fully realized, the Messlanic hope is simply transferred to a
larger futire. Each separato prophecy has s drapery furnished by the prophet’s
fmmediate surroundings, and finds 1ta cccagion in some event of contemporaneous his.
tory. But by degrees it becomes evident that only an ideal and perfect King and Bav-
for can fill cut the requirements of prophecy. Only when Christ appears, does the
real meaning of the various (ld Testament predictions become manifest. Only then
are men ablo to combine the seemingly inconsistent prophecies of a priest who is also a

king (Palm1i0), 2nd of a royal but at the same time a suffering Messiah (Isiah53). It
18 not enough for ua to ask what the prophet himself meant, or what his earliest hear«
ers understood, by his prophecy. This is to regard prophecy as having only a single,
gnd thet a human, anthor. With the apirit of man coliperated the Spirit of Christ, the
Holy Bpirit (1 Peh 1:41— " the Bpirit of Christ which wea in them ”; 8 Pet, 1: 21 — “ 10 prophacy avar sams by
sho will of pap ; bet men spalie from God, heing moved by the Holy Bpirit" ). A1l prophecy has a twofoid
anthorship, human and divine; the same Chriat who spoke through the prophets
brought about the tulfilment of their worda,

Tt is no wonder that he who through the prophets uttered predicHons with regard to
himself should, when he became inearnate, e the prophet par excellence (Dot 18:15; Letx
3:23—"Mousa indeed said, & prophet shall the Lord God raise wp from amang yor brethren, ke naio e ; to him
skall yo bearksn® ). In the predictions of Jesus we find the proper key to the interpre-
tation of prophecy in general, and the evidence that while no one of the three theories
— the preterist, the continuist, the futurist—furnishes an exhaustive explanation, each
one of these has 1t element of truth. Our Lord mede the fulfilment of the prediction
of his own regurrection a test of his divine commigaion : it waa *ths 4ign of Janah the prophet ™
(Mst. 13:39). He promised that his disciples should have prophetic gifts: John 15:15-—He
Yonger do I oell you servants; for tho sorvant knoweth got what Dis-lord doeth: but 1 have called you frisnds; for
sl things that I heard from my Father I have mads knewn wito you™; 18:13—''the Spirit of fruth . . . ke
shall declsfs unte you the ihings that are to come Agabua predicted the famine and Paul's
imprisonment {Aets 11 : 28; 21:10); Paul predicted heresles (ieots 20:29, 30), shipwreck ( kots
27 110, £1-28), *“1h wan of gin" (2 Thees. 3: 3), Christ's second coming, and the reexrrection of

.the sainta (1 Thes, 4 : 15-17).
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7. On the double sense of Prt)phscy

(a) Certaln prophecies apparently contain a fulness of mesning which
is not exhausted by the event to which they most obvicusly and literally
refer. A prophecy which had a pertial fulfilment at a time nob remote
from its utterance, may find its chief fulfilment in an event far distant.
Since the principles of God's administration find ever recurring and ever
enlarging fllustration in history, prophecies which have already bad a
partial fulfilment may heve whole pyeles of fulfilment yeb before them.

In prophecy thers 18 an ahsenoe of perspective; asin Japaness pletures the near and
the far appear equally distant; as in dissolving views, the immediate future melts into
a Tuture immeasurnbly far away. The candle that shines through & narrow apertyre
sends out ite light through an ever-incregsing ares ; sections of the triangle corregpond,
t0 each other, but the more distant are far greater than the near. The chélet onthe
mountain-gide may turn out to be only a black cat on the woodpile, or a speck upon the
window pane. “.A hill which appears to rise olose behind another 15 found on nearet
approach to have receded a great way from it.” ‘The painter, by foreshortening, brings
togethor things or parts that are relatively distant from each other. The prophetis a
painter whose foreshortenings are supernatnral ; he seems freed from the law of space
and time, and, rapt into the timelessness of God, he views the events of history *sub
specie eternitatia.” Prophecy was thesketching of an outline-map. Even tbe prophet
eould not fill up the outline. The absence of perspective In prophecy may account
for Paul’s being misunderstood by theThessaloniansg, and for the necessity of his expla-
pitlons in 2 Yhees. 3: 1, & Tn Isaish 10 and 11, the fall of Lebanon (the Asgyrian) is immedl-
- ately coniected with the rise of the Branch { Christ); in Jeremish 5 : 41, the first capiture
and the complete degtruzction of Babylon are connected with each other, without notice
of the Interval of a thousend years between them.

Instanoceg of the double sense of prophecy may be found in Is 7:14-18; 9:8, 7——"a virgin
shail sonotive and bear a som, . , . unio usa son s given " — compared with Mat, §:22, 23, where the
prophecy is applied to Christ (see Meyer, in loco); Hos 4:1—"1, .., called my son out of
Bgypt " —referring originelly to the calling of the nation out of Egypt—1s in Mat 3:15
referred to Christ, whe embodied and congummated the mission of Israel; Pealm 18: 23,
23— 'The sbone which the buildsrs rejscied Is baootne the head of the sorer " — which primarily referred
to the Jewigh nation, conquered, carried away, and Aung aside as of no use, but divinely
destined to a future of importance and grandeur, ig in Mat. 21: £2 referred by Jesus to
himself, a8 the true embodiment of Israel, Willlam Arnold Stevens, on The Man of
Bin, in Bap. Quar, Rev., July, 1880 ; 328360 — Ag {n Daniel i1 : 36, the great enemy of the
falth, who “aball exalt himself, and magnify himsslf abovs evary god” i3 the Byrian King, Antochus
Epiphanes, 8o *the man of lawlsasness " degeribed by Paul fn 8 Thess. 3:3 is the corrupt and
impious Judalsm of the apostolic age. This had its seat in the temple of God, but was
doomed to destrnction when the Lord should come at the fall of Jerusalem. Bui
even this second fulfllment of the prophecy does not preclude a future and ﬂnal fulfil-
ment. Broadas oo Mat., page 480 — In luaish 41 : 8 o chapler 53, the predictions with regard
0 “the servant of Jehovah * make o gradual trapsition from Jerael to the Mesgiah, the for-
mer alone being eeen in 41:8, the Megsinh algo rppearing in 43:1 8q., and Israel quite
sinking out of sight in chaptar 53,

The most marked illustration of the double sense of prophecy however is to be found
in Masthew 24 and 26, egpecinlly 24: 34 and 25; 3, where Chrigt's prophecy of the degtrustion
of Jeruealem passes into a prophecy of the end of the world, Adarmson, The Mind
in Christ, 183—* To¢ him history was the robe of God, and therefore a constant repe-
tition of positions really pimilar, kaleldosoopie combining of a few truths, as the facts
varied In which they were to be embodied. A.J. Gordon: * Prophecy has no sooner
become hintory, than history in turn becomes prophecy.” Lord Bacon: * Divine proph-
acles have springing and germinant accomplishment through many ages, though the
height or fulnesg of them may refer to some one age.” In s similar manner there is
a manifoldness of meaning in Dante's Divine Comedy. C. E. Norton, Inferno, xvi—
* The narrative of the poet's gpiritual journey is so vivid and consistent that it has all
tho reality of an acconnt of an soinal experience ; but within and beneath runs astream
of allegory not less consigtent and hardly less continuous than the narrative itself.”
A. H, 8trong, The Great Poets and their Theology, 116—* Dante himself has told us that
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there are four soparate senses which he intends his story to convey, There are the lit-
eral, the allegorical, the moral, and the anagogical. In Pebs 114:f we have the words,
“Whes Yerael went forth out of Bgypt.' This, says the poet, may be taken lterally, of the actual
deliverance of God’s ancient people; or allegorically, of the redemption of the world
throtugh Christ; or moreliy, of the regcue of the sinher from the bondage of his sin; or
nnagogically, of the pagsage of both soul and body from the lower Iife of earth to the
higher Hfe of hoaven. 8o from Beripture Dante iHugtrates the method of his poem.”
Bee further, our treatiment of Eschetology. See alss Dr. Arnold of Rugby, Sermons on
the Interpretation of Beripture, Appendix A, pages 441-454; Aidg to Faith, 448-402;
Smith’s Bible Dick., 4 : 2127, Per conira, see Elllott, Horse Apocalyptice, 4:662. Gar-
diner, 0. T. and N. T\, 262-274, denies double sense, but affirms manifold applications of
& gitngle senso. Brogdus, on Nat, 84, denies double gense, but afirms the use of types,

(%) The prophet was not always awara of the meaning of his own proph-
ecies {1 Pet. 1:11). Iiis enough to constitnte his prophecdies a proof of
divine revelation, if it can be shown that the correspondences between
them and the scfual events are such as to indicate divine wisdom and pur-
pose in the giving of them —in other words, it is enough if the inspiring
Bpirit knew their meaning, even though the inspired prophet did not.

It 18 not Inconelstent with this view, but rather confirms it, that the near event, and
not the distant fulfiliment, was often chiefly, if not exclusively, in the mind of the pro-
phet when he wrote. Beripture declares that the prophets did not always nnderstand
thelr own predigtions: 1 Pef. 1: i1 = “pearching what time or whet manver of time the Spirit of Christ
which was in thom did peint unte, when it testified Deforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glories that should fel-
low e, Emerson : * Himself from God be could not free; He builded better than he
knew.” Keblo: " Agiittle children iisp snd toll of heaven, So thoughts heyond their
thoughtsto those high bards were glven.,”” Westcott: Preface to Com.on Hebrews,
vi-=*No one would limit the teaching of a poet’s words to that which waa definitely
present to hig mind. Still less can we guppose that he who is inspired to give & mes-
sage of God to all ngeg sees himself the completeness of the truth which all life serves
to Mumb ' Alexander McLaren : * Peter teaches that Jewigh propheta foretold the
eventy of Christ's life and especially his sufferings; that they Aid 80 ad organs of God’s
Bpirit; that they were s0 completely organs of a higher voico that they did not under-
gtand the significance of their own words, but werse wiser than they knew and had to
search what were the date and the characteristios of the strange things which they
foretold ; and that by further revelation they learned that *the vision is yet for many days’ (Is
£4:28; Dan. 10:14 ). If Peter was right in his conception of the nature ot Messianio proph-
ecy, 2good many learned men of to-day are wrong.” Matthew Arnold, Literatureand
Dogmoa: * Might not the prophetic ideals be poetic dreams, ard the correspondence
between them and the life of Jesus, so far as real, only & curious historical phenome-
non?" Bruece, Apologetics, 858, repiies: “Such seepticiam 18 possible only to those
who have no faith in a living God who worke out purposes in history.” It is compar-
able only to the unbelief of the materialist who regards the phygical constitution of
the universe an explicgble by the fortuitous conoourse of atoms.

8. _Purpose of Prophecy — a0 far as it is yet unfulfilled. (a) Notto
ensable us fo map out the details of the future ; but rather ( &) To give gen-
eral nagurance of God's power and foreseeing wisdom, and of the certainty
of his triumph ; and {¢) To furnish, after fulfilment, the proof that God
saw the end from the beginning. '

Dan §2; 8, 9—“And I beard, but [ understood not; Shen asid I, 0 my Lord, whatshall be theissua of these thinge ?
And hesaid, Go thy way, Danisl; for the worda are shit tp and sealed till the time of theend " ; 2 Pet. 1:19— proph=
ecy 18 “alamp shining in » desk plade, ungl the day dawn™ =-not until day dawns can distant
. objects be seen ; 30— 1o prophecy of seriptare is of privets interpreiation "' w= only Glod, by the event,
can interpret it. Bir Isanc Newton: *God gave the prophecies, not to gratity men's
curiosity by enabling them to foreknow things, but that after they wers fulfilled they
might be interpreted by the eveat, and bis own providence, not the interpreter’s, be
thereby manifested to the world." Alexsnder McLarens * Great tracts of Beripture are
dark to ua till life explaing the, and then they come on us with the force of a new
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revelation, like the messaged which of old were sent by a strip of parchment cofled
upon & biton and then written upon, and which were unintelligible urless the receiver
had a corresponding bilton to wrap them round.” A. H. Strong, The Great Poets and
thelir Theclogy, #3—"* Archilochus, a poet of about 700 B. 0., speaks of *a grievous scy—
tale '—the geytale belng the staff on which a strip of leather for writing purposes was
rolied glantwise, eo that the message insoribed npon thestrip conld not beread until the
leather was rolled again upon another staif of the same size; since only the writer and
the receiver porgessed staves of the proper size, the scytale answered all the ends of
g message In cypher.”

FProphecy ig like the German gentence, — it can be understood only when we have
read its last word. A. J. Gordon, Ministry of the Bpirit, 48— God’s providence is like
the Hebrew Bible; we must bhogin at the end and read backward, in order to under-
gtand it.” - Yet Dr. Gordon seems to assert that such nnderstanding s poseible even
bafore fulfilment ; * Christ did not know the day of the end when here in his state of
bumilation; but e does know now. He has shown his knowledge in the Apoecaiypse,
and we have recelved ! The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave him o show unto his servants, even the
thinga which must shortly coms to prss’ (Rev, £: 1), A study however of the multitudinous and
conflicting views of the so-ocalled interpreters of prophecy leads ua to prefer to Dr.
Gordon’s view that of Briggs, Mossianio Prophecies, 48 — “ The first advent ia the resol-
ver of all 0ld Testament prophecy; . . . the pecond advent will give the key to New
Testament prophecy. It is 'the Lamb that hath been slain’ (Rev,5:42) . . . who alome opens
the sealed hook, solved the riddles of time, and resolves the symbols of prophecy.”

Witzach : ** It is the essential condition of prophecy that it should not disturh man's
relation to history.” Inso faras this is forgotten, and it is falsely assumed that the
purpose of prophecy 18 to enable us to map out'the precise events of the future before
they ocour, the study of prophecy ministers to a disessed imagination and diverts
attention from practica? Christian duty. Calvin: ** Aut insanum inveniet aut faclet™;
or, aa Lord Brougham translaied it: * The study of prophecy either finds a mau crazy,
or it leaves him 80,” Second Adventists do not often geek conversions, Dr. Cumming
warned the women of big flock that they must not study propheoy so much as to neg-
Ieet their household dnties. Paul has such in mind in 2 Thess. 2: §, 82— “touching the coming of
wur Lord Jesus Christ . . . that Fo be not quickly shaken from your mind . . . a8 that the day of the Sovd s jost at
hand "} 3: 11 — ' Por wo hear of some that welk among yon disordarly,”

9. Evidential force of Prophecy - so far as it iz fulfilled. Prophecy,
like miracles, does not stand alone as evidence of the divine commission of
the Scripture writers and teachers. It is simply a d¢orroborative attesta-
tion, which unites with miracles to prove that & religious teacher has come
from God and speaks with divine anthority. We cannot, however, dispenss
with this portion of the evidences, — for unless the death and resurrection
of Christ are events forekmown and foretold by himeelf, a8 well as by the
sncient prophets, we lose one main proof of his anthority as a teacher sent
from God.

ftearns, Evidence of Chrism‘a.n Experience, 338 —'* The Christian’s own life isthe pro-
gressive fulfilment of the prophecy that whoever accepts Christ's grace shall be horn
ngaln, ganctified, and eaved. Heoce the Christian can belleve in God's power to pre-
diat, and in God's actual predictione.’’ See Stanley Leathes, O. T. Prophecy, xvii-~-
« Tfnleas we have accead to the supernatural, we have no access to God.”” In our dis.
cuggions of prophecy, we are to remember that betfore making the truth of Christianity
stand or fall with any particular paseago that has been regarded as prediction, we must
he certain thet the passage I8 meant as prediction, and not as merely figurative deserip-
tion. Gladden, SBeven Puzzliug Bible Books, 195~ “ The book of Daniel is not & proph-
eoy,—1it i8 an apocalypse. . . . The author [of such books] puts his words into the
mouth of some higtorieal or traditional writer of eminence. Buch are the Bookx of
Enoch, the Assmnpiion of Moses, Barueh, 1 and 2 Esdras, and the Sibylline Oracles,
Enigmatic form indicates persons without naming them, and higtoric events as animal
formas or as operations of nature. . . . The beok of Daniel i3 not intended to teach us
higtory. It does not look forward from the sixtk century before Christ, but backward
from the gecond century before Chriat, It is a kind of story which the Jews called
Hageada, Ttisaimed at Antlochus Epiphanes, who, from his oecasionatl fits of melan-
choly, waa called Epimanes, or Antiochns the Mad.”
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Whatever may be our conclugion s to the suthorship of the hook of Daniel, we
must recognize in it an element of prediction which has been actually fulfilled. The
most radical interpreters do not place its date later thanr 163 B, €, Qur Lord seces in the
book clear reference to himself {Mat 25 : 84— “the Son of man, sitting &t ihe right hand of Powet,
and coming on the dleuda of heaven”; ¢f. Dan. 7: 13); and he repesta with emphasis certain pre-
dictions of the prophet which were yet unfulfilled (Mat. 24 ; 46— 'Whan ys ze0 the sbemination of
dosolation, whioh wes spoken of throngh Danicl the prophet™; of. Dep, 9:87;11:31; 12:41). The book of
Daniel must therefore be counted prefitable not only for its moral and spiritual 18s-
sons, but also for its astual predictions of Christ and of the universal trinmph of his king-
done { Dan. 2: 45 — *a gtone ant ant of the mountain withent hands" ). See on Daniel, Hastings' Bible
Dictlonary ; Farrar, in Expoeitor's Bibie. On the general gubject gee Annotated Para-
graph Bible, Introd. to Prophetical Books; Cairns, ots Present Stato of Christian Argu-
ment; from Prophecy, in Present Day Tracts, 5: to, 27; Edersheim, Prophecy and Hig-
tory ; Briggs, Messianic Prophecy; Bedford, Prophecy, its Nature and Evidence;
‘willis J. Beecher, the Prophet and the Promise; Qrr, Problem of the Q. T., 455~465.

Having thus removed the presumption eriginally existing against mir-
acles and prophecy, we may now consider the ordinary laws of evidence
and determine the rules to be followed in estimating the weight of the
Beripture testimony.

V. Prmorerzs or Hisroriosr, EVIDENOR APPLICABLE TO THE PROOF OF
A Drvine Brveration ( mainly derived from Greenleaf, Testimony of the
Evangelists, and from Starkie on Evidence ).

1. As fo documentary evidence,

(2) Documents apparently ancient, not bearing apon their face the
marks of forgery, and found in proper custody, are presumed to be genuine
until sufficient evidence is bronght to the contrary. The New Testament
documents, since they are found in the custody of the ehurch, their natural
and legitimato depository, must by this rule be presumed to be genuine,

The Christian docuthents were not found, like the Book of Mormon, in a cave, or
in the custody of angels, Martineau, Seat of Authority, 322—*The Mormon prophet,
who cannot tell God from devil close at hand, is well up with the history of both
worlds, and commisgioned to get ready the second promised land.” Washington Glad-
den, Who wrote the Bible 7—** An angel appeared to 8mith and told him where he would
find this book ; he went to the spot deslgnated sand found in a stone box g volume aix
inches thick, compoged of thin gold plates, elght inches by seven, held together by
three gold rings ; thease plates were covered with writing, in the * Reformed Egyptian
tongue”; with this book were the ' Urim.and Thummim’, a pair of supernatural spec-
tacles, by means of which he was able to read and translate this*Reformed Hgyptian'
language." Bagebeer, The Bible in Court, 118—'*If the ledger of a business firm haa
always heen received and regarded sa a ledper, {t8 value 18 not at all impeached if it 18
impossible to tell which partioular clerk kept this ledger. ... The epistle to the
Hebrews would be no legs valuable as evidence, if shown not to have been written by
Paul.,” Boee Btarkie on Evidence, 480 sg. ; Chalmers, Christlan Revelation, in Works, §:
147-171.

{&) Copies of ancient deeuments, made by those most interested in their
faithfulness, are presamed to correspond with the originals, even although
those originals no longer exist. Hince it was the chureh’s interest to have
faithful eopies, the burden of proof rests upon the objestor to the Christian
documents.

Upon the evidenos of & copy of ita own records, the originals having been lost, the
House of Lords declded a claim to the peerage; see Btarkie on Evidenoo, 51. Thoere is
0o manuscript of Bophocles earlier than tie tenth gentury, while at least two manu-

soripts of tha N. Oz‘gio back to the fourth oentury Frederick Goorge Kenyon, Hand-
book to Textual olsg of N. T.: “‘We vwb 0w koowledge of most of the great
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works of Greek and Latin Uterature— Fachylug, Sophocles, Thucydides, Horace,
Lucretiug, Tacitus, and many more—to manuscripts written from 900 to 1500 years
after thelr authors™ deaths; while of the N. T. we have two exoelient and approxi-
mately complete ooples at an interval of only 250 years, Agsin, of the classical writera
wo have as a rule only a few score of eopies { often less), of which one or two stand out
a8 decislveiy superior o ail the rest; but of the N. T. we have more than 3000 copics
( besides a very large number of versions), and many of these have dlgtinet and inde-
pendent value.” The mother of Tischendorf named him Lobgott, because her fear
that her babe wouid be bora blind had not come true. No man ever had keener aight
than he. He spent his life in deciphering old manuseripts which other eyes could not
read. The 8inaitic manuscoript which he discovered takes us back within three cen-
turieg of the time of the aposties.

(c) In determining matters of fact, after the lapse of considerable time,
documentary evidence is to be allowed greater weight than oral testimony.
Neither memory nor tradition can long be trusted to give absolutely correct
accounty of particular facts. The New Testament documents, therefore,
are of greater weight in evidence than tradition would be, even if only
thirty years had elapsed since the death of the aetors in the scenes they
relate.

Bee Btarkie on Evidetice, 51, 730. Tho Roman Catholie Chureh, in its legends of the
saintd, shows how quickly mere tradition can become corrupt. Abraham Lincoln was
aspassingtod in 1865, yet sermons preached to-day on the anniversary of his birth make
him out to be Tnitarign, Tniversalist, or Orthodox, according as the preacher himself
helieves.

2. Asto testimony in general,

{a) In questions a to matters of fact, the proper inquiry ig not whéther
it is possible that the testimony may be false, but whether there is sufficient
probability that it is true. Tt is unfair, therefore, o allow our exemination
of the Beripture witnesses to be prejudiced by suspicion, merely becanse
their story is a sacred one.

There must be no prejudice against, there must be open-mindedness to, truth ; there
must be 8 normal aspiration after the signa of communication from God. Telopathy,
forty days fasting, parthenogenesis, all these might once have geemed antecedently
incredible. Now we see that it would have been more rational to admit their exist-
enoce on pregentation of appropriate evidence,

(b} A proposition of fact is proved when its truth is established by com-
petent and satisfactory evidence. By competent evidence is meant such
evidenee ag the nature of the thing to be proved admits. By satisfactory
evidence iy meant that amount of proof which ordinarily satisfies an
nuprejudiced mind beyond a reasonable doubt. Seripture facts are there-
fore proved when they are established by that kind and degree of evidence
which would in the affairg of ordinary life satisfy the mind and conscience
of & common man. When we have this kind and degree of evidence it is
unreascnable to require more.

In matters of morals and religion competent evidenoe need not be mathematical or
oven logical. The majority of cased in critninal courts are decided upon evidence that
is cireumstantial. We do not determine cur choice of friends or of partoers in life by
gtrict processes of reasoning. The heart as well as the head must be permitted a voice,
and competent evidence includes ponsiderations arlsing from the moral needs of the
soul. The evidence, moreover, does not require to be demonstrative. Even a slight
balance of probability, when nothing more certain is attmna.ble, mey suffice t0 consti-
tute rational proof and to bind our morsl action,
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(¢) In the absence of cireumstances which generste suspicion, every
witness is to be presamed credible, until the contrary is shown ; the burden
of impeaching his testimony lying upon the objector. 'The prineiple which
leads men to give trne witness to facts is stronger than that which leads
them to give false witness, It is therefore unjust fo compel the Christian
to establish the crodibility of his witnesses before proceeding to adduce
their testimony, and it is equally unjust to allow the uncorroborated testi-
mony of a profane writer to cutweigh that of a Christian writer. Christian
witnesses should not be considered interested, and therefora untrustworthy ;
for they became Christians against their worldly interests, and because they
could not resist the foree of testimony. Varying accounts among them
should be estimated as we estimate the varying sceounts of profane writera.

John's account of Jegus differs from that of the synoptic gospels; but in a'very slmi-
la* manner, and probably for a very similar reason, Plato’s account of Socrates differs
from that of Xenophon. Each saw and described that side of hirsubleet which he was
by nature best fitted to comprehend, — compare the Venice of Canaletto with the Veaice
of Turner, the former the ploturs of an expert dranghtaman, the Iatter the yision of g
poet who seeg the palaces of the Doges glorified by air and migt and distanee, In Christ
there wag a “hiding of his power " {Hab, 3:4); * how amall & whisper do we hear of him 1" (Job 58:14); he,
rather than Shakespears, is * the myriad-minded" ; no one evangelist can be expected
to know or deseribe him except “in part" {1 Cer.13: 12). Frances Power Cobbe, Life, 2; 402
—* All of ps human beings resemble diamonds, in having several distinet facets to our
charaoters; and, A8 we always turn one of theso to éne person and another to another,
there is generally some fresh side to be sven in & particularly brilliant gem,” E,P.
Tenney, Coronation, 46 —* The secret and powerful fe he [ the hero of the story] was
leading was like certain solitary streams, deep, wide, and swift, which run unseen

" through vast and unfrequented forests, 8o wide and varied was thig man’s nature, that
whole courses of life might thrive in fts gecret places, —and hia neighbors might touch
him and know him only on that gide on which he was like them.”

(d) A slight amount of positive testimony, so long as itis uncontradisted,
outweighs a very great amount of testimony that is merely negative. The
gilence of a second witness, or his testimony that he did not see a certain
alleged ocourrence, cannot eounterbalance the positive testimony of a firat
witneas that he did see it. 'We should therefore estimate the silence of pro-
fane writers with regard to facts narrated in Seripture precisely as we should
eatimate it if the facts about which they are silent wers narrated by other
profane writers, instead of being narrated by the writers of Seripture.

Egyptian monuments make no mention of the destruction of Pharaoh and his army;
but trhen. Napoleon’s dispatches also make no mention of hig defeat at Trafalgar. At
the tomp of Napoleon in the Invalides of Parls, the walls are inscribed with names of
A multitude of places where his battles were fought, but Waterloo, the scene of his
great defeat, is not recorded there. So Sonnacherib, in all his monuments, doea not
refor to the destruotion of his army in the time of Hezekish, Napclaon gathered
450,000 men at Dreaden to invede Russia. At Moscow the soft-falling snow conquered
him. In one night 20,000 horses perished with cold. Not without reason at Moscow, on
the anniversary of the retreat of the French, the exultation of the prophet over the
fall of Sennacherib s read in the churches. James Robertson, Early History of Ierael,
38b, note —* Whately, in hiz Historie Doubts, draws attention to the fact that the
principal Parigian journal in 1814, on the very day on which the asilied avmies entered
Paris as congquerors, makes no mention of any such event, The battle of Poletiers in
782, whioh effectizally checked the gpread of Mohammedanism aeross Europe, is not
once referved to in the monastie annals of the period, 8Bir Thomas Browne lived
throngh the Civil Wars and the Commonwealth, yet there i8 no syllable in his writings
with regard to them. Bale gays that circumolalon is regarded by Mohammedans s an
ancient divine institution, the rite having been in use many years befors Mobamined,
yeti 1t is not 20 muoh as onee mentioned in the Koran.”
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Even thoungh we shonuid grant that Jogephus does not mention Jesus, we should have
g parallel in Thueydides, who never once mentions Boerates, the most important charac-
tor of the twenty years embraced In his history., Wieseler, however, in Jahrbuch £, 4,
Theologle, 23 ; 98, maintains the essential genuineness of the commonly rejected passage
with regard to.Jesus in Josephus, Antiq., 18: 8: 8, omitting, however, as interpolations,
the phrases : *if it be right to call hitn man'"; “this was the Christ'*; * he appeared
elive the third dsy according to prophecy '; for these, If genuine, would prove Josephus
a Christian, which he, by all ancient accounts, was not. Josephus lived from A.D. 84
to possibly 114, He does elsewhere spoak of Christ; for he records (20:9:1) that
Alhinus “ assembled the Sanhedrim of judges, and brought hefore them the hrother of
Jesup who was called Christ, whose name was Jamed, and some others . . . and dellvered
them to be stoned.” Bee Nlese's new edition of Josephus; also s monograph on thesub-
ject by Gustav Adolph Mitller, published at Innsbruck, 18%0. Rush Rheas, Life of Jesus
of Nazareth, 22 — * To mention Jesus more fully would have required some approval of
his life and teaching. This would have been a condemnation of his own people whom
he desired to commend to Gentile regard, and he seems to have taken the cowardly
couraa of silence concerning a matter more moteworthy, for that generation, than
mutch elge of which he wrltes very fully.”

(e) “ The credit dne to the testimony of witnesses depends upon: first,
their sbility ; secondly, their honesty ; thirdly, their namber and the con-
sistency of their testimony; fonrthly, the conformity of their festimony with
experience ; and fifthly, the coincidence of their testimony with sollateral
eircumstances.” We confidently submit the New Testament witnesses to
each and all of these tests,

See Btarkie on Evidence, 720,



CHAPTER IL

PORITIVE PROOFS THAT THE SCRIPTURES ARE A DIVINE
BEVELATION.

1. Tre Gexvmexess or TEE OERIsTIAN DootMeNnts, or proof that the
books of the Old and New Testaments were written ab the age to which they
are assigned and by the men or class of men to whom they are ascribed.

Our presant discussion comprises the firet part, and only the firat part, of the doctrine
of the Canon ( kawdv, & measuring-reed ; hence, a rule, 2 gtandard ), It is important to
observe that the determination of the Canocn, or list of the books of sacred Scripturs,
i8 not the work of the church a8 an organized body. We do not receive these books
upon the suthority of Fathers or Councils, 'We receive them, only a4 the Fathers ang
Councils received them, because we have evidence that they are the writings of the
men, or class of men, whose named they bear, and that they are also credible and
mspired, Ifthe previous epirtle alluded to in 1 kr. 6: 9 should be discovered and be uni-
veraally judged authentig, it conld be placed with Paul’s other letters and could form
part of thoe Canon, even though it has been logt for 1800 years. Bruce, Apologetics,
821 % Ahgtractly the Cancn is an open question. It can never be anything else on the
principles of Protestantism which forbid us to aceept the decisions of church counclls,
whother anclent or modern, as final, But practically the question of the Canon s
olosed.” The Wostininster Confession says that the authority of the word of God
* does not rest Upon historic evidence ; it does not rest upon the authority of Councils;
1t doea not rest upon the consent of the past or the excellence of the matter ; but it reata
upon the 8pirtt of God bearing witnesg to our heerts concerning its divine authority.”
Clarke, Christian Theology, 24—"*The value of the Scriptures to us doee not depend
upon our knowing whe wrote them. In the 0. T. half ite pages are of uncertain author.
ship, New dates meen new authorship. Criticism i8 a duty, for dates of authorship
give means of interpretation. The Scripturea have power because God is in them, and
because they describe the entrance of God into the life of man.”

faintine, Picciola, 782 —* Has not a feeble reed provided man with his first axrow, his
firat pen, hig first instrument of music?* Hugh Maemillan: ** The idea of siringed instru-
ments wasg first derived from the twang of the well strung bow, a8 the archer shot hig
arrows; thelyreand the harp which discourse the sweetest music of peace wersinvented
by those who first heard this inspiring sound in theexcitement of battle. Andsothereis
ne musie 8o delightful amid the jarring dizcord of the world, turning everything to
music and harmonizing earth and heaven, ag when the heart rises ot of the gloom of
anger and revenge, #nd converts its bow into a harp, and ginga to it the Lord's song of
infinite forgivenes.” George Adam 8mith, Mod. Criticlsm and Preaching of (. T., §—
“Tha church has never renounced her Hberty to revise the Canon. The liberty at the
beginning cannot be more than the Hberty thereafter. The Hely Spirit has not for-
saker the leaders of the ohurch. Apostolic writers nowhere define the imits of the
Canon, any move than Jesus did. Indeed, they employed extra-canonieal writings,
Christ and the speatles nowhere bound the chureh to believe all the teachings of the
0.T. Chrigt disoriminated, and forbids the literal interpretation of its contents. Many
of the apostollo interpretationa challenge our sense of timth, Much of their exegedis
was temporary and false. Their Judgment was that much in the 0, T, was rudimentary.
This openg the question of development in revelation, and justifies the attempt to Aix
the historic order. The N. T. criticiam of the (. 'T, gives the liberty of criticism, and the
noed, and the obligation of it. 0. T, criticlsm is not, ke Baur's of the N. T., the reault
of g priori Hegolian reasoning. From the time of Bamuel we have real history. The
prophets o not appeal to miracles. There ig wore goepel in the book of Jonah, when

10 s
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ft1s treated as n parable. The O. T. is a gradual ethical revelation of God. Few realize
that the church of Christ has a higher warrant for her Canon of the O, T\, than she has
for her Canon of the N, T, The O. T. was the result of criticism in the widest sense of
that word. But what the church thus once achieved, the church may at any time
revise.”

‘We regerve to g point somewhat later the proof of the credibility and the inspiration
of the Soriptures. We now show thelr genuineness, a8 we would show the genuinenesa
of other religious books, like the Koran, or of secular documents, ke Clearo’s Orations
agalngt Catiline, Genuineness, in the gense in which we use the term, doed not neces-
garily imply authenticity { 1. e., truthfulness and authority ); see Blunt, Dict, Doct, and
Higt, Theol,, art.: Authenticity. Documents may be genuine which ave written in
‘whole or in part by persons other than they whose names they bear, provided these
persons belong to the spame ¢lass. The Epistle to the Hebrews, though not written by
Paul, i genuine, hecaise it proceeds from one of the apoatolic class, Theaddition of Deut.
84, after Mosed' death, does not invalidate the genuinencss of the Pentatench ; nor weald
the theory of a later Isaiah, even if it wero establighed, disprove the genuineness of that
prophecy ; provided, in both cases, that the additions were rmade by men of the pro-
phetic clams, On the general snbject of the genuineneas of the Scripture documenta, aes
Alexander, McIlvaine, Chalmers, Dodge, and Peabody, on the Evidences of Christian-
ity ; also Archibald, The Bible Verifled,

1. Genuineness of the Books of the New Testament.

‘We do not need to adduce proof of theexistenee of the books of the New

Testament as far back as the third century, for we possess manuseripts of
them which are ab least fourteen hundred years old, and, since the third
century, references to them have been inwoven into all history and litera-
ture. We begin our proof, therefore, by showing that these documents not
only existed, but were genera.]ly acoepted as genuime, before the close of
the second century.
- Origen wasborn asearly a5186 A, D.; yet Tregelles tellaus that Origen’s works contaln
citations embracing two-thirds of the New Testament, Hatoh, Hibbert Leotures,
12—*The early vears of Chrigtianity were in some respects like the eaxrly years of our
lives. . . . Those early years ave the most important in our education. We learn
then, we hardly know how, through effort and struggle and innocent mistakes, to use
our eyes and ears, to mensure distance and direction, by a process which ascends by
unconsclous stepa to the certainty which we feel in our maturity. . . . It wasinsome
guch unconscloua way that the Christian thought of the early centuries graduslly
acquired the form which we find when it emerges 88 it were into the developed man-
hood-of the fourth century.”

A. Al the books of the New Testament, with the single exception of
2 Peter, wore not only received ag genuine, but were used in more or less
collected form, in the latter half of the second centnry, Thesa collections
of writings, so alowly transeribed and distributed, imply the long continued
previous existenee of the separate books, and forbid us to fix their on.gm
later than the fivat half of the second century.

(@) Tertullian (160-230) appeals to the *New Festament’ as made up of
the *Gospels’ and *Apostles.” He vouches for the genuineness of the four
gospels, the Acts, 1 Peter, I John, thirteen opistles of Prul, and the Apoca-
lypse ; in short, to twenty-one of the twenty-seven books of our Qanon.

Banday, Bampton Lectures for 1883, 3 contident that the firgt three gospels took their
present shape before the destruetion of Jerusulem. Yet he thinkg the flvgt and third
gospels of composite origin, and probably the second. Not later then 125 A. ID. the four
gospels of our Canon had gained s recognized and exceptional anthority, Andover
Professors, Divinity of Jesus Christ, 40 —* The oldest of our gospals was written about
the year 70. The earlier one, now lost, a great part of which is preserved in Luke and
Matthew, wag probably written a few years earlier.”
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{&) The Muratorizn Oanon in the West and the Peshito Version in the
East ( having a commmon date of about 160) in their catalogues of the New
Testament writings mutually complement each other's slight deficiencies,
and together witness fo the fact that at that time every book of our present
New Testament, with the exception of 2 Poter, was received as genuine.

Hovey, Manual of Christiat Theology, b0—* The fragment on the Canon, discovered
by Murator! fn 1788, was probably written about 170 A. D, in Greek, It heging with
the last worda of a sentence which must have referred to the Gospel of Mark, and pro-
ceeds tospeak of the Third Gogpel as written by Lulke the physician, who did not seethe
T.ord, axd then of the Fourth QGospel as written by John, a digciple of the Lord, at the
roqueat of his fallow disciples and his elders.” Bacon, N. T. Introduction, 50, glves the
Muratorian Canon in full ; 30 —* Theophilus of Antioch (181-190) is the first to cito a
guspel by name, quoting Joini:1 as from *John, one of those who were vessels of the
fpirit.” Omn the Muratcrian Canon, gee Tregelles, Muratorian Canon. On the Peshito
Verslon, see Schaff, Introd. t¢ Rev. Gk.-Eng, N, T., xxxvil; Bmith's Bible Dict., pp.
3388, Base. '

(e) The Cunon of Mareion (140), though rejecting all the gospels but
that of Liuke, and all the epistles but ten of Paul’s, shows, nevertheless,
that at that early day ¢ apostolic writingy were regarded as a complete
original rule of doctrine.” Even Msrcion, moreover, doeg not deny the
genuineness of those writings which for dootrinal reasons he rejocts.

Maroion, the Gnoetfe, was the epemy of all Judaism, and regarded the God of the
0. T. a8 a restricted divinity, entirely different from the God of the N.T. Marcion was
*{pso Paule paulinior ” —* plus loyal que le roi.”* He held that Christianity wes some-
thing entirely new, and that 1t stood 10 opposition to gll that went before it. His
Canon consfsted of two parta: the ** Gospel ” (Linke, with {ts text curtailed by omission
of the Hebraistic elements ) and the Apostolicon {the epistles of Panl). The epistle to
Diognetus by an unknown author, and the epistle of Barnabas, shared the view of
Marcion. The pame of the Deity was changed from Jehovsh to Father, Bon, and
Holy Ghost. If Marcion's view had prevailed, the Old Testament would have been lost
1o the Christian Church. God's revelation would have been deprived of it proof from
propheay, Development from the past, and divine conduct of Jewish history, would
have heen denled. But without the 0ld Teatament, ag H. W. Beecher maintained, the
New Testament would lack background ; our chief source of knowledge with regard
to God'd natural attributes of power, wisdom, and truth would be rémoved : the love
and meroy revealed in the New Testament wonld seem characteristics of a weak being,
who oould not enforee law or ingpire respact. A tree has as much breadth below ground
as there Is above; so the 0. T, roots of God's revelation are as extensive and necessary
a8 are ita N. T. trunk and branches and leaves. See Alien, Religious Progress, Bi;
‘Westcott, Higt, N, T. Canon, and art. : Canon, in 8mith’s Bible Dictionary, Also Reuss,
History of (anon ; Mitehell, Critical Handbook, part I

B. The Christian and Apostolic Fathers who lived in the first half of
the second century not only quote from thess books and allude to them,
but testify thet they were written by the mpostles themselves, We are
therefore compelled to refer their origin still further back, namely, to the
first contury, when the apostles lived,

(a} Irenmus (120-200) mentions and quotes the four gospels by name,
and among them the gospel according to John: ** Afterwards John, the
diseiple of the Lord, who also leaned upon his breast, he likewise published
& gospel, while he dwelt in Ephesus in Asia.” And Irenmns was the dis-
ciple and friend. of Polycarp { 80~166), who waa himself a peracnal acquain-

-tance of the Apoetle John. The testimony of Irencus is virtually the
evidence of Polycarp, the contemporary and friend of the Apostle, that each
of the gospels was written by the person whose name it bears,
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To this testimony it is objected that Irensuas says there are four gospels because
there are four quarters of the world and four living creatures in the cherubim. But
weo reply that Ivenmus is here stating, not his own reason for accepting four and
only four gospels, but what he conceives to be God's reason for ordaining that there
should be four. We are not warranted in supposing that he accepted the four gospels
on any other ground than that of testimony that they were the productions of apos-
tolio men.

Chrysostom, in a similar manner, compares the four gospels to a charfot and four:
When the King of Glory rides forth in it, he shall receive the triumphal acclamations
of gll peoples. 8o Jerome: God rides upon tho cherubim, and since there are four
cherubim, there must be four gospels. All this however 18 an early attempt at the
philosophy of religion, and not an attempt to demonstrate historieal fact. L. L. Palne,
Evoliution of Trinltarianisin, 819-5367, presents the radical view of the authorship of
the fourth gospel. He holds that John the apostle died A. D. M0, or soon after, and
that Trengeng confounded the two Johns whom Papias g0 clearly distingnished - Jobn
the Apostle and John the Elder. With Harnack, Paine supposes the goepel to bave
been written by John the Elder, a contemporary of Papies. But we reply that the tes-
timony of Irenseus impliea a long continued previous tradition, R. W. Dale, Living
Christ and Four Gogpels, 145 —* Religious veneration such as that with which Irenseus
regarded these booka i3 of slow growth. They must have held a great place in the
Church ag far back as the memory of living men extended.” Soee Hastings’' Bible Die-
tlonary, 2: 605,

(5) Justin Martyr {died 148) speaks of ‘memoirs (&moprpuovetpara) of
Jesus Christ,’ snd his quotations, though sometimes made from memory,
are evidently cited from our gospels.

To thie tostimony it 18 objected; (1) That Justin Martyr uses the term *memotra’
instead of ‘ gospels.’ We reply that he elsewhere uses the term *gospels” and identifies
the *memoira* with them: Apol, 1 :86—"Tho apostles, in the memolirs composed by
them, which are called gospels,” 4. e., not memoirs, hut gospels, was the proper title of
his written records. In writing hiz Apology to the heathen Emperors, Marous Aurelius
and Marcoas Antoninus, he chooses the term * memoirs’, or * memorabilis’, which Xenc-
phon hed used as the title of his account of Socrates, simply in order that he mayavoid
ecolegiastical exprossions unfamillar to hiy readers and may commend hiz writing to
1overs of cinssical lterature. Notice that Matthew must be added to John, to justify
Justin'a repeated gtatement that there were “ memoirs ¥ of our Lord “written by apos-
tles,” and that Mark and Luke must be added to justify his further statement that
these memoirs were compiled by * hiz apostles and those who followed them.” Analo-
gous to Justin's use of the word *memoirs® 18 hig mse of the term ‘SBunday’, instead of
fabbath : Apol. 1:67 —* On the day called Bunday, all who livein cities or in the country
gather together to one place, and the memoirs of the apostles or the writings of the
prophets arve read.” Here is the use of our gospels In publio worship, as of equal
authorlty with the 0. 'T. Scriptures; in fact, Justin constantly quotes the words and acts
of Jegqus' life from a written source, uaing the word ydypewrar, See Morison, Clom, on
Mai., ix ; Hemphill, Literature of Second Century, 234.

T'o Justin’s testimony 1t is objected : (2} Thatin quoting the words spoken from heg.
ven at the Bavior’s baptism, he makes them to be: ** My son, this day have I begotten
thee,” so quoting Palm 2: 7, and showing that he was ignorant of our present goapel,
Mat. 3:17, We reply that this was probably a slip of the memory, guite natural in
a day when the gospels cxlsted only In the cuombrous form of manuscript rolls. Justin
also refers to the Pentateuch for two facts which it doeanot contain ; but we shonid not
argue from this that he did not posssss our present Pentateuch. The plays of Terence
ara guoted by Cleero and Horace, and we require neither more nor earlier witnesses to
thelr genuineness, — yet Cicero and Horace wrote a hundred years after Terecce. It
s unfair to refuse gimilar evidence to the gospels. Justin bad a way of combining tnto
one the saylogs of the different ovangelista=-a hint which Tatian, hie pupll, probably
followed out in compoding his Diatessaron. On Justin Martyr’s testimony, see Erra
Abbot, Genninenesa of the Fourth Gospel, 40, note. B. W, Bacon, Imirod, to N. T.,
speaks of Juetin as * writing etrea 155 A. D.”

( o) Papias (80-164), whom Irenseus calls a *‘hearsr of John,’ testifies
that Matthew ‘¢ wrote in the Hebrew dialect the sacred orscles (-2 Adyw ;"
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and that * Mark, the interpreter of Peter, wrote after Peter, (forepov Iérpy )
[ or under Peter’s direction ], an unsystematic account {ob réfe)” of the
same events and discourses.

T'o this testdmony it is objectad: (13 That Papias could not have had our gospel of
Matthew, for the resson that this {8 Greek, We reply, ¢ithor with Bleek, that Paplas
erroneously supposed a Hebrew transiation of Matthew, which he possessed, to be the
orlginal; or with Weiss, that the original Matthew was in Hebrew, while cur present
Matthew is an enlarged version of the same, Palestine, ke modern Wales, was bilin-
gual; Matthew, like James, might write both Hebrew and Greek. While B, W. Bacon
glves to the writing of Papias a date so late a5 145-160 A. D., Lightfoot glves that of 130
A.D. At this latter date Papias could easily remember stories told him so fax back ag 80
A. D., by men whowere youths at the time when our Lord lived, died, yose and ascended,
The work of Papias had for ite title Acyiwy wkvpuaxiv £fiynas—* Expoeltion of Oracies
reinting to the Lord" = Commentarics on the Gospels, Two of thess gospels were
Matthew and Mark. The view of Welss mentioned above has been eriticlzed upon the
ground that the quotations from the O. T. in Jesus’ discourses in Matthew are all talken
from the Septuagint and not from the Hebrew, Westeott answers this oriticism by sug-
gesting that, in translating his Hebrew gospel into Greek, Matthew substituted for his
own oral version of Clivist’s discourses the version of thesealready existing in the oral
comamon gospel. There was & common oral basls of true teaching, the "deposit" —rip
rapadjeqy — committed to Timothy ¢L Tim, €: 20; 2 Tiwt. {: i 14), the same story told many
times and getting to be told in the same way. The narratives of Matthew, Mark and
Luke are independent versions of this apostolic testimony. Fivst came belief; sec-
ondly, oral teaching ; thirdly. written gospels. That the original goapel was in Ara-
maic seeme probable from the fact that the Orlental name for “iares, " zowdn, (Met. 13: 25
has been transliterated into Greek, {igéme. Morison, Com. on Mat,, thinks that Matthew
origingliy wrote in Hebrew a collection of Sayings of Jesus Christ, which the Nazarenes
and Ebionites added to, partly from tradition, and partly from translating his full gospel,
till the result was the so-calied Gospel of the Hebrews; but that Matthew wrote his
own gospel in Greek after he had written the Bayings in Hebrew. Profesgsor W, A,
ftevens thinks ihat Peplas probably alluzded to the original antograph which Matthew
wrote in Aramale, but which he afterwards enlarged and translated into Greek. Bes
Hempbill, Literature of the Second Century, 287.

To the testimony of Papias it is also objected: {2) That Mark is the most gystematio
of all evangelists, presenting events as & true annalist, in chronological order. Wo
reply that while, 8o Tar as chronological order 18 concerned, Mark is aystematio, 8o far
88 logical order is concerned he 18 the most unsystematic of the evangelipts, showing
little of the power of historical grouping which isso discernible in Matthew. Mat-
thew aimed to portray a life, rather than to record a chrenology. He groups Jesus'
teachings in chapters B, 8, and T; his miracles in chapters 8 and #; his directions to the
apostles in chapter 10 ; chapters 11 and 12 describe the growing opposition; chapter 13
meets this oppoasition with his parables; the remainder of the goapel describes our
Lord's preparation for his death, his progress to Jerusalem, the consummation of hia
work in the Crossand in the resurrection. Here s true system, a philosophical wrrange-
ment of material, compared with which the method of Mark is eminently unsystema-
tic. Mark is a Froissart, while Matthew hasthe spiritof J. R. Green. See Bleek, Introd.
to N, T\, 1: 108, 128; Welss, Life of Jegus, 1: 57-89.

(&) The Apostolic Fathers, — Clament of Rome { died 101 ), Ignatins of
Antiooh (martyred 115), and Polycarp (50-166),~~companions and friends
of the apostles, have left ua in their writings over one hundred quotations
from or allusions to the New Testament writings, snd among these every
book, except four minor epistles (2 Peter, Jude, 2 and 8 John) is repre-
sented.

Although these are single testimonles, wa mush remember that they are the tegti-
maonies of the chief men of the churches of thefr day, and that they express the opin-
jon of the churches themselves. * Like banners of & hidden army, or peaks of a
distant mountain range, they represent and are sustalned by compact, continuous

bodies helow.” In en article by P. W. Calkins, McClintock and Btrong's Encyclopeedia,
1: 316-317, guotations from the Apcstolic Fathers in great numbers arve put side by
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side with the New Testament passages from which they quote or to which they allude,
An examination of these quotations and alluslons convinces us that these Fathers
were in possession of all the prineipal books of our New Testament. See Ante-Nicene
Library of T. and 7. Clark ; Thayer, in Boston Lectures for 1871: 334 ; Nash, Kthics and
Revelation, 11— Ignatius says 6 Polycarp : ‘The times caill for thee, as the winds call
for the pilot.” Bo do the timee call for reverent, fearless schelarship in the church,”
8uch scholarship, we are persusded, hes already demonstrated the genuineness of the
N. T. dooumenta.

(¢) In the synoptic gospels, the omission of all mention of the fulfil-
ment of Christ’s prophecies with regard to the destruction of Jerusalem is
evidence that these gospels were written before the occurrence of that
event. In the Acts of the Apostles, universally attribnted to Linke, we have
an gllusion $o “the former treatise’, or the gospel by the same anthoy, which
must, therefore, have been written beforo the end of Paul’s first imprison-
ment at Rome, and probably with the help and sanetion of that apostle.

Aota 1 s £ — *The former treatise I made, O Theophiius, soncerning el that Jesus bagan both fo do and o teach,”
If the Acts wag written A, D. 63, two years after Paul's arrival at Rome, then  he for-
msr treatise,” the goapel aocording to Luke, can hardly be dated later than €0; and ginee

the destruction of Jerusalem took place in 70, Matthew and Mark must have published
their gospeis at least as early a8 the year 68, when multitudes of men were atill Hving

- who had been eye-witnesses of the events of Jesus’ life. Fisher, Nature and Method

ot Revelation, 180—** At any congiderably later date [than the capture of Jerusalem ]
the apparent conjunction of the fall of the city and the temple with the Parousia
would have heen avolded or explained. . . . Matthew, in its present form, appeared
after the beginning of the mortal gtruggle of the Romans with the Jews, or between
66and 70, Mark’'s gospel was still earlier. The language of the passages relative to the
Parcusia, in Luke, is consistent with the supposition thet be wrote after the fall of
Jerusalem, but not with the supposition that it was long after.” Bee Norton, Genu-
jneness of tho Gospels; Alford, Greek Testament, Prolegomena, &), 81, 36, 4547,

0. Itis to be presumed that this acceptance of the New Testament doc-
uments as genuine, on the part of the Fathers of the churches, was for
good and sufficient reasons, both internal and external, and this presump-
tion is corroborated by the following considerations :

(a) There is evidence that the early churches took every care to assure
themselves of the genuineness of these writings before they nccepted them.

Evidences of care are the following ;- Paul, in 2 Thess, 2: 2, urged the churches to use
care, “to the end that yo be not quickly sheken from your mind, ner yet be tronbled, either by spirit, or by word,
or by apistlons from ug " ; # Qor, 5: 8. *I wrots unto you in my epistle to have no company with fornicaters''; Gl
:16 — * when this epistle bath boen read among you, sause that it be read also in the ¢hwroh of the Landicsans; and
that ye also read the epistle frem Laodioss.” Melito 169}, Bishop of Bardis, who wrote o treatise on
the Revelation of John, went as far as Paleatine to ascertain on the spot the facts relat-
ing to the Cenon of the 0. T., and as a reguit of his investigations excluded the Apoc-
rypha. Ryle, Canon of O, T,, 208 —* Melito, the Bishop of Sardis, sent to a friend a list
of the O.T. Beriptures which he professed to have obtained from accurate inquiry,
while traveling in the Eagt, in Syria. Its contenis agree with thoge of the Hebrew
Canon, save In the omisgion of Esther.”” Scrapion, Bishop of Antioch (191-218, Abbot),
says: “ We reccive Peter and other apostles as Chrigt, but as skilful men we reject
those writings which are falsely ascribed to them.” Geo, H. Ferris, Baptist Congress,
1809 : 04 —*' Beraplon, after permitting the reading of the Gospel of Peter in public ser-
vices, finally decided against it, not because ho thought there could be no ifth gospel,
but because he thought it was not written by Peter.” Tortullian (160-280) gives an
pxumple of the deposition of a presbyterin Agia Minor for publishing a pretended work
of Paul; see Tertullian, De Baptismo, referred to by Godet on John, Introduction;
Lardner, Works, 2:304, 306 ; MoIlvaine, Evidences, 92,

{b) The style of the New Testament writings, and their complete cor-
respondence with all we know of the lands and times in which they profess



THE GENUINENESS OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCUMENTS. 151

to have been written, affords convineing proof that they belong to the
apostolia age. |

Notioe the mingling of Latin and Greek, as In owexovAdrwp (Nark 6:27) and xevrvpiov
{Mark 15:30) ; of Greck and Avameean, as in mpasial zpecced (Mark 6:40 ) and Bééivypa Tic
épmparens (Mat 24:15); this could hardly have occeurred after the firgt century. Comi-
pare the apachronisms of style and déseription in Thackerny’s * Henry Femond,”
which, inspite of the author's special studics and his determination to excluds all worda
and phrases thut had originated in his own century, was marred by historical exrors
that Mecanlay in his most remiss moments would hardly have made. James Rusgell
Lowell told Thackeray that “ different to” was not a century old. * Hang it, no("
replisd Thackeray. In view of this failure, on the part of an guthor of great literary
akiil, to construct A story purporting to be written & century before his time and that
could stend the test of historical criticism, we may well regard the suocess of our gos-
pels in standing such testa as a practical demonatration thasthey were written in, and
not after, the apostolio age. See Alexander, Christ and Christianity, 27-87; Blunt,
Soriptural Coincldences, 244-854.

{e} The genuinencss of the fonrth gospel is confirmed by the fact that
Tatisn ( 155-170 ), the Assyrian, a dieciple of Justin, repeatedly quoted it
without naming the author, and eomposed a Harmony of our four gospels
which he named the Diatessaron ; while Bagilides {(130) and Valentinus
(150 ), the Gnostics, both quote from it. J

The sceptical work entitied ** Supernatural Religion' said in 1874; ** No one asems to
bave geen Tatian’s Harmony, probably for the very simple reason that there was no
such work ' ; sud “There 18 no evidence whatover connecting Tatlan's Gospel with
those of our Canon.” In 1876, however, there was published in a Latin form in Venlce
the Commentary of Ephraem S8yrus on Tatian, and the commencement of 1t was: "In the
beginning wan the Werd " (Jobui:1). In 1888, the Diatessaron itself was published in Ronie in
the form of ap Arabic tranglation made in the eleventh century from the 8yrino., J.
Rendel Harrds, in Contemp. Rev., 1808 : 800 s4., aaya that the rocovery of Tatian's Diatos-
saron has indefinitely postponed the literary funeral of 8t, John, Advanced critics, he
intimates, are so called, because they run ahead of the facts they discuss. The gospels
muget have been well established in the Christian church when Tatian undertook to com-
bine them. Mrs. A, 8, Lewis, in 8, 8. Times, Jan, 28, 1804 - " The gospels wers trans-
lated into 8yriac before A. D. 160, 1t followa that the Greek document from which
they were tranalated was older still, and since the one inciudes the gospel of 8t. John,
80 did the other,” Hemphill, Literature of the Becond Century, 183-231, gives the birth
of Tatian about 120, and the date of his Diatessaronas 172 A. D.

The difference in style between the Revelation and the gospel of John is dne t; the
fact that the Revelation was written during John's exlle in Patmos, under Nero, in 67
or 88, soon after John had left Palestine and bed talken up his residence at Ephesus. He
had hitherto spoken Arameean, and Greek wag comparatively unfamitiar to him. The
gospel was written thirty years after, probably about 87, when Greek had become t0
him Hke a mother tongue. Bee Lightfooton Galatlang, 343, 347 per contra, see Milligan,
Revelation of 8t. John., Phrases and ideas which indicate a common anthorship of the
Bevelation and the gospel are the following: "ths Jemb of God,” “the Word of God," * the Trua ™'
a8 an epithet applied to Christ, “the Jaws " ag enemies of God, " manns,' *' him whom they pierced *';
gee Elliott, Hoxee Apocalyptice, 1: 4, 5. Tnthe fourth gospel we have duvds, in Apoc. éprior,
porhaps better to distinguish " the Lamb ™' from the diminutive rb dqpiov, “the bast” Com-
mon to both Goapel and KRev, are wowete, “to 4" [ the truthI; sepuwareiv, of moral con-
duct; aAgdwds, “geowine''; dupdv, wevdy, of the higher wants of the soul; exyeods dv,
woupalvesy, bByyecy; AlSO “ovarcome,' ‘testimony, ' Bridegeoom,’ ¢ Shepherd,' ‘ Watorof lifs! In the Reve-
lation thers are grammatical solocisme : nominative for penitive, 1: 4 — &b 8 S»; pomina-
tive for accusative, 7:9—clior .., . Bxhos woAdc; accusative for nominative, 20:3 —
 adw dpdeorra & dpu.  Bimiblarly we have in Bam, 12:5—rd 8 xad? «ls Instead of 16 83 kad” dva,

where rari hags 1ost its regimen — a frequent aolecism in later Greek writers; ses Godet
on John, 1; 208, 270, Emerson reminded Jones Very that the Holy Ghost surely writed
good grammar, The Apocalypeo seems to show that Emerson was wrong.

The anthor of the fourth gospel speaks of John in the third person, **and scorned to
blot it with & name.” But o does Cesar speak of himself in his Commentaries, Har-
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nack regards both the fourth gospel and the Revelation aa the work of John the Prea.
byter or Elder, the former wrltten not later than about 110 A, D.; the latter from 98 to
98, but being & revision of one or more underlying Jewish apocalypses. Vischer has
expounded this view of the Revelation ; and Porter holds substantially the sams, in his
article on the Book of Revelation in Hastings® Bible Dictionary, 4: 239-268, “ It is the
obvious advantage of the Vigcher-Harnack hypothesis that it places the original work
under Nero and {tarevised and Christianized edition under Domitlan.” (Sanday,Inspi-
ration, 371, 812, nevertheless diamiases this hypothesla as rafsing worse difAoulities than it
removed. He dates the Apocalypse hetween the death of Nero and the deatruction of
Jenmalem by Titus.) Martineaw, Seat of Awuthority, 227, presents the moral ohlections
to the apostolic authorship, and regards the Revelation, from chapter 4:1 to 22:5, as &
purely Jewish document of the date 86-70, supplemented and revised by a Christian,
and issued not eariler than 186: * How strange that we should ever bhave thought it
possible for a personal attendant upen the minigtry of Jesus to write or edit & book
mixing up fierce Messianic conflicts, in which, with the sword, the gory garment,
the blasting flame, the rod of iron, as his emblems, he leada the war-march, and
treads the winepress of the wrath of God until the deluge of hlood rises to the horses'
bits, with the speculative Christology of the gecond century, without a memory of his
life, a feature of his look, a word from his voice, or a glance back at the hilisides of
Galilee, the eourts of Jerusalem, the road to Bethany, on which his image mugt be for-
ever geen !

The force of this statement, however, is greatly broken if we constder that the apos-
tle Jobn, in hig earlier days, was one of the "Boanerges, Which is, Bons of thunder " (Mark 3 :17),
bt became In his later years the apostle of love: 1Jokn 4:7—" Baloved, let us lovs ous ansther.
for lovo is of God,” The likeness of the fourth gospel to the epistle, which latter was
undoubtedly the work of John the apostle, indicates the same authorship for the gos-
pel. Thayer remarks that * thediscovery of the goapel according to Peter sweepaaway
half a century of discussion. Brief as is the recovered fragment, it attests indubitably
all four of our canonical books.” Riddle, in Popular Com., 1:26—"If & forger wrote
the fourth goapel, then Beelsebub has been casting gut devils for these eightesn hun-
dred years.”? On the genulnenesg of the fourth gospel, ses Bleek, Introd, to N, T., 1:
250; Fisher, Esgays on Supernat. Origin of Christinnity, 33, also Begiuninga of Chrig-
tianity, 820-362, and Grounds of Theistic and Christian Detief, 245-800; Sanday, Author-
ghip of the Fourth Gospel, Gospels in the Second (entury, and Criticism of the Fourth
Gospel ; Bzra Abbott, Gennineness of the Fourth Gospel, 62, 80-87 ; Row, Bampton Leo-
tures on Christian Evidences, 249-2687; Hritish Quarterly, Oct. 18732 : 216 ; Godet, in Preg-
ent Day ‘Tracta, b: no. 25; Westcott, in Bib. Com. on John's Gospel, Tntrod., xxviil-
xxxi1; Watking, Bempton Lectures for 1830; W. L, Ferguson, in Bib. Sac., 1600 : 1-27,

(&) The epistle to the Hebrews appoars to have been aceepted during
the first centory after it was written (so Clement of Rome, Justin Martyr,
and the Peshito Versfon witness). Then for two centuries, especially in
the Romen and North African churches, and probably because its internal
characteristics were inconsistent with the tradition of s Pauline authorship,
its genuineness was doubted {so Tertullian, Oyprian, Trensus, Muratorisn
Canon). At the end of the fourth century, Jeroms examined the evidenee
and decided in its favor; Augustine did the same; the third Council of
Qarthage formally recognized it {397} ; from that time the Latin churches
united with the East in receiving it, and thus the doubt was finally and
forever removed. '

The Epistlo to the Hebrews, the style of which is so unlike that of the Apostle Paul,
was possibly written by Apollos, who was an Alexandrian Jew, “alearied man™ and
' mighty in the Soriptures" {4inis 18:24); but it may notwithstanding have been written at the
suggestion and under the direction of Pairl, and 50 be essenttally Pauline. A. .
Kendriok, in American Commentary on Hebrews, points out that while the atyle of
Paul 1s prevailingly dialectio, and only in rapt moments becomea rhetorical or poetic,
the style of the Epiatle to the Hehrews is prevallingly rhetorical, is free from ana-
coloutha, and is alwiys dominated by emotion. He holds that these characteristics
point to Apollos ad itg author. Contrast also Pauls method of gquoting the Q, T,: "it
inwritben” (Rom. 11 : 8; 1 Cor. 1: 3f; Gal. 3:10) with that of the Hebrows: “besaith" (8.5 13), “bs
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iathsald” [4:4). Panl quotes the 0. T. fifty or sixty tlmes, but never in this latter way.
Heb, # : 3—"which having at the first been, epoken by the Lord, was cozfirmad wnte ua hy them thet beard " — shows
that the wiiter did not receive the gospel at first hand. Luther and Calvin rightly saw
in this & decisive proof that Paul was mot the author, for he always insisted on the
primary and independent character of his gospel, Harnack formerly thought the
eplstle written by Barnabas to Christiong at Rome, A. D. 81-98. More recently how-
ever he attributes it to Prisoilla, the wife of Aquila, or to their joiat authorship. The
majesty of its diotion, however, seems unfavorable to this view. William T. C. Hanna:
“The words of the author ... are marshalled grandly, and move with the tread
of an army, or with the ewell of a tidal wave'' ; see Franklin Johnson, Quotationg in
N. T. from 0. T., xili. - Plumptre, Introd. to N. T., 37, and in Expositor, Vol. I, regards
the author of this epistie a3 the same with that of the Apocryphal Wisdom of Bolomon,
the latter being composed before, the former after, the writer's conversion to Chris-
tinnity. Perhaps our safest conclusion fs that of Origen: *God conly konows who
wrote it Harnack however remarks: * The time in which our ancisnt Chrisiian
literature, the N, T. included, was considered as a web of delusiongand faisifications,
is pagt. The oldeet literature of the church i, in its main points, and in most of ita
details, true end trustworthy.” See articles on Hebrews, in Smith’s and in Haatings"
Bible Dictionaries.

() Asto 2 Peter, Jude, and 2 and 3 John, the epistles most frequently
held to be spurious, we may eay that, although we have no conclusive
externgl evidenecs earlier than A. D. 160, and in the cnse of 2 Peter none
earlier than A. D. 230-250, we may fairly urge in favor of their genuine-
ness not only their internal charancteristios of literary style and moral value,
but alzo the general acceptance of them all ginge the third century ss the
actual productions of the men or class of men whose names they bear.

Firmilianus {250 ), Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocis, 1a the first clear witness to 2 Peter.
Origen (230) names it, but, in naming it, admits that ite genulneness is guestioned.
The Council of Laodicea (872) first received it into the Canon, With thig very gradual
recognition and acceptance of 2 Peter, compare the loss of the later works of Aristotle
for & hundred and 8fiy years after bis death, and thejr recognition as genuine so soon
a8 they were recovered from the cellar of the family of Neleus in Adini DeWette's
first publication of certain letters of Luther after the lapse of three hundred years,
yet without occasioning doubt as to their genuineness; or the concealment of Milton’s
Treatise on Christian Dooirine, among the lumber of the State Paper Office in London,
from 1877 to 1823 ; see Mair, Chrigtian Evidences, 85, Sir Willlam Hamilton complained
that there were treatises of Cudworth, Berkeley and Collier, still lying unpublished
and even unknown to their editors, biographers and fellow metaphysicians, but yet of
the highest interest and importance ; see Mansel, Letters, Lectures and Reviews, 8815
Archibald, The Bible Verified, 7. 2 Feter was probably sent from the East shortly
before Peter's martyrdom ; distance and persecution may have prevented ifa rapid
ciroulation in other countries. Bageheer, The Bible in Court, 114—'*A ledger may
have been lost, or its authenticlty for a long time doubted, but when once it 1 dis-
covered and proved, it 1 ag trustworihy as any other part of the res gestee.” 8ee
Plumptre, Eplatles of Peter, Introd., 73-81; Alford on 2 Peter, 4: Prolegomenas, 157;
‘Westcott, on Canon, in Smith’s Bib. Dict., 1: 310, 878; Blunt, Dict. Doct. and Hist,
Theol., art. : Canon.

It i8 urged by those who doubt the genulneness of 2 Peter that the epistle speaks
of “yeur apostles” (3:2), Just as Jude 17 spealts of “{he apogiles” s if the writer did not
number himself among them. But 2 Petor begina with ' Simon Pster, 8 sorvant and aposile of Jasuz
thrist,'* and Jude, " brotkar of James " (verse 1} was a brother of our Lord, but not an apostle,
Hovey, Introd. to N. T., xxx1—" The earliest passage manifestly based upon 2 Peter
appears to be io the sp-called Second Epistle of the Roman Clement, 16 : 3, which
however I3 now understood to be a Christian homily from the middle of the second
century.” Origen (horn 136) testifies that Poter left one epistle, “and perhaps a
second, for that ig disputed,” He also says: *“John wrote the Apocalypse, and an
epigtle of very few lines; and, it may be, a seoond and a third; since all do not admit
them to be genuine.” He guotes alzo from James and from Jude, adding that their
eanoniclty was doubted.
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Harnack regurds 1 Peter, 2 Peter, James, and Jude, as written respectively abous
160, 170, 130, and 130, but not by the men to whom they are aseribed — the ascriptiona to
these anthors being later additions. Hort remarks: * It I were agked, I should say that
the balance of the argument was againgt 2 Peter, but the moment T had done so I
should begin to think I might be in the wrong.” Sanday, Oracles of God, 73 note,
considers the arguments in favor of 2 Peter uncouvineing, but also the arguments
againat. He cannot get beyond a nor liquet. Ho refers to Salmon, Introd. to N. T,
529-589, ed. 4, a3 expressing hig own view. But the later concluslons of Sanday are
more radical. In his Bampton Lectures on Inspiration, 848, 899, he says: 2 Peter **ia
probably at least to this extent a counterfeit, that it appears under a name which is
not that of its true author.”

Chase, in Hastings' Bib. Dict., 3 : 806-817, says that * the first plece of cerfain evidence
as to 2 Peter 18 the passage from Origen quoted by Eusebius, though it haxdly admits
of doubt that the Epistle was known to Clement of Alexandria. . . . We fitd no trace
of the epistle in the period when the tradition of apoatolic days was still living, . . . It
was not the work of the apostle but of the second century .. . put forward without
any sinlster motive . , . the personation of the apostls an obvioualiterary device rather
than a religlous or controversial fraud. The adoption of such g verdict can canse per-
plexity only when the Lord’s promise of guidance to his Church 18 regarded as a charter
of infallbillty.” Agsinst this verdict we would urge the dignity and spiritual value
of 2 Paeter —internal evidence which in our judgment causes the balance io incline in
favor of ii8 apostolic authorship.

(f) TUpon no other hypothesis than that of their genuineness can the
general acceptance of these four minor epistles sinee the third century, and
of all the cther books of the New Testement since the middle of thesecond
centary, be satisfactorily accounted for. If they had besn mere collections
of floating legends, they could not have secured wide cireulation aa sacred
books for which Christisns must answer with their blood. If they had been
forgeries, the churches at large could neither have been deceived as to
their previous non-existence, nor have been induced unanimously to pre-
tend that thay were ancient snd genuine, Inasmuch, however, ss other
acoounts of their origin, inconsistent with their genuineness, are now car-
rent, we proceed to ezamine more at length the most important of these

opposing views,

The genuineness of the New Testament as a whole would still be demonstrable,
even if doubt should still attach to one or two of 1ts books. It does not matter that
2nd Alcoibiades was not written by Plato, or Pericles by Shakespeare. The Councit of
CUarthage in 897 gave a place in the Cunon to the @, T. Apocrypha, but the Reformers
tore it out. Zwingll endd of the Rovelution : *' It 18 not a Biblical book,” and Luther
spoke slightingly of the Epistle of James, The judgment of Christendom aih large is
more trustworthy than the private impressions of any single Christian scholar. To
hold the books of the N.T. to be written in tho scoond century by other than those
whose names they bear s to hold, not simply to forgery, but to a8 conspiracy of for-
gery. There must have been several forgers at work, and, since thelr writings wonder-
full¥ agree, there must have been collusion among them. Yet these able men have
been forgotten, while the names of far feebler writers of the second century have
been preserved. .

G, ¥, Wright, Scientific Aspects of Christian Evidences, 843 —* In ofivil law there are
statutes of limitations' which provide that the general acknowledgment of a pur-
ported fact for a certain period shall be considered as eonolusive evidence of it, If,
for sxample, & man hes remained in endisturbed possession of land for a oertain num-
ber of years, it is prosumed that he has a valid claim to it, and no one 18 allowed to
dispuie his clalm.” Mair, Evidences, 99—* We probahly bave not a tenth part of the
evidence upon which the early churches accepted the N. F. books as the gemuine pro-
ductions of thefr authors. 'We have only their verdict.’” Wynne, in Literature of the
Becond Century, 66— Those who gave up the Seriptures were looked on by their fel.
low Christians ag ‘traditores,” traitorg, who had basely yielded up what they ought to
have treasured as dearer thano life. But all their books were not equally sacred. Some
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were essential, and some were non-ossential to the faith, Henoe arose the distinetion
between canonical and non-canonical. The general consclousness of Christians grew
into a digtinet registration.” Such registration is entitled to the highest respect, and
lays the burden of proof upon the objector. Bee Alexander, Christ and Christianity,
Introduction; Hovey, General Introduction to American Commentary on N. T.

D. Rationalietic Theories a8 to the origin of the gospels. These are
atternpta to eliminate the miraculous element from the New Testament
records, and to reconstruct the sacred history upon prineiples of naturalism.

Agoinst them we vrge the general objection that they are unscientifio in
their principle and method. To set ouf in an examination of the New Tes-
tament documents with the assumption fhat all history is a mere natural
development, and that miracles are therefore impossible, is to make history
a matter, not of testimony, but of @ priord speenlation. It indeed renders
any history of Christ and his apostles impossible, since the witnesses whose
testimony with regard to miracles is diseredited cen no longer be con-
gidered worthy of credence in their aecount of Christ’s life or doctrine.

In Germany, half a cenbury 820, *a man wes famous eeording a8 ha had Fifted up axes upon the thick
treea" (B, 74: §, 4. V), Just a8 among the American Indians he was not counted a man who
could not ghow hisscalps. 'The critfos fortunately scalped each other ; see Tyler, Theol-
ogy of Greek Poets, 78—on Homer. Nicoll, The Church’s One Foundation, 16 —* Like
the mummers of old, sceptical critics send one befors them with a broom to sweep the
stage clear of everything for their drama. If we agsutne at the threshold of the gos.
pel gtudy that everything of the nature of miracle is imposaible, then the specific quea-
tions are decided before the criticiam begins to operate in earnest,” Matthew Arnocld;
* Our popular religion at pregent concelves the birth, minlstry and death of Christ as
altogether ateeped in prodigy, brimful of miracte,—and miracles do not happen,” Thig
presuppoeltion influences the investigations of Kuenen, and of A. E, Abbott, In hig
article on the Gospels in the Encye. Britannica. We glve special attention to four of
the theories based upon this assumption.

1st. The Myth-theory of Strauss (1808-1874).

Aceording to this view, the gospels are crystallizations into story of Mes-
ginnie ideas which had for several generations filled the minds of imagina-
tive men in Palestine. The myth is a nerrative in which such idess are
unconscionsly clothed, and from which the element of intentional and
deliberate deception is absent.

This early view of Straugs, which has become Identified with his name, was exchanged
In late years for & more adveanced view which extended the meaning of the word
‘myths " 80 88 to include all narratives that spring out of a theological ides, and it
admitted the existence of ® plous frands’ in the gospels. Baur, he saya, first convinced
him that the muthor of the fourth gospel had * not unfrequently composed mere
fablea, knowing them to be mere fictions.” The animating spirit of both the old view
and the new s the same. Strauss says: ** We know with certainty what Jeaus was nof,
and what he has nol done, namely, nothing superhuman and supernatural.” * No gos-
pel can claim that degree of historic credibility that would be reguired in order to make
13 debase our reason to the point of belleving miracles.” He calls the resarrection of
Christ ** aln weltgeschichilicher Humbug.” *“If the gospels are really historical doc-
uments, we cannot excalude miracle from the life-story of Jesus ;" see Strauss, Life of
Jesus, 173 New Life of Jesus, 1: preface, xil, Vatke, Einleitung in A. T,, 210, 211, dis-
tinguishes the myth from the saga or legend : The criterion of the pure myth 15 that
the experlence 1s impossible, while the sage I8 a tradition of remote antiquity; the
myth hag in it the element only of belief, the aaga has in it an element of history.
Sabatier, Philoa. Religion, 37" A myth ig false in appearance only. The divine Bpirit
oen avail himeelf of the fietions of poetry as well as of logleal réeasonings. When the
heart was pure, tho vells of fable alwaya allowed theo face of truth to shine through,
And does not childhood run on into maturity and oid age?*
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It is very certain that childlike love of truth was not the animating epirlt of Strause.
On the contrary, his spirit was that of romoraeless eriticism and of uncompremising hos-
tlity to the gupernatural. It has been well sald that he gathered up all the previous
obiections of sceptios to the gospel narrative and hurled them in one mses, just as
if some Badduces at the time of Jesus' trial had put all the taunta and gibes, all the buf-
fetings and insuits, all the shame and spitting, into one blow delivered atraight into
the face of the Redeemer. An octogenarian and saintly German lady gaid unsuspect-
ingly that * somehow she never could get intorested ' in Strauss’s Leben Jegu, which her
Sceptical son had given her for religious reading, The work was slmost aliogether
destructive, only the last chapter suggesting Strauss’s own view of what Jesos waa,

If Luther's dictum 18 true that *the heart is the best theologian,” Strauss must be
regarded as destitute of the main qualification for his task. Enecye. Britannica, 23:
592—* Strauss's mind wags alinost exclusively analytical and critical, without depth of
religioue feeling, or philosophical ponetration, or historical sympathy. His work was
rarely constructive, and, save when he was dealing with a kindred spirdt, he fafled as s
historian, biographer, and eritic, strikingly iliustrating Goethe’s profoundty troe prin-
eiple that loving sympathy is essential for productive criticism,” Pfleiderer, Strauss's
Life of Jesus, xix —* Strauss showed that the church formed the mythical traditions
ahout Jegus out of its faith in him ag the Messigh; but he did not show how the church
came by the faith that Jesus of Nazarcth was the Messiah,”” See Carpenter, Mental
Physlology, 802; Grote, Plato, 1: 249,

‘We object to the Myth-theory of Strauss, that

{a) The time between the death of Christ and the publieation of the
gospels was far too short for the growth and consolidation of such mythi-
cal historien, Myths, on the contrary, as the Indian, Greek, Roman and
Scandinavian instances bear witness, ave the slow growth of centuries,

(&) The first centnry was not & century when guch formation of ryths
was possible. Instead of being a credulous and imaginative age, it was an
age of historical inquiry and of Sadduceeism in watters of religion.

Hornce, in Odeg 1: B4 and 3: 8, denounces the neglect and squalor of the heathen
temples, and Juvcnal, Satire 2 : 160, says that ** Esgo aliquid manes et subterranca
regna Neo pueri credunt.” Arnold of Rughy: “The idea of men writing mythic his.
tories between the times of Livy and of Tacitus, and of 8t, Paul mistaking them for real-
itieg 1" Pilate’s sceptical inquiry, “ What is truth 7" (John 18 : 38 ), better represented the age,
“The mythical age Is past when an idea is prescnted abatractly —apart from narra-
tive,” The Jewish seet of the Badducees shows that the rationalistic spirit was not
confined to Greeks or Romans. The question of John the Baptist, ¥at. 11: 3 — “Art thou he
Lhat cometh, or look we for another 7™ and our Lord's auswer, Nat. 11:4, 5— “Go and tell John the thing
whish yo hear and aes: the blind raceive their sight . . . the dead aroraised ip," show that the Jews expected
rmiracies to be wrought by the Messiah; yet John £0: 44 — “John indeed did ra sign "' ehows also
no jrregistible inclination to Invest popular teachers with miraculouy powers; see
E. G. Robinson, Christian Evidences, 225 Westeott, Com. on John 10: 41; Rogers, Super-
human Origin of the Bible, 613 Cox, Miracles, 50.

(¢) The gospels eannot be & mythical outgrowth of Jewish idens and
expectations, because, in their main features, they run directly counter to
these ideas and expectations. The sullen and cxelusive nationalism of the
Jews could not have given rise to a gospel for all nations, nor ¢ould their
expectations of a temporal monarch have led to the story of & suffering
Messizh,

The O.'T. Apocrypha shows how narrow was the outlook of the Jews, % Esdrass:
5b, b8 maye the Almighty haa made the world * for our sakes®'; other peoples, though
they * also come from Adam,” to the Eternai * are nothing, but be like unto spittle.”
The whole multitude of them are only, before him, “like a single foul drop that cozes
out of a cask ** (C. Gelkie, in B. B. Times). Christ’s kingdom differed from that which

the Jows expected, both in ita spirtfualify and it8 undversolity (Bruce, Apolegetics,
8). There wag no misaionary impulsc in the heathen world; on the other hand,
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it was blasphemy for an anelent tribesman to make known his god to an outsider
( Nash, Fithics and Revelation, 108), 'The Apooryphal gospels show what sort of myths
the N. T, age would have elaborated : Out of a demoniac young womsan Satan is sald
to depart in the form of a young man ( Bernard, in Literature of the Becond Century,
90-156).

(d) The belief and propagation of such myths are inconsistent with
what we know of the sober charmaters and. se]f—aacnﬁcmg lives of the

apostles,

(e) The mythical theory cannot sceount for the acceptance of the
gospels among the Gentiles, who had none of the Jewish ideas and expec-
tations.

(/) Itcannot explain Christianity itself, with its belief in Christ's eruei-
fixion and resurrection, and the ordinances which eommemorate these facta,

(@) Witness Thomas’s doubting, and Paul’s shipwrecks and ecourgings. Cf.2Pt 1
18 —oi yap recodioruivot pidors dfaroroviresrec=""we have not been on the false track
of myths artificially elaboraied.” See F. W, Farvar, Witnees of History to Christ, 40-88.
{¢) Bee the two books entitled: If the Gospel Narratives are Mythical,— What Then #
and, But How,—if the Gospels are Historle? (f) As the existence of the American
Republie i proot that there was onee g Revolutionary War, so the existence of
Chrigtianity is proof of the death of Christ. The change from the geventh day to the
first, in Babbath obeervance, coald never have come ghout in a nation 80 Sabbatarian,
had not the first day been the eelebration of an actual resurrection. Like the Jewish
Pzsaover and our own Independence Day, Baptism and the Lurd’s Bupper cannot be
sooounted for, except a8 monuments and remembrances of historical facts at the
beginning of the Chrigtian church, See Mulr, on the Lord's Supper an abiding Witness
to the Death of Chrigt, in Present Day Tracts, 6t no, 88, On Sirauss and his theory, sso
Hackett, In Christian Rev., 48 ; Weiss, Life of Jesus, 155-188; Chrigtlieh, Mod. Donbtand
Christ. Bellef, 370-425 ; Maclear, in Strivings for the Faith, 1-136; H. B. Bmith, in Falth
and Philosophy, £42~468; Bayne, Review of Strauss's New Life, in Theol. Eclectio, 41 14;
Row, in Lectures on Modern Scepticism, 805-360; Bibliotheca Sacra, Ooct. 1871 art. by
Prof, W. A, Btevens; Burgess, Antiquity and Unity of Man, 283, 264; Curtis on Inepi.
ration, 62-87; Alexander, Christ and Christianity, 22-126; A. P. Psabody, in Smith’y
Bible Dict., 2: 954958,

2nd. The Tendency-theory of Banr (1792-1360).

This meintaina §hat the gospels originated in the middle of the second
century, and were written under assumed names as a means of reconciling
opposing Jewish and Clentile fendencies in the church. *‘These great
national tendencies find their sstisfaction, not in events corresponding to
them, but in the elaboration of conscious fictions.”

Baur dates the fourth gospel at 160-170 A. D.; Matthew at 130; Luke at 160; Mark at
150-160, PBaurneverinquires who Christ was, He turns his attention from the faots to
the doonments. If the documents be proved unhistorioal, there 1s no neod of sxamin-
ing the facts, for there are no facts to examine. He indicates the presupposition of his
investigations, when he saya: “The principal argument for the later origin of the
gospels must forever remaln this, that separately, and still more when teken together,
they givean account of the life of Jesus whichinvolves imposeibilities * =1, ., miracles,
He would therefore remove thelr apthorship far enough from Jesus' time to permit
regarding the miracles s inventions., Baur holds that in Christ were united the uni-
versalistia spirit of the new religion, and the particularistio form of the Jawish Messi.
anfo idea; soms of his disciples laid emphasis on the one, eome on the other; honce
first confliol, but finally reconcilation ; see statement of the Tlibingen theory and of
the way in which Baur wag led to it, in Bruce. Apologetion, 360. E. G. Robinson inter-
preta Bauras follows: * Paul== Protestant ; Peter=sacramentarian ; Jamoes= ethical;
Paul + Peter 4 James =~ Christianity. Frotestant preaching shontd dwell more on the
ethical -~ cases of comeclence —and less on mers AGCtriDs, sych as regeneravion and
Justifeatitn.
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Baur was a stranger to the needs of hia own goul, and &80 to the real character of the
gospel. One of his friends and advisers wrote, after hig death, in terms that were
meant to be laundatory : * Hig wasa completely objective nature. No trace of personal
needs or gtruggles i discernible in connection with his investigations of Christianity.”
The estimate of posterity i3 probably expressed in the judgment with regard to the
Tikingen school by Harnack: * The possible ploture it sketched was not the real, and
the key with whioch it attempted to solve all problems did not suffice for the most
gimple, . , . The Tlibingen views bave indeed been eompelled to undergo very iarge
modifications. As vegards the development of the chureh in the second century, it
muy safely be said that the hypotheses of the T{lbizgen school have proved them-
selves everywhere inadequate, very erroneouns, and are to-day held by only & very few
scholars.” fee Baur, Die kanonlechen Evangelien ; Canonical Gospels ( Eng. transl. ),
630 ; Supernatural Religion, 1 : 212444 ard vol. 2 : Pleiderer, Hibbert Lectures for 1885,
For acoounta of Baur’s position, see Herzog, Encyclophdie, art. : Baur; Clarke's transi.
of Hase'd Life of Jesus, 34-38 ; Farrar, Critical History of Free Thought, 227, 8.

We object to the Tendency-theory of Baur, that

{a¢) The destructive criticism $o which it subjects the gospels, if applied
to seoular documents, would deprive us of any cerfain knowledge of the
past, and render all history impossible.

The agsumption of artifice is itself unfavorable to a candid examination of the docu-
ments. A perverse scuteness can desery evidences of & hidden anitmus in the most
simple and Ingenuous literary producticns. Instance the philosophical Interpretation
of *Jack and Jill."

(&) The antagonistic doctrinal tendencies which it professes to find in
the several gospels are more satisfactorily explained as varied but consistent
aspects of the one system of truth held by all the apostles, .

Baur exaggerates the dootrinal and official differences between the leading apostles.
Poter was not simply a Judalzing Christian, but was the first preacher to the Gentiles,
and his doctrine appears to have been subsequently influenced to a considerable extent
by Paul's (sce Plumptre on 1 Pet.,, 65-60). Paul was not an exclusively Hellenizing
Christian, but invariably addressed the goapel to the Jews before he turned to the Gen-
tiles. The evangelists give pictures of Jesus from different polnts of view. Asthe
Parisian seuiptor congtruocts his bust with the aid of a dozen photographs of hissubject,
all taken from differont polnts of view, 8o from the four portraits furnished us by
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John we are to construot the solid and symmetrical lfe of
Chrigt. The decper reality which makes reconciliation of the different views possible
ig the actual historical Christ. Marcus Dods, Expositor’s Greek Testament, 1: 675—
*They are not two Chrigts, but cne, which the four Gospels depiot: diverse as the
profile and front frce, but one another’s complement rather than contradietion.”

Godet, Introd. te Goapel Collection, 272 — Matthew showa the greatness of Jesus—
his fulllength portralt; Mark his indefatigable activity; Luke his beneficent com-
passion ; John hig essential divinity, Matthew first wrote Aramsean Logia, ‘This was
translated into Greek and completed by a narrative of the ministry of Jesus for the
Greek churches founded by Paul. This transiation was not made by Matthow and did
not make use of Mark (219-234 ). E.D. Burton : Matthew w fulfllinent of past prophecy ;
Mark = manifestation of present power. Maitbew ia argument from prophecy ; Mark
is argument from miracle. Matthew, a8 prophecy, made most impression on Jewigh
readers; Mark, as power, was best adapted to Gentiles. Prof. Burton holds Mark tobe
pased upon oxal tradition alone; Matthew upon his Logia (his real earlier Gogpel ) and
other fragmentary notes; while Luke has & fuller origin in manuscripts and in Mark,
Soe Aids to the Study of German Theolegy, 148-156; F. W. Farrar, Witness of History

to Chrigt, 81, .

(e) Ttis incredible that productions of such literary power and lofty
religions teaching as the gospels shonld heve sprung up in the middle of
the second century, or that, so springing up, they shonld have been pub-
lished under assumed names snd for covert ends.
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The general character of the Hterature of the gecond century is illustrated by Ipna-
tiug’s fanatical desire for martyrdom, the value aseribed by Hermas to ascetic rigor,
the insipid allegories of Barnabas, Clement of Rome's belief in the pheenix, and the
sheurdities of the Apocryphal Gospels. The suthor of the fourth gospel among the
writers of the second century would kave been a mountain among mole-hills. 'Wynne,
Literature of the S8econd Centuty, 60— The apostolio and the sub-apostolic writexrs dif-
fer from each other as & nugget of purs gold differs from a block of quartz with veins
of the precious metel gleaming through it,”* Dorner, Hist. Doct. Porson Christ, 1:1:92
—“Instead of the writera of the second century marking an advance on the apottolio
age, or developing the germ given them by the apostles, the second eentury showsgrent
ratrogression, —ita writers were not able to retnin or comprehend all that had been
given ther.” Martineau, Seat of Authority, 291—* Writers not only barbarous in
speech and rude {n art, but too often puerile in conception, passionate in temper, and
credulous in belief. The legends of Papiss, the visions of Hermas, the imbectlity of
Irenseus, the fury of Tertallian, the ranocor and indelicacy of Jerome, the stormy intoler-
anoe of Augustine, cannot fail to startle and repel the student; and, if he turne to the
milder Hippoiytus, heis introduced to s brood of thirty heresles which sadly dissipate his
dream of the unity of the chorch,” We can apply to the writers of the second cantury
the question of R. G. Ingersoll In the Shakespeare-Bacon controversy:  Is jt posaible
that Bacon Yoft the best children of hig brain on 8hakeapeare’s doorstep, and kept only
the deformed oneas at homne?* On the Apooryphal Gaspels, see Cowper, in Strivings
for the Faith, 78-108.

{d) Thatheory requires us to believe in a moral anomaly, namely, that
a faithful disciple of Christ in the second century could be guilty of fabri-
cating & life of his master, and of claiming authority for it on the ground
that the author had been a companion of Christ or his apostles.

* A genial set of Jesuitical religionists™ — with mind and heart enough to write the
gogpel according to John, and who at the same time have cold-blocded sagacity encugh
to keep out of their writings every trace of the developments of church autheority
belonging to the second century. The newly discovered * Teaching of the Twelve
Apoatles,” If dating from the early part of that century, shows that such a combi-
pation ig Impossible. The critical theories assume that one who knew Christ a8 4 man
could not possibly also regard him as God, Lowrle, Doctrine of £t. John, 13— * If 8t
John wrote, 1t 1s not posaible to say that the geniug of 8t. Paul foisted upon the church
a coneeption whioh was strange 10 the original apostles.” Fairbairn has well shown
that if Christianity had been selmply the ethical teaching of the human Jesus, 1t would
have vanished from the earih like the secta of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees; if
on the other hand It had been simply the Logos-doctrine, the doctrine of a divine
Ohrigt, 1t would have passed away like the speculations of Plato or Aristotle; because
Christianity unites the idea of the eternal 8on of God with that of the Incarnate S8on of
man, it {8 Atted to be and it has become an universal religion ; see Fairbairn, Philog-
ophy of the Christian Religion, 4, 15~* Without the personal charm of the historical
Jesug, the cecumenicas creeds would never have been either formulated or tolergted,
and without the metaphysical conception of Christ the Christian religion would long ago
have ceased to live. . . . It is not Jesus of Nazareth who has so powertully entered into
history; it is the deifled Christ who has been believed, loved and obeyed as the Savior
of the world. . . . The two parta of Chriatian dootrine are combined in the ope name
¢ Jegus Christ.” ™

{e) This theory cannot account for the universal acceptance of the gos-
pels at the end of the second century, among widely separated communi-
lies where reverence for writings of the apostles was & mark of orthodoxy,
and where the Gnostic heresies would have made new doenmenta instantly
liable to suspicion and sesxrching examination.

Abbot, Genuineness of the Fourth Gospel, 52, 80, 86, 8. The Johannine doetrine of
the Logos, if first propounded ia the middle of the second eentury, would have ensured
the instant rejection of that gospel by the Gnosties, who ageribed creation, not to the

Logos, hut to successive * Hong."" How did the Gnosatics, without ** peep or mutter,”
come 0 accept a8 genline what had only in their own time been fAirst sprung upon the
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churches? While Basllides (180) and Valentinus {150}, the Gnostics, both guote from
the fourth gospel, they do not dispute ita genuineness or auggest that it was of recent
origin. Bruce, in hig Apologetics, says of Baur * He beifeved in the all-sutficlency of
the Hegelian theory of development through antagonism. He saw tendercy every-
where. Anything additional, putting more contents into the person and teaching of
Jesus than suits the initial stage of development, must be reckoned spuricus. If we
find Jesus in any of the gospels claiming to be a supernatural belog, such texts can
with the utmost confidence be set aside ms epurious, for such a thought eould not
belong to the initial stage of Chrigtianity.” But such a conception certainly existed in
the second century, and it directly antagonized the gpeculations of the Guosiics. F.
W. Farrar, on Esbrewe 12— The word won was used by the later Gnostics to describe
the verions emenations by which they tried at once to widen and tobridge over the
gulf between the human and the divine. Over that Imaginary chasm John threw the
arch of the Incarnation, when he wrote: ‘The Word became flssh’ (Tobn 1: 14).* A document
which so contradicted the Gnostie teachings eould not in the second century have been
quoted by the Ginostics themselves without dispute as to its genuineness, if it had not
been long recoguized in the churches as a work of the apostle John.

(/) The acknowledgment by Baur that the epistles to the Romans, Gala-
tizns and Corinthians wers written by Paul in the first century is fatal fo
his theory, since these epistles testily not only to miracles at the period
at which they were written, but to the main events of Jesus’ life and to the
miracle of his resurrection, as facts already long acknowledged in the
Christian chnreh,

Baur, Paulus der Apostel, 278—"There never has been the slightest auspicion of
unanthenticlty cast on these epistlea ( Gal., 1 and 3 Cor., Rom.), and they hear so incon-
teatably the character of Pauline originality, that there i8 no conceivable ground for
the assertion of critical doubts in their case,” Baur, in discussing the appearance of
Ohrist to Peul on the way to Damascus, explalng the outward from the inward: Paal
translated Intenge and sudden conviction of the truth of the Christian religion fnto an
outward scene. But this eannot explain the hearing of the ocutward sound by Paul's
companions, On the evidential value of the epistles here mentioned, aee Lorimer, in
Btrivings for the Faith, 109-144 ; Howeon, in Present Day Tracts, 4 ; no. 2¢;: Row, Bamp-
ton Leotures for 1817: 280-856. On Baur and his theory In general, see Weiss, Life of
Jesus, 1 : 157 ¢q.; Christlieb, Mod, Doubt and Chrigt. Belief, 504-540; Hutton, Kusays, 12
178-216; Theol. Eolectic, 6: 142; Auberlen, Div. Hevelation; Bib. S8ac., 19: 75; Answers
to Supernataral Religion, in Westcott, Hist. ¥. T. Canon, 4th ed., Introd. ; Lightfoot, in
Contemporary Hev., Deo. 1804, and Jan. 1875; Salmon, Introd, to N. T, 6-31; A, B,
Bruce, in Fresent Day Tracts, 7 : no. 38.

8d. The Romance-theory of Renan { 1823-1892).

This theory admits = basis of truth in the gospels and holds that they
all belong to the century following Jesus’ death. ‘¢ According fo'™ Mat-
thew, Mark, ete., however, means only that Matthew, Mark, efc., wrote
these gospels in substance. Renan claims that the facts of Jesus' life were
so sublimated by enthusissm, aud so overlaid with pious fraud, that the gos-
pels in their present form cannot be accepted s genuine,—in short, the
gospels are to be regarded as historical romances which have only & foun-
dation in fack,

The animuse of thia theory i8 plainly shown in Renan’s Life of Jesus, preface to 13th
od.~* If miracles and the Inapiration of certain books are realities, my method is
dotestable, If miraclea and the inspiration of books are beliefy without reslity, my
mothod 18 & good oue. But the question of the supernatural is dectded for s with per-
fect certalnty by the single ecasideration that there is no room for believing in a thing
©f which the world offera no experimental trace.” **On the whole,” says Renan, I
admit as authentlo the four canonical gospels. All, in my opinion, date from the firsk

century, and the authors are, generally speaking, those to whom they are attributed.”
He regards Gal,, 1and 2 Cor., 8nd Rom., as *indisputable and undisputed.” He speaks
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wfthem as * being texts of an absolute authenticiry, of completa sincsrity, and without
legends ” ( Les Apdtres, xxix; Les Evangiles, xi1), Yet ho denies to Jesus ‘“sincority
with himself "’ ; attributes to him *innocent artifice” and the toleration of plous fraud,
as for exampie in the case of the stories of Lazarus and of his own resurrection. “'To
conceiva the good i3 not sufficlent; it must he made to succeed ; to accompligh this, less
pure pathe must be followed. . . . Not by any fault of his own, hig conscience Jost
somewhat of fts original purlty,— his miselon overwhelmed him. . . . Did he regret
his too lofty nature, and, viotim of hiz own greatness, mourn that he had not remained
a simple artizan ?* 8o Renan “ pictures Christ’s later 1ife as a misery and a lie, yet ha
requests 18 to bow before this sinner and before his superior, Sakya-Mouni, as demi-
gods'' (see Nicoll, The Church's One Foundation, 62, 63). Of the highly wrought imagi-
nation of Mary Magdalene, ke says: ** O divine power 0f love ! sacred moments, in which
the passion of one whose senges were deceived gives us & resnscitated Godl™ Ree
Renan, Life of Jesus, 21.

To this Romanece-theory of Renan, we object that

(@) Itinvolves an arbitrary and partial treatment of the Christian doe-
uments. The claim that one writer not only borrowed from others, but
interpolated ad lbitum, is contradicted by the essential agreement of tha
mennseripts a8 qioted by the Fathers, and as now extont.

Renan, according to Mair, Chrigtian Evidences, 133, dates Matthew at 84 A. D.; Mark
at 76; Luke at #4; John at 125. These dates mark a considerable retreat from the
advanced positiong taken by Baur, Mafr, in hig chapter on Recent Reverses in Negr-
tive Critiolsm, attributes this result to the late discoveries with regard to the Epistle of
Barnabas, Hippolytus's Refutetion of all Heresies, the Clementine Hormilies, and
Tatian's Diatessaron: ** According to Baur and his immediate followers, we have less
th.-a one quarter of the N. T. belonging to the firgt century. According to Hilgeunfeld,
the pregent head of the Baur school, we have someowhat less than three quarters belong-
ing o the first century, while pubstantially the game thing may boe said with regard to
Holzmann. Accovding to Renan, we have distinctly more than three guarters of the
N. T, falling within the first contury, and therefore within the apostolio age. This
purely indicates a very decided and extraordinary retreat since the time of Baur's grand
aseanlt, that is, within the lagt fifty years.” We may add that the concession of author-
ship within the apostolic age ronders nugntory Renan's hypothesis that the N.T. docu-
ments have been o enlarged by plons fraud that they cannot be accepted as trustworthy
accounts of such events ng miracles, The ornl tradition itself had attained so fxed a
form that the many manuscripts nsed by the Fathera were u substantisl agreement in
respect to these very events, and oral tradition in the East hands down without gerions
alteration much longer narratives than those of our gospels. The Pundita Ramabai
can repeat after the dapse of twenty yenrs portions of the Hindu aacred books exceed-
ing in amount the whole contenta of ouar 014 Testament. Many cualtivated men in
Athens knew by heart all the Illad and the Odyssey of Homer. Memory and reverence
alikze kept the gospel narratives free from the corruption which Renan supposes.

(5) Tt atfributes to Christ and to the apostles an alternate fervor of
romantic enthusiasm and a false pretense of miraculous power which are
utterly irreconcilable with the manifest sobriety and holiness of their lives
and teachings. If Jesns did mot work miracles, he was an impostor.

On Hrnest Renan, His Life and the Life of Jesus, see A. H, S8trong, Christ in Creation,
332-163, especielly 356—* Renan attributes the origin of Christianity to the predoml-
nance In Palestine of a constitutional susceptibility to mystic excitements, Chrigtis to
bim the incarnation of sympathy and tears, a being of tender impulses and pagsionate
ardors, whoee native gonlus it was to play upon the hearts of men. Truth or falsehood
made little difference to him ; anything that would comfort the poor, or touch the finer
feelinge of humanity, he availed himself of; ecstasles, visions, melting mooda, thesa
were the secrets of his power. Heligion was a beneficent superstition, a sweet deltgion
- exoellent a8 a balm and solace for the ignorant erowd, who never could be philoso-
phers if they trled, And so the gospel river, as one has aaid, is traced back to a foun-
tain of weeping men and women whose brains had ocozed out at their eves, and the par-
fection of apirltuality 18 made to be & sort of maudlin monasticlam. . . . How differ-

11
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ent from the strong and hely love of Christ, which would save men only by bringing
them to the truth, and which claims men’s imitation only becausge, without love for God
and for the gowul, & man is without truth. How inexplicsble from this view the fact
that a pure Christianity has everywhere quickened the intelleet of the nations, and
that every revival of it, as at the Reformation, has been followed by mighty forward
leaps of clvilization. Was Paul a4 man carried away by mystic dreamsand frrational
enthusiasms? Let the keen dialectic skill of his epistles and his profound grasp of the
great matters of revelation answer. Has the Christian church been a company of pul-
ing sentimentaliuta? Let the heroic deaths for the truth suffered by the martyrs wit-
ness. Nay, bhe muat have a low 1dea of his kind, and a yet lower 1dea of the God who
made them, who can believe that the noblest spirits of the race have risen 1o greatness
by sbnegating willand reason, and have gained influence over all ages by resigning
themselves to gemi-idiooy.”

{e) It fails to account for the power and progress of the gospel, aa &
system direetly opposed to men’s natural tastes and prepossessions —a
system which substitutes truth for romance and law for impulse.

A. H, 8trong, Chrigt in Creation, 358 —* And if the later triumphs of Christianity
are inexplicable upon the theory of Renan, how can we explain its founding? The
pweet swaln of Qaliles, beloved by women for his beauty, fascinating the unlettersd
arowd by his gentle speech and his poetic ideals, glving comfort to the sorrowing and
hope to the poor, credited with supernatural power which at flrst he thinks it not
worth while to deny and finally gratifice the multitude by pretending to exercige,
roused by oppogition to polemics and invective until the delightful young rabbi
becomes a gloomy giant, an intractable fanatic, a flerce revolutionist, whose denntei-
ation of the powers that be brings him to the Cross,—what is there in him {0 &ccount
for the moral wonder which we call Christianity and the beginnings of its empire in the
world? Neither delicious pastorals like those of Jesus® first period, nor apocalyptic
fevera like those of his second period, gecording to Renan’agospel, furnishany rational
oxplanation of that mighty movement which has swept through the earth and has
revolutlonized the fafth of mankind.’

Berdoe, Browning, 47— If Christ were not Glod, his life at that stage of the world's
history could by no possibility have had the vitalizing force and love-compelting power
thet Renan’s pages everywhere disciose, Renan has strengthened faith in Christ's
deity while laboring to destroy it."

Renan, in discussing Christ's appearance to Paul on the way to Damascus, explaitg
the inward from the outward, thus precisely reversing the conclusion of Haur. A sud-
den atorm, o flash of lightning, 8 sudden attack of cphthalmic fever, Paul took as an
appearance from heaven. But we reply that g0 keen an observer and reasoneyr could not
have been thusdeceived. Nothing could have made him the apostle to the Gentiles but
& aight of the glorified Christ and the accompanying revelation of the holiness of God,
his own gin, the gacrifice of the Son of God, its universal efficacy, the obligation 1aid
upon him to proclaim it to the ends of the earth, For reviews of Renan, sea Hutton,
Eaeays, 261-261, and Contemp. Thought and Thinkers, 1:227-284: H. B. Smith, Faith and
Philosophy, 401-441; Christlieb, Mod. Doubt, 425-447; Pressensd, in Theol. ¥clectio,
1:19%; Uhlhorn, Mod. Representations of Life of Jesus, 1-33; Bib. 8ac., 22 :207; 23 1 353,
529; Presont Day Tracts, 3: no. 16, and 4: no. 21; E. G. Robinson, Chrigtian Evidences,
43-48; A, H, Btrong, S8ermon before Baptist World Congress, 1905,

4th. The Development-theory of Harnaeck { born 1851).

This holds Christianity to be a historical development from. germs which
were devoid of both dogma and miracle. Jesus was a teacher of ethics,
and the originel gospel is most clearly represented by the Sermon on the
Mount. Greek influence, and especially that of the Alexandrian philoso-
phy, added to this gospel a theological and supernatural eloment, and so
shanged Christianity from & life into a doctrine.

Harnaok dates Matthew at 70-756; Mark at 65-70: Luke at 8-93; the fourth gospel at

80-110. Heregards both the fourth gospel and the book of Revelation as the works,
not of John the Aposile, but of John the Presbyter. He separates the prologue of the
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fourth gospel from the gospel itseif. and considers the prologue as a preface added
after 1ts original composition in order to ensble the Hellenistioreader to understand it.
* The gospel itself,"” says Harnack, *' contains no Logos-idea ; it did not develop out of
a Logos-idep, sach as flourished at Alexandria: it only connects Itself with such an
idéa. The gospel itself is based upon the historic Christ; he is the subjeot of all its
statementd. This historical trait can in no way be diseolved by any kind of speculation.
The memory of what was actaally historicel was atill too powerful to admit at thia polnt
any Gnostio influences. The Logos-idea of the prologue is the Logos of Alexandrine
Judaism, the Logos of Philo, and it is derived ultimately from the ‘Bon of man’ in the
book of Dzniel. . . . The fourth gospel, which does not proceed from the Apostle
John and does not so claim, cannot be used as a historleal source in the ordinary sense of
thatword. . . . The author has managed with sovereign freedom ; has transposed ogour-
rences and has put them in g light thatis foreign to them ; has of his own accord com-
rosed the discourses, and hag lilustrated lofty thoughts by inventing situstions for
them, Diffieult as it is to recognize, au actual tradition in his work is not wholly lack-
ing. For the kistory of Jesus, however, it can hardly anywhere be teken into account;
only little can be taken from it, and that with ¢aution, . . . On the other hand it 194
source of the first rank for the answer of the question what living views of the person of
Jesus, what light and what warmth, the gospel has brought into being.” S8ee Harnack’s
article in Zeitschrift fiir Theol. u. Kirche, 2: 180-231, and his Wesen dea Christenthums,
13, Kaftan also, who belongs to the same Ritschlian school with Harnack, tells ugin
hig Truth of the Christian Religion, T:97, that ag the result of the Logos-speculation,
“ the centre of grevity, instead of belng placed in the historical Christ who founded
the kingdom of God, is placed in the Christ who as eternal Logos of God was the
mediator in the creation of the world,” This view is elaborated by Hateh in hisg Hib-
bert Lectures for 1888, on the Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages upon the Christian
Church.

‘We object to the Development-theory of Harnack, thet

(@) The Sermon on the Mount is not the sum of the gospel, nor ita
original form. Mark is the most original of the gospels, yet Mark omits
the Sermon on the Mount, and Mark is preéminently the goapel of the
miracle-worlker.

(5) All four gospels lay the emphesis, not on Jesus’ life and ethical
teaching, but on his death and resurrcofion. Matthew implies Christ's
deity when it asserts his absolute knowledge of the Father (11 :27), his
universal judgeship (25 :82), his supreme suthority (28 :18), and his
ommipresence (28 : 20), while the phrase “‘Bon of man” implies that he is
also ** Bon of God.”

Mat, 11 : 27 — ¥ A1t $hings have been delivered unio me of my Father: and no one knoweth the Son, savs ihs Father;
neither doth any know the Father, ssve the Sox, nd he to Whomeoever the Son willsth to rovesl him ™" : 26 : 85— and
befors him shall be gathersd all ihe nations: snd he shall ssparats them one from ansther, ax the shaphard separatath the
sheep from the gosts™; 28 : 18— ALl anthority bath been given uzntc ms in hoaven and on earth " ; 28 : 20—*1p, I
am with you always, even nato the end of the warld” These sayings of Jesua in Matthew’s gospel
show that the conception of Christ’s greatness was not peculiar t¢ John: “Ism™ tran-
scends time; “with you" {ranscends space. Jesus speaks “sulb apecie eternitatin’; his
utteranoce is equivalent to that of John 8:58— “ Before Abraham was born, Tam," and to that of
Habrews 13 : 83— * Jems Ohrist is the same yesterdsy and to-day, yea and for sver.”’ He is, a8 Paul declares in
Ppb. 1: 48, one " éhat Alleth all in all," that ts, who is omnipressnt.

A. H, Btrong, Philog. and Religien, 206-- The phrase “‘Son of man’ intimates that
Chrigt was more than man: * Suppose I were to go about proclaiming myself ‘Son of
man,’ Who does not see that It womld be mere impertinence, unless I claimed to be
something more. *Son of Man? But what of that? Cannot every human being call
himgelf thegame?’ When one takes the title ‘ Bon of man * for higcharaoteristic deeigna-
tion, as Jesus did, he implies that there i3 something strange in his being Son of man;
that this ia not his original condition and dignity; that it is condescenston on his part
to be Son of man. Tnshort, when Christ ealls himself Son of man, it tmplies that he
has come from a higher level of being to inhabit this low earth of ours. .And 8o, when
wa are agkod ‘ What think ye of the Christ? whosge son is he?' we must anawer, nos
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slmply, He 18 Son of man, but also, He 1s Son of God.” On Scn of man, see Driver; on
Son of God, see Sanday; both in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible. Sanday: *The
8on 18 80 called primarily as incarnate. But that which la the essence of the Incarna~
tion must needg be also larger than the Incarpation. It muet needs have ita roots in
the eternity of Godhead.” Gore, Incarnation, 85, 73— * Chrigt, the final Judge, of the
aynoptics, is not dissociable from the divine, cternal Belng, of the fourth gospel.”

(¢) The preéxistence and atonement of Christ cannot be regarded ag
aceretions upon the original gospel, since these find expression in Paul
who wrote before any of our evangelists, and in his epistles anticipated the
Logos-doetrine of John,

(&) We may grant that Greek influence, through the Alexandrian phi-
losophy, helped the New Testament writers to discern what was already
present in the life and work and teaching of Jesus ; but, like the microscope
which discovers buf does not create, it added nothing to the substance of
the faith.

Gore, Inoarnation, 62— The divinity, incarnation, resurrection of Christ wers not
an accretion upon the original bheliet of the apostles and thefr Arst disociples, for thess
are 11l recoghized ag uncontroverted matters of faith in the four great epistles of Paul,
written at a date when the greater part of those who had geen the risen Christ were
gtill alive.' The Alexandrian philosophy was not the source of apostolic doctrine, but
only the form in which that doetrine was cast, the light thrown upon it which brought
out its meaning. A. H. Btrong, Chrigt in Creation, 146 —* When wo come to John's
godpel, therefore, we find in it the mere unfolding of truth that for substance had
been in the world for at least sixty yeara. . . . If the Platonizing philosophy of Aloxan-
dria sasisted In this genuine development of Christian doetrine, then the Alexandrian
philosophy wag a providential help to Inapiration, The microscope does not invent; it
orly discovers. Paul and John 4id bot add to the truth of Chriat ; their philosophical
equipment was only & microscope which bhrought into clear view the teuth that was
there already.”

Piletderer, Philos. Religion, 1: 126—“The metaphysical conception of the Logos, as
immanent in the world and ordering it according to law, was filled with religious and
moral contents, In Jesud the cosmical principle of nature became a rellglous principle
of salvation.” See Kilpetrick’s articlo on Philosophy, in Hastings' Bible THetlonary,
Kilpatrick holds that Harneck ignoeres the self-consciousness of Jesus; does not fairly
interpret the Actein ite mention of the curly worship of Jesus by the church before
Greek philcgophy bad influenced it ; refers to the intellectual peculiarities of the N. T.
writers conceptions which Paul ingists are giraply the faith of all Christian people as
suoh ; forgets that the Christian idea of union with God securcd threough the atoning
and reconciling work of aperaonal Redecmer utterly transcended Greek thought, and
furnished the solution of the problem after which Greek philosgophy was vainly groping.

{¢) Though Mark says nothing of the virgin-birth because his story in
limited fo what the apostles had witnessed of Jesus’ deeds, Matthew appar-
ently gives us Joseph's story and Luke gives Mary's story— both stories
naturelly published only after Jesus’ resurrection.

(/3 The larger understanding of doctrine after Jesus’ death was itself
predicted by our Lord (John 16 : 12). The Holy Spirit was to bring his
teachings fo remembrance, and to guide into all the truth (16 : 18), and
the spostles were to continue the work of teaching which he had begun
(Acts 1 :1).

Jobin 18 1 18, 18— I have et many thiags to say unto you, bt yo samnot bear thers new, Howbeit, whan he, the
Splirit of trulh, is come, b shall guids you inteall the truth''; Aetad : £ — * The formar treatise I mads, O Theophilus,
converning el that Josue bagan to do and o feach.” A. H. Strong, Christ in Creation, 148—* That
the beloved disciple, after a half century of meditation upon what he hed seep and
heard of God manifest in the ficsh, should have penetrated oore doeply Into the mean-
Iug of tht wonderful revelation is not only not surprising, — it is precisely what Jesus
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himgelf foretold. Our Lord had many things to sgy to his disciples, but then they
eould not bear thom. He promised that the Holy Bpivit should bring to their remem-
brance both himself and his words, ané should lesd them into all the truath. And this
is the whole secret of what are celled accretions to original Christianity, 8o faras
they are contatned in Beripture, they are inspired discoveries and unfoldings, not mers
speculations ard inventions. They are not additions, but elucidations, not vain
imaginings, but correct intepretations. . . . When the later thevlogy, then, throws
out the supernatural and dogmeatic, as coming not from Jesus but from Paul’s episties
and from the fourth guspel, our claim is that Paul and John are only ingpired and
authoritative interproters of Jeaus, seelng themselves and making us gee the fulness of
the Godhead that dwelt in him,”

While Harnack, in our judgment, errs In hig view that Paul eontributed to the gos-
pel elements which it did not originally possess, he shows us very cleariy many of the
elements in that gospel which he was the first {0 recognize. In his Wesen deg Christen-
thumas, 111, he tells us that a few years ago 8 celebrated Protestant theologian declared
that Paul, with his Rabbinical theology, was the destroyer of the Christian religion.
Others have regarded him as the founder of that religion. But tho majority have
geen in him the apostle who best understood his Lord and did most to continue his
work. Paul, as Harnack maintains, first comprehended the gospel definitely: (1) as
an accomplished redemption and & present palvation —the erncified and risen Christ
a8 giving access to God and righteousness and peace therewith; (2) as something new,
which does away with the rellgion of the law; (3) as meant for all, and therefore for
Gontilea also, indeed, as superseding Judsaiem ; (4) as cxpressed in termse which are not
gimply Greek but also humsan, - Paul made the gospel comprebensible to the world.
Ielam, rising in Arabiae, i8 an Arablap religion still, Buddhism remaing an Indian
religion. Christianity is at home in all iznds. Pawd pub new life into the Roman
empire, aod inaugurated the Christian culture of the Weat. He turned a local info a
universal religion. His influence kowever, according to Harnack, tended to the undue
exaltation of organization and dogma and €. T. ingpiration —points in which, in our
judgment, Paul tcok sober middle ground and saved Christian truth for the world.

2. @enuineness of the Books of the Old Testament,

Bince nearly one half of the Old Testament is of anonymous authorship
and certain of its books may be atiributed to definite historic characters
only by way of convenient elassification or of litersry personification, we
here mean by genuineness honesty of purpose and freedom from any-
thing counterfeit or intentionally deceptive so far as respects fhe age or
the authorship of the documents.

‘We show the gennineness of the Old Testament books :

(o) From the witness of the New Testament, in which all but six books
of the Old Testament are either quoted or aliuded to as genuine,

The N. T. shows colncidences of language with the O, T. Apceryphal books, but it
contains only one divect quotation from them; while, with the exception of Judges,
Eccleslastes, Canticles, Esther, Ezra, and Neheminh, every book in the Hebrew cancn,
Isused either for iHlustration or proot. The single Apocryphal quotation isfound inJude 14
and ig in all probabliity taken from the book of Enoch. Although Volkmar puts the
date of this book at 132 A. D., and although scome critles hold that Jude quoted only
the same primitive tradition of which tke author of the hook of Enoch afterwarda
madeo use, the weight of modern scholgrship inclinea to the opinion that the book
itself was written ag early as 170-70 B. C., and that Jude quoted from it ; see Hastings'
Blble Dictionary : Book of Enoch; Sanday, Bampton Leet. on Inspiration, 9. “If
Paul could quote from Gentile poets (Actai?:28; Titnai:12), it is hard to understand why
Jude conld not cite a work which was certainly in high standing among the faithful”;
gee Schodde, Book of Enoch, 41, with the Introd. by Ezra AbLot. While Juds 14 pives
ua the only direct and express quotation from gn Apocryphal book, Juds § and 9 con-
tain aliusions to the Book of Enoch and to the Assumptiion of Moses; see Charies,
Assumption of Moses, 62. In Hebrews {: 3, we have words taken from Wisdom 73 28;
and Hebrews t1 ; 34-38 i & reminiscence of 1 Maccabees.



166 THE SCRIPTURES A REVELATION FROM GOD.

{5) From the testimony of Jewigh anthorities, ancient and modern,
who declare the same books to be sacred, and only the same books, thai
are now comprised in our Old Testament Seriptures.

Jogephus enumerates twenty-two of these hooks * which are Justly acoredited” (omié
fe¢la — Niese, and Hastings' Dict., 8:607). Our present Hebrew Bible makes twoenty-
four, by separating Ruth from Judges, and Lamentations from Jeremiah. Bee Josephus,
Againgt Apion, 1: 8; Smith's Bible Dictlonary, article on the Canon, 1: 358, 860. Philo
{ born 20 B. C.) never quotes an Apocryphal book, although he does quote from nearly
all the booke of the O, T.; see Ryls, Phile and Holy Soripture., George Adam Bmith,
Modern Criticism and Preaching, 7—* The theory which ascribed the Canon of the O.
T. to a single decislon of the Jewish church in the days of its inspiration is not a theory
supported by facts, The growth of the O, T. Canon was very gradual. Virtually it
began in 621 B, ,, with the acceptance by all Judah of Deuteronomy. and the adop-
tion of the whole Law, or first five books of the O, T., under Nehemiah in 445 B. C.
Then came the prophets before 200 B, C., and the Hagiographa from & century to two
centuries later, The strict definition of the last division was not aomplete by the time
of Christ. Christ scems to testify to the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms; yot
nelther Christ nor hiz apostles make any quotation from Ezrs, Neheminh, Esther,
Cantlcles, or Hoclegiastes, the last of which books were not yet recognized by ail the
Jewisgh gchools. But while Christ 1s the chief anthority for the O, T., ho was also Its
firgt oritle. He rejected some parts of the Law and waa indifferent to many others.
He enlarged the gixth and seventh commandments, and reversed the eye for an eve,
and the permission of divorce; touched the leper, and reckoned all fooda lawful;
broke away from literal observance of the Sabbath-day; left no commands about
sacrifice, temple-worship, clrcumecision, but, by institution of the New Covenant, abro-
gatod these sacraments of the Old. The apostles appealed to extra-canonical writings,"”
Gladden, Beven Puzzling Bible Books, 65-96—* Doubts were entertained in our Lord's
day 28 to the canonicity of several parts of the O. T., especially Proverbs, Ecclesiaster,
Song of Solomon, Hsther.”

{¢) From the testimony of the Septuagint translation, dating from the
first half of the third century, or from 280 to 180 B. C,

MHB, of the Septuagint contain, indeed, the 0. T. Apocrypha, but the writers of the
latter do not recognize their own work as on a level with the ecanonieal Scriptures,
which they regard as distinet from sll other booka { Ecclesiasticus, prologne, and
48: 24; aleo 24 23-27; 1 Mac. 12: 93 2 Mac.6: 23; 1 Esd. 1: 23; 6: 1; Baruch 2: 21). Bo
both ancient and mmodern Jewe. See Biszell, in Lange's Commentary on the A pocryphi,
Introduection, 44, In the prologue to the apoeryphal book of Ecclesiasticns, we read
of “the Law and the Prophets and the rest of the books,” which shows that ad early
as 180 B. C., the probable date of Ecclesiasticus, a threefold division of the Jewish
sgcred books was recognized. That the awthor, however, did not conceive of these
books as conglituting a completed canon seems evident from his assertion in thie con-
nection that his grandfather Jegus also wrote. 1 Mac. 12:9 (80-9¢ B. C.) speaks of ** the
sacred books which are now in our hands,” Hastings, Biblo Dictionary, 3: 61F —* The
0, T. was the result of a gradual procoes which begun with the sanetion of the Hexateuch
by Ezra and Nehemiah, and practically closed with the decislons of the Councii of
Jamnia " —Jamnia is the anclent Jabneh, 7 miles south by west of Tiberins, where met
a council of rabbing at gome time bhetween 90 to 118 A, D. This Couuncil decided in
favor of Canticles and Ecclesiastes, and closed the O, T. Canon,

The Greek version of the Pentateuch which forms a part of the Septuagint ig said by
Josephus to have been made in the reign and by the order of Ptolemy Philadeiphus,
King of Egypt, about 270 or 280 B. 0, * The iegend ia that it was made by seventy-two
persons in seventy-two daeys. It iz supposed, however, by modern critics that thig
version of the several books is the work not only of different hands but of separate
times. It 8 probable that at firat oniy the Pentateuch was translated, and the remain-
ing books gradually; but the translation is believed to have been completed by the
second ceatury B, ,” { Century Dictionary, tn voce). It therefore furnishes an impor-
tant witnegs to the genuineness of cur 0. T. documents. Driver, Introd. to O. T. Lit.,
xxxi—* For the opinion, often met with in modern books, that the Canon of the O, T.
was cloged by Eezra, or in Ezra’s time, there is no foundation in antiquity what-
ever. .., . All that can reasonably be treated as historical ip[the accounts of Ezra's
literary labors is limited to the Law,”
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{d) From indications that soon after the exile, snd so early as the
times of Fzra and Nehemish ( 500-450 B. 0.}, the Pentatench together with
the book of Joshusa wes not only in existence but was regarded as anthori-
tative.

% Mso, 2: 15-15 intimates that Nehemiah founded a library, and there is a tradition
that & * Great Bynagogue” was gathered in his time to determine the Canon. But
Hastings® Dictionary, 4: 844, asserts that * the Great Synagogue was originally a meet-
ing, and not an institution. It met once for all, and all that is told about it, exoept
what we read in Nehomiah, is pure fable of the later Jews.” In like manner no depen-
dence 15 to0 be placed upon the tradition that Ezra miraculousiy restored the gnclent
Boriptures thet had been lost during the exile. Clement of Alexandria says: * Since
the Scriptures periched in the Captivity of Nebuchadnezzar, Esdras ( the Greek form of
Ezra) the Levite, the priest, in the time of Artaxerxes, King of the Persians, having
become ingpired in the exercige of prophecy, restored again the wholeof theancient
Hcriptures.” Butthe work now divided ipto 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah,
mentions Darius Codomannns (Nsh. 12 : 22), whose date {2336 B.C. The utmostthe tradition
proves is that ebout 300 B. C. the Pentateuch was in some sense attributed to Moses;
#ee Bacon, Genesis of Genesig, 85; Bib. Sac., 1863 881, 650, 199; Smith, Bible Dict., art.;
Pentateuch ; Theological Eclectic, 6: 215; Rissell, Hist. Origio of the Bible, 398403,
On the Men of the Great Synagogue, see Wright, Ecclesiastes, 512, 476-477.

(€} From the testimony of the Samaritan Pentatench, dating from the
time of Ezra and Nekemiah (500-450 B. C.).

The Samaritans had been brought by the king of Assyria from “Babylon, snd from Cuthsh
azd from Avys, and from Hamath snd Bepbarvaim ' {3 X.17:6, 24, 26), {0 take the place of the people of
Israel whom the king had carried awuay captive t0 his own land. The colonists had
brought thelr heathen gods with them, and the Incursions of wild beasts which the
intermission of tillage ocoasioned gave riss to the helief that the God of Israel was against
them. One of the captive Jewich priests was therefore gent to teach them * ke law of the
gol of the land " and he "anpht thewn how thay should fesr Jshaveh" (2 L 17: 27, 88). The result was
that they adopted the Jewish ritual, but combined the worship of Jehovah with that of
their graven Images (verss 33). When the Jewa returned from Babylon and began to
rebuild the walls of Jerusalem, the Samaritans offered their aid, but this ald was indig-
nantly refused ( Raa 4 and Nehemiah 4).  Hostility arose between Jews and Samaritans — &
hostility which continued not only to the time of Christ (John 4: ¢), but even to the
presont day. 8incethe Samaritan Pentatench substantially coincides with the Hebrew
Fentateuch, it furnishes us with a definite past date at which it certainly existed in
neaxly {ts present form., It witnesses to the existonce of our Pentateuch in essentially
ite present form as far back as the time of Ezra and Nehemiab.

' Gireen, Higher Criticism of the Pentateuch, 44, 46 —“ After being repulsed by the Jews,
the Samaritans, to substantiate thelir claim of being sprung from ancient Isruel, eagerly
sccepted the Pentateuch which was brought them by a renegade priest.”” W, Robertson
Bmith, in Encoye. Brit., 21: 244 —* The priestly law, which is throughout based on the
practice of the prieats of Jerusalem before the captivity, was reduced to form after the
exile, 2nd was firgt. published by Ezra as the law of the rebullt temple of Zion, The
Samaritans must therefore have derived their Pentateuch from the Jews after Ezra's
reforms, 4. ¢., after 444 B. C. Before that time Samaritanism cannot have existed i
& form at all similar t0 that which we know ; but there must have heen a community
ready to accopt the Pentatench.” See Smith's Bible Dictionary, art.: Samaritan Penta-
teuch ; Hastings, Bible DMotionary, art.: Samaria; Stanley Leathes, Btructure of the
0. T., 1~41.

{f) From the finding of *‘the book of the law™ in the temple, in the
eighteenth yesr of King Joaiah, or in 621 B. Q.

2 K, 22: 8—"And Hilkish the high priest said unto Shaphan the acribe, I have found the book of the law
in the house of Jehovah.” 23: 2 -—*The bk of tha cevenant™ was read before the people by the
king and proclaimed to be the law of the land. Curts, in Hastings' Bible Dict., 82
{66 — ** The earliest written law or hook of divine instruction of whose introduction
or ensotment an aubthentic account i3 given, was Denteronomy or its main portion,
represented as found in the temple in the 18th year of king Joslah (. (. 621) and
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proclaimed by the king a8 the low of the land. From that time forwsvd Isveel hed
8 writton law which the plous believer was commanded to ponder day and night ( Joshus
1:8; Ps.1:2); and thug the Torah, as sacred literature, formally commenced is Israel,
This law aimed at a right apptication of Mosaic principles.” Ryle, in Hastings” Bible
Dict., 1: 802—* The law of Deuteronomy reprosents an expansion and development of
the anclent code contained In Eredus 20-23, and precedes the final formuliation of the
priestly ritus), which only recelved its ultimate form in the last period of revising the
structure of the Pentateuch.”

Andrew Harper, on Dcuteronomy, in Expositor's Bible: ** Deuteronomy does not
cleim to have been written by Mosea. He is spoken of in the third person in the intro-
duetion and historical framework, while the speeches of Moses are in the first person.
In portions where the author speaka for himself, the phrase *beyond Jordan ' means
east of Jurdan; in the speeches of Moses the phrase ' beyond Jordan® means west of
Jordan; and the only exception is Deut 3: 8, which cennot originally have been part of
the speech of Moses. But thestyle of both parts is the game, and if the 3rd person parts
are by a later puthor, the 1st person parts are by a later author also. Both differ from
other gpeeches of Moses in the Pentateuch. Can the author he a contemporary writer
who gives Moges’ words, a3 John gave the words of Jesus? No, for Deuteronomy covers
only the book of the Covenant, Exodus 20-23, It uses JE but not P, with which JE is
interwoven. But JE appears io Joshua and contributes to it 2n account of Joshua's
death, JE speake of kings in Ysrael (Gen 36:31.39). Deuteronomy plainly belongs to
the early centuries of the Kingdom, or to the middle of it."”

Bacen, Genesls of Genegis, 43-49—  T'he Deuteronomic law was so short that Shaphan
could read it aloud before the king (2 L 22: 10) and the king could read "the whele ofit"
before the people (23:2); eompure the reading of the Pentateuch for & whole week
{Noh. 8: 2-18). Tt wua in the form of a covenant; it was distingitished by curses; it
was an expansion and modifleation, fully within the legitimate province of the prophet,
of a Torah of Mosea codified from the traditional form of at least a century before.
Buch a Torah existed, was attributed fo Moses, and I8 now incorporated as ‘ths bok
of the covenant’ 1n Brodws 30 to 24, The year 820 ig therefore the ferminus ¢ gue of Denter-
onomy. ‘The date of the priestly code is 444 B. C."” Sanday, Bampton Lectnres for
1898, grants ** (1) the presence in the Pentateuch of a conslderable element which in its
present shape ia held by many to be not earlier than the captivity; (2} the composi-
tion of the book of Deuieronomy, not long, or at Ieast not very long, before its pro-
mulgation by king Josigh In the year621, which thus becomes a pivot-date in the history
of Hebrew literature.”

(g) From references in the prophets Hosen (B, €, 743-737) and Amos
(759-745) to a course of divine teaching and revelation extending far back
of their day.

Hitnea B3 12— “I wrote for bim the ten thousand ihings of my law''; here s asserted the existence
prior to the time of the prophet, not only of alaw, but of 8 written law, All eritics admit
the book of Hosea to be & genuine production of the prophet, dating from the eighth
century B. C.; ses Green, in Presb. Rev., 1586 585-608. Ames 3: 4 — “they hava rejocted the law
of Tohoveh, and have not kept bis statutes ; here is proof that, more than a eentury before the
finding of Deutercnomy in the temple, Israel was acquainted with God’s Inw, TFisher,
Nature nnd Method of Revelation, 28, 27 -~ The lofty plane reached by the prophets
was not reached at a single bound. . . . There must have been a tap-root extending
far down into the earth.” Kurtz remarks that * the later hooks of the O, T, would be
a tree without roots, if the composition of the Pentateach were transferred to g later
period of Hebrew history.” If we substitute for the word *Pentatench’® the words
¢ Book of the covenent,” we may assent to this dictum of Eurtz. There is suficient evidence
that, betore the times of Hosen and Amos, Ierael possessed swritten law —the law
eimbraced In Pxodus 20-24 —but the Pentatcuch as we now have It, including Teviticus,
scoms to date no farther back than the time of Jeremtah, 445 B, C. 'The Levitical law
however wag only the codification of statutes and c¢ustoms whoso origin lay far back
in the past and which were believed {0 be only the natural expansion of the principles
of Moaale legislation.

Yeathes, Strocture of O, T,, bb--"Zeal for the restoration of the temple after the
exile imptied that it had long before been the centre of the national poljty, that there
had been g ritual and a law before the exile.” Present Day Traocts, 8 ;52— Levitical
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institudons could not bave been first established by David. Itisinconceivable that he
* gould have taken a whole tribe, and no trace remain of so revolutionary a measure as
the dispessessing them of their property to make them ministers of religion.”” James
Lobertson, Barly History of Ierael: * The varled Hterature of 850.750 B, C. implissthe
existence of reading and writing for some time before, Amos and Hosen hold, for the
veriod succeeding Moses, the samescheme of history which medern critics pronounce
Iate and unhistorical. The eighth century B. C. was a time of broad historio day, when
israel had adeflnite account to give of itself and of its history. The critics appeal to the
prophets, but they relect the prophets when these fell us that other teachers tavght
the same truth before them, aud when they declare that their nation had besn taught
& better religion and had declined from it, in other words, that there had been law
long before their day. The kings did not give low. The priests presupposed it.
There must have been a formal gystem of law muoh earlier than the eritics admit, and
alao an earlier reference in their worship to the great events which made them ngeparate
people.”® And Dillman goes yet further back and declsres that the entire work of
Moses presupposes *' a preparatory stage of higher religion in Abraham.”

(%) Yrom therepeated assertionsof Seripture that Moses himself wrote
& law for his people, confirmed as these are by evidence of lLiterary and
legislative activity in other nations far antedating his time.

Bx, 24 ; 4~ 4 And Moeos wrote all the words of Jehovah ™; 34 : 37— #And Jehovah said unio Moses, Write thott

theess worda: for aftar the tenor of these words I have mede a covenant with thee and with Isvxel™ ; Nam, 33: &—
* And Moses wrote their gaings out according to their jenrneys by the commandment of Jebovah " ; Peut. 31:9—
“and Moses wrols this law, and delivered it unto tho priesis the gens of levi, that hare the ark of the covenaniof
Jehoval, and unto a1l the elders of Iaraek''; 22 — 8o Moses wrote ihis song the same day, and tanght it the children
of Tarasl"'; 24-26— “ And it came to pess, whon Moses hed made 2n end of writing $he words of this lew in & ook,
entil they wore Anishod, that Moses commanded the Levites, that bare the srk of the covenant of Jebevah, saying, Take
this book of the lsw, and put it by the sids of the ark of the sovenant of Jebovah your Ged, that it may be thers for
o Withess against thes,” The law here mentioped may possibly be only ‘the book of the cove-
want” (Er 20-24), and the apeeches of Moses in Deuteronomy may have been ornlly handed
down. But the fact that Mcaea was “iostructed in sll the wisdom of the Bpyptians™ (Leta 7:22),
together with the fact that the art of writing was known in Egypt for many hundred
years before his time, make it more probable that a larger portion of the Penta-
teuch was of hls own composition.

Kenyon, in Hastings’ Dict., art.: Writing, dates the Proverhs of Pigh-hotep, the first
recorded literary composition in Egypt, at 3580-3688 B. (., and asserts the free use of
writing among the Sumerian inhabitants of Babylonia agearly ag 4000 B, C, The statutes
of Hammurabi king of Babylon compsre for extent with those of Leviticus, yet they
date back to the time of Abraham, 2200 B. C.,~—indeed Hammurabi is now regarded by
many a4 the Amraphel of Gen, 44:1, Vet these statutes antedate Moses by 700 years. It
15 interesting to observe that Haminurabl professes to have recelved hiz statutes
directly from the Bun-god of Sippar, his capital city. See transiation by Winckler, In
Der alte Orient, #7; Johns, The Oldest Code of Laws; Kelso, in Pringeton Theol Rev.,
July, 1905: 398-412— Facts * authenticate the traditionsl date of the Book of the Cove-
nant, overthrow the formula Prophets and Law, restore the old order Law and
Prophets, and put into historical perspective the tradition that Moses wae the anthor
of the Sinaitic legislation,”

As the controversy with regard {0 the gennineness of the Old Testament
books has turned of late upon the claims of the Higher Criticiam in
general, and upon the claims of the Pentateuch in particular, we subjoin
separate notes upon these subjects.

The Higher Criticism in general. Higher Critictsm does not mean criticism inany
invidions sense, any more than Kant's Oritigue of Pure Reason was an unfavorable or
destructive examination, It g merely a dispassionate investigation of the authorship,
date and purpose of Beripture books, in the light of their composition, style and
internal characteristics. As the Lower Criticism is a text-critigue, the Higher Criti-
clem i & structure-critique, A bright Frenchman described a literary critio as one
who rips open the doll to get at the sawdust there js in it, This can be done witha
aceptical and hostile gpirit, and there can be Hitle doubt that some of the higher critles
af the Old Teatament have begun thefr studies with prepossesgions against the super-
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netursal, which have vritiated all thelr conelusions. These presuppositions are ofter
unconscfous, but none the leas influential. When Bishop Colenso examined the Penta-
1euch and Joshua, he disclaimed any intention of assailing the miraculous narratives
as such; pg if he had gaid ; * My dear little figh, you need not fear me ; I do not wish t¢
cateh you; I only intend to @rain the pond in whick you live.” To many scholars the
waters at present seem very low in the Hexateuch and Indeed throughout the whole
014 Testament.,

Shakesnoare mafde over and incorporated many old Chronleles of Plutareh and Hol-
inshed, and many Italian tales and early tragedies of other writers; but Pericles and
Titus Andronicus still pass current under the name of Shakespeare. We spesl even
now of * Geseniua’ Hebrew Grammar,” although of its twenty-seven editicna the last
fourteen have been published since hia death, and more of it has been written by other
editors than Gesenius ever wrote himself. We gpeal of * Webster's Dictlonary,"
though there are in the * Unabridged ™ thousands of words and defnitions that Web-
eter never saw. Francis Brown: " A modern writer mastors older yecords and writes
& wholly pew book, Notgo with eastern historians, The latest comer, 28 Reuan says,
* ahsorbs his predecespors without assimilating them, so that the most recent has in its
belly the fragments of the previous works in a raw state.” The Diateasaron of Tatian
is a parallel to the composite strocture of the (. T, bocks, One passage yields the fol-
lowing : Mat, 8 :18a; John 2:144; Mot 21:12h; Jobt 2:14D, 157 Mat 81180, §3; John 2:16; Mark 11:16;
Jobn 2: 17-22; all succceding each other without s break.” Gore, Lux Mundi, 853 —* There
1s nothing materially untruthinl, though there ia rowething vwnoriticsl, in atévibuting
the whole legislation to Moges acting under the divine command. It would he only of
a piece with the attribution of the collection of Pgalms to David, and of Proverhs to
Bolomon,™

The opponents of the Higher Critieism have mueh to say in reply. Sayce, Early
History of the Hebrews, holds that the early chapters of Genesis were copied from
Babylonian gources, but he ingists upon a Mosaic or pre-Mogaic date for the copying.
Hilprecht however declares that the monotheistic fuicth of Israel could never bave pro-
ceoded ** from the Babylonian mountain of gods—that charpel-house full of corrup-
tion and dead men's bones,” Bissell, Genesis FPrinted in Colors, Introd., iv—*1tis
improbable that 8o many documentary historles existed ao early, or if existing that the
compiler should havo attempted to combine them. Stranpe that the earlier should be
J and ghould use the word * Jehovah,’ while the later P should use the word * Elohim,’
when *Jehovah’ would have far better suited the Priests’ Code. ..., xili—The
Babylonian tablets contain in a continnous narrative the nore prominent facts of both

- the alieged Elohistic and Jehovistie seetions of Gencsis, and present them mainly in
the Biblicnl order, Several hundred years hofore Moses what the oritics call fwo were
alreedy one. It is absurd to day that the unity wee due to a redaetor at the perigd of
the exile, 44 B. C. He who believes that God revealed himself to primitive man as ons
God, will see in the Akkadion story s polytheistio covruption of the original monothe-
istio aecount.,” We must not estimate the antiquity of a pair of boots by the last patch
which the cobbler haa added ; nor must we estimate the antiquity of a Scripture book
by the glosses and explanations added by later editors. As the London Bpeotator
remarks on the Homerlo problem : “ It ia as impossible that a first-rate poem or work
of art should be produced without a great master-mind which first conceives the whaole,
a3 that a Boe Mving bull shonld be developed ont of heef-Spusages.” As we shall pro-
ceed to ghow, however, these utterances overestirate the anity of the Peotateuch and
ignore gome striking evidences of ite gradual growth and composite gtructure,

The Authorship of the Pentatewch in particular. Hecent coritics, cepecially Kuenen

" and Bobertgon Bmith, have maintnined that the Pentatcuch is Mosaie oq]y In the sense
of helng a gradually growing body of traditionul law, which waa codifted as late as the
time of Ezekiel, and, ad the development of the apirit and teachings of the great law-
giver, waa called by & legal fiction after the naume of Moses and was attributed to him,
The actual order of composition is therefore: {1} Book of the Covenant (Exodua 20-23);
¢ 2} Deuteronomy ; (8) Leviticus. Amonyg the reasons assigned for this view are the
facts ( &) that Devteronomy ends with an account of Moses’ death, and thersfore could
not have been written by Moses; (b) that in Leviticus Levites are mere gervants to the
priests, while in Deuteroncmy the priesis are officiating Levites, or, in other words, all
the Levites are priests; (o) that the books of Judges and of 1 Sarmuel, with their record
of sacrifices offered in many places, give no evidence that elther Samuel or the nation
of Israecl had any knowledge of & law conflning worship to a loosl sanctuery. See



THE GENUINENESS OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCUMENTS. 171

Kuenen, Prophets and Prophecy in Terael ; Welthausen, Geachichte Isracls, Band 1; and
art.: Tsrael, in Enoyc. Brit., 13: 398, 389, 415 ; W, Hobertson Bmith, G.T. in Jewish Church,
304, 386, and Prophets of Israel; Hastings, Bible Dict., arte. : Deuteronomy, Hexateuoch,
and Canon of the 0. T.

It hes been urged in reply, (1) that Moses may have written, not sutographically,
bat through a scribe ( perhape Joshua ), and that this geribe may have completed the
history in Deuteronomy with the account of Mosges® death ; (2) that Ezra or subsequent
prophets may have subjected the whole Pentateuch to recension, and may have
added explanatory notea; (8) that documents of previous ages may have hoen ineor-
poreted, in course of its compogition by Moges, or subsequently by his suzcceasors;
(4) that the apparent lack of distinction between the differeut classes of Levites in
Deuteronomy mey be explained by the fact that, while Leviticus was written with
exaaot detall for the priests, Deuteronomy is the record of a brief general and oral sum-
mary of the law, addresged t0 the peonle at large and therefore naturally mentioning
the clergy 88 & whole; (6) that the silence of the book of Judged ad to the Mosaic
ritual may be explained by the design of the book to describe only general higtory, and
by the probability that at the tabernacle a ritual was observed of which the people in
general were ignorant. Sacrifices in other placds only accompanied speclal divine
manifestations which made the recipient temporarily a priest. Even If it were proved
that the law with regard to a central ganctuary was not observed, it would not show
that the law did not exist, any more than violatiom of the second commandment by
Solomon proves his ignorenee of the decalogue, or the medimval neglect of the N. T,
by the Roman church provea that the N, T. did not then exist. 'Wo connot argue that
“where there was transgression, there was no law ” (Watts, New Apologetic, 83, and
The Newor Oriticlam).

Inm the light of recent research, however, we cannot regerd these replies as atisfac-
tory. Woode, In hig article on the Hexateuch, Hastings’ Dictionary, 2: 385, presents &
moderate statement of the resulte of the higher criticism which commends iteelf to ud
a8 more trogtworthy. He calls it & theory of stratification, and hoids that * certain
more or legy independent documents, dealing largely with the saine series of events,
were composed at different pericds, or, at any rate, under different auspicos, and were
afterwards combined, so that our present Hexateuch, which means cur Pentateuch
with the addition of Joshua, contains these several different literary strata. . . . The
main grounds for accepting thiz hypothesia of stratification are (1) that the various
literary pieces, with very few exceptions, will be feund on examination to arrange
themaelves by common charscteristics into comparatively few groups; (2) that an
original ¢onsecution of narrative may be frequently traced hotween what in their
present form are isolated fragments.

* Thia will be better understood by the following filugtration. Let us suppose a prob-
lem of .thie kind : Given a patehwork quilt, explain the character of the originsl plecea
out of which the bita of etufl compoaing the quilt were cut. First, we natice that, how-
ever well the oolors may blend, however nice and complete the whole may look, many
of the adjoining pieces do not agree in material, texture, pattern, color, or the like.
Ergo, they have been made up out of very different pieces of stuff. . . . But suppose
we further diasover that many of the bits, though now separated, are like one another
in material, texture, ete., we may conjecture thet these have been cut out of one piece.
But we shall prove this beyond reasonable doubt if we find that several bits when
unpicked fit together, so that the pattern of one is continued in the other; and,
moreover, that if all of like character are sorted out, they form, say, four groups, each
of which weas evidently once a gingle piece of gtuff, though parta of each are found
missing, because, no doubt, they have not been required to make the whole, But we
make the analogy of the Hexateuch even closer, 1f we further suppose that in certain
partd of the guilt the bits belonging to, say, two of thess groups are g0 comhined ag to
form a subgidipry pattern within the larger pattern of the whole quilt, and had evi-
dently been sewed togethar before being connected with other parts of the qmlt; and
we may make 1t even closer still, If we suppose that, besides the more important bits
of stuff, smaller embellishments, horderings, and the like, had been added so as to
improve the general eﬂant.of the whole,”

The author of this article goes on to point out three main portions of the Hexa-
teuch which essentially differ from each other. There are three distinot codes: the
Covenant code ( ¢ —EBx. 20 : 32 t0 23:38, and 24:3.8), the Deuteronomic cods (D), and the
Priestly code (P). Thesocoded have peculinr relations to the nerrative portions of the
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Hexzatéench. In Genests, for example, “the greater part of the book is divided into
groupa of longer or shorter pleces, gencroily pavggraphs or chapters, distingualshod
respectively by the airost exclusive use of Elohlm or Jebovah as the name of God.”
Let us call these portions J and BE. But we find such close affinities between ¢ 2nd
JW, that we may regard them as substantially one, ** We ghall find that tho larger
part ot the narratives, as distinet from the laws, of Exndus and Nombers belong to
JE; whereag, with special exceptions, the legal portions belong to P.  Inthelast chap-
ters of Deuteronomy and in the whole of Joshua we find elements of JE. In the Jatter
book we also find elements which connect it with D.

“ It should be observed that not only do we find here and there separate pisces in the
Hexateuch, shown by their characters to belong to these three sources, JE, I, and
P, bat the pieces will often be found connected together by an obvious continuilty of
subject when pleced together, 1iheo the hits of patehworlk in the Rlustration with which
we gtarted. For example, if we read continuously Gen, 11:27-32; 12:4b, §; 13: 64, 11, 12a;
16:18,3,1516; 17, 19:29; 21: 15 2 b-5; 23; 25: 7-1{ a— paesages mainly, on other grounds,
attrlbuted to P, we get an almost continuous and complete, though very conecise,
account of Abraham'slife,” We may concede the substantial correctness of the view
thus propounded. Itslmply shows God's actual method in making up the record of
his revelation. We may add that any scholar who grants that Mogcs did not himself
write the acoount of his own death and burial in the last chapter of Deuteronomy, or
who recopnizes two differiag accounts of cvastion in Seusie 1 and 2, hae already heguna
an anglysis of the Pentateuch and has snccepted the espential principles of the higher
criticism.

In addition fo the lterature already referred to mention may elso be made of
Driver's Introd. to O, T.,118-150, aod Deuteronomy, Introd.; W. R. Harper, in Hebralca,
Oct.-Deo. 1838, and W. H. Green's reply in Hebralea, Jan.-Apl. 1889; also Greenm,
The TUnity of the Book of Genceis, Mosges and the Prophets, Hebrew Feasts, and Higher
Critloiam of the Pentateuch ; with articles by Green in Presb. Rev., Jan. 1882 and Oct.
1886 Howard Cagood, in Essays on Pentateuchal Criticlsm, and in Bib. S8ac., Oct. 1888,
and July, 1803 ; Watts, The Newer Criticism, and New Apologetic, 83; Preab. Rev., arta.
by H. P. Bmith, April, 1882, apd by T, L. Patton, 1883 : 341-410 ; Bib. 8ac., April, 1882: 201~
344, and by G. F. Wright, July, 1898 :515-525; Brit. Quar., July, 1881:123; Jun. 1884 138-
148; Mead, Supernatural Revelation, 373-8853; Stebbins, A Study in the Pentateuch;
Bissell, Historic Origin of the Bible, 277-342, and The Pentateuch, its Authorship and
Structure ; Bartlett, S8ources of History in the Pentateuch, 180-2i6, and The Veracity
of the Hexateuch; Murray, Origin and Growth of the Paplms, 58; Payne-Bmith, in
Present Day Tracts, 3: no. 15; Edersheim, Prophecy and History; Eurtz, Hist. Old
Covenant, 1: 465 Perowne, In Contemp. Bev., Jan. and Feh. 1888; Chambers, Moses and
his Recent Critica; Terry, Moses and the Prophets ; Davis, Dictionary of the Bible, art.:
Pontateuch; Willis J. Beecher, The Propheis and the Promise; Orr, Problem of the
0. T, 325320, i

_IL CREDIBILITY OF THE WRITERS OF THE SORIPIURES,

‘We shall attempt to prove this only of the writers of the gospels ; for if
they are credible witnesses, the credibility of the Old Testament, to which
they bore testimony, follows as a matter of course.

1. They are capable or competent wilnesses, — that is, they possessed
actus] knowledge with regard to the facis they professed to relate. (@)
They had opportunities of observation and inquiry, (5) They were men
of sobriety and discernment, and could not have been themselves deceived.
(e} Their circumstances were such as to impress deeply upon their minds
the events of which they were witnesses.

9. They are honest witnesses, This is evident when we consider that:
() Their testimony imperiled &ll their worldly interests. {&) The moral
elevation of their writings, and their manifest reverence for truth snd con-
stant inculeation of it, show that they were not wilful deceivers, but good
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men. {¢) There are minor indications of the honesty of these writera in
the circumstantiality of their story, in the ahsence of any expectation that
their narratives would be guestioned, in their freedom from all disposition
to sereen themselves or the apostles from censure.

Leseing says that Homer nevef ealls Helen beautiful, but he gives the reader an
impresslon of her surpassing loveliness by portraying the effect produced by her pres-
once. So the evangelists do not deseribe Jesug® appearance or character, but lead ua to
conceive the cause that could produce such cffects. Gore, Incarnation, 77 —* Pilate,
Cadaphas, Herod, Judag, are not abused,— they are photographed. The sin of a Judes
and a Peter i told with equal simplieity. Such fairness, wherever you find it, belongs
to a trustworthy witness,”

3. The writings of the evangelists mutually suppaort each other. We
argue their credibility upon the ground of their number and of the con-
pistency of their testimony. While there is enough of disorepency to
show that there has been no collngion between them, there is conenrrence
enough to make the falsehood of them sll infinitely improbable. Four
points under this head deserve mention: (a) The evangelists are indepen-
dent witnesses. Thisis sufficiently shown by the futility of the attempts to
prove that any one of them has abridged or transeribed another. (5) The
discrepancics between them are none of them irreconcilable with the
truth of the recorded facts, but only present those facts in new lights or
with additional detail. (¢) That these witnesses were friends of Christ
does not lessen the value of their united testimony, since they followed
Christ only because they were convinced that these facts were true. (d)
‘While one witness to the facts of Christianity might establish its truth, the
combined evidence of four witnesses gives us a warrant for faith in the facts
of the gospel such as we possesa for no other facts in ancient history what-
goever. The same rule which would refuse belicf in the events recorded
in the gospels “would throw doubt on any event in history.”

No man does or ean write his own elgnature twice preeisely alike. When two
gighatures, therefore, purporting to he written by the game pergon, are precizely alike,
it ig safe to conclude that one of themn is a forgery. Compare the combined testimony
of the evangelists with the combined testimony of cur five senses, ** Let us assume,”
gaye Dr. C. E. Rider, *“that the chances of deception are as one to ten whep we use our
oyes alone, one to twenty when we uge our ears alone, and one o forty when we use
oor genge of touch glone; what are the chances of mistake when we use &l these senaes
slmultaneoualy ? The true result i8 chbtained by multiplying these proportions together,
This gives one to elght thousand.**

4. The conformity of the gospel testimony with experience. We bave
slready shown that, granting the fact of gin and the need of an attested
revelation from God, miracles can furnish no presumption against the tes-
timony of those who record such a revelation, but, as essentially belonging
to such & revelation, miracies may be proved by the same kind and degree
of evidence as is required in proof of any other exfraordinary facts. We
may asgiert, then, that in the New Testement histories there is no record
of facts contrary to experience, but only a record of facts not witnessed in
ordinary experience —of facts, therefore, in which we may belisve, if the
evidence in other reapects in sufficient.

5. Coincidence of this festimony with collateral facis and oircum-
atances, Under this head we may refer to (@) the numberless correspon-
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dences between the narretives of the evangelists and contemporary history;
(b)) the failure of every atbernpt thus far to show that the sacred history is
contradicted by any single fact derived from other frustworthy sources;
(¢} the infinite improbabilify that this minute and complete harmory
should ever have been secured in fictitions narratives.

8. Conclusion from the argument for the credibility of the writers of
the gospels. These writers having been proved to be eredible witnesses,
their narratives, including the accounts of the miracles and prophecies of
Christ and his apostles, must be accepted as frue. Bub God would nob
work mivacles or reveal the future to attest the claims of false teachers,
Christ and his apostles must, therefore, have been what they claimed to be,
teschers sent from (Fod, and their doctrine mnst be what they claimed it
to be; a revelation from God to men,

On the whole pubject, see Ebrard, Wissensch. Kritik der evang. Geschichte; Green-
leaf, Testimony of the Evangellsts, 30, 31; Btarkie on Evidence, 734; Whately, Historfo
Doubts as to Napoleon Buocnapurte; Haley, Examlnation of Alleged Disorcpancies;
B8mith's Voyage and Bhipwreck of St. Paul; Paley, Horse Pauline; Birks, in 8triviogs
for the Faith, 87-12 —*“ Discrepancles are likke the slight diversities of the diferant pic-
tured of the stereoscope.” Renan calls the land of Palestine a fifth gospel. Weiss con-
trasts the Apoeryphal Gtospsls, where there 18 no historical getting and all is in the air,
with the evangelista, where time and plase are always stated,

No modern apologist has stated the argument for the credibility of the New Testa~
ment with greater clearness and force than Paley,— Evidences, chapters 8 and 10— No
historica] fact i3 more certain than that the original propagators of the gospel volun-
tarily subjected themselves to lives of fatigue, danger, and sufferiug, in the prosecution
of their undertaking, The nature of the undertaking, the character of the persons
employed in it, the oppogition of their tenets to the fixed expectations of the
country in which they at flzst advanced them, thelr undissambled condemnatton of the
religion of all other countries, their total want of power, authority, or force, render it
in the highest degtos probable that this must have been the case.

“The probability is incressed by what we know of the fate of the Founder of the
institution, who was pui to death for his attempt, and by what we also know of the cruel
treatment of the converta to the institution within thirty years afier {ts commence-
ment—both which points are attested by heathen writers, and, being once admitted,
leaye it very incredible that the primitive emigaaries of the religion who axercised their
ministry first amongst the people who had destroyed their Mpster, and afterwards
amongst those who persecubed their converts, shonld themgelves escape with Impunity
or pursue their purpoee in ease and safety.

*This probability, thus sustained by foreign testimony, is advanced, I think, to his-
torioal certainty by the evidence of our own bocks, by the accounts of & writer who wad
the companion of the persons whose sufferings he relates, by the lettexs of the persons
themselves, by predictiond of persecutions, ascribed to the Founder of the religion,
which predictions would not bave been ingerted in this history, much less, studi-
ously dwelt upon, if they had not accorded with the event, and which, even if falsaly
ascribed to him, could only have beer so asoribed because the event suggested them ;
iaatly, by incessant exhortations to fortitude and patience, and by an earnestness, repe-
tition and urgency upon the gpubject which were anlikely to have appeareq, if there
had not been, at the time, some extracrdinery call for the exercise of such virtues. It
i8 also made out, I think, with suficicnt ovidence, thet both the teachers and converts
of the religion, in copsegicnce of their new profesgion, took up & new course of life
and conguoet.

* The next great question ig, what they did this for, It was for a miraculous story of
some kind, since for the proof that Jesus of Nazareth ought to be received as tho Mes-
slah, or a8 8 messenger for Fod, they neither had nor could kave pnything but miracles
to gtand upon. . . . If this be so, the religion maust be true. These men eould not be
deceivers. By only not bearing testimony, they might have avoided all thess suffer-
ings and lived quietly, Would men in such circumstances pretend to have seen what
they never saw, assert facts which they bad no koowledge of, go about lying teo
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teach virtue, and though not only convinced of Christ’s being an impostor, but having
seen the gu00ega of his imposture in his crucifixion, yet persist in carrying it on, and so
bersigt as to bring upon themselves, for notaing, and with & full imowledge of the con-
eequences, enmity and hatred, danger and death ?"

Those who maintain this, moreover, require us to believe that the Seripture writers
were “ villaing for no end but to teach honesty, and martyrs without the least progpect
of honor or advantage.” Imposture must bave & motive. The gelf-devotion of the
apostles is the strongest evidence of their truth, for even Hume declares that ** weo can-
not make use of 4 more convincing argument in proof of honesty then to prove that
the actions asoribed to any persons are contrary ic the gourse of nature, and that no
human motives, in such elrcumstances, could ever induee them to such conduet.”

IIT. Tar SveErNATURAT. CHARACTER OF THE S¢RIPTURE TEACHING.
L. Seripture teaching in general.
A, The Bible is the work of one mind.

(a) In spite of its variety of authorship and the vast separation of its
writers from one another in point of time, there is s unity of eubject, spirit,
and sim thronghout the whole.

‘We here begin a new department of Chrigtian evidences, We have thus far only
adduced external evidence, We now turn our attention to internal evidence, Therela-
tion of external to internal evidence seems to be suggested in Christ’s two questions in
Mark 8:87, 20— Who do mnen say that Iam? . , . whosay ye thatIam?” The unity in variety dis-
played in Scripture i8 one of the chief internal evidences. This unity is indicated in
our word * Bible,” in the singular number. Yot the original word was “ Biblia,” a
plural number, The world has come to see & unity in what were once scattered frag-
ments: the many * Biblia” have become one “Bible.,” In cne sense R, W. BEmerson’s
aontention 18 true: *The Bible is not a book,—it s & literature.” But we may also
88y, and with equal truth: *The Bible is not simply a collection of books,—it ig a bool.”
The Hible is mada up of sixty-six books, by forty writers, of all ranks, —ghepherds,
fishermen, priests, warriors, statesmen, kings, ~ composing their worke at intervals
through a period of seventeen centuries, Evidently no collusion between them is pos-
gible. Beepticism tends ever to ascribe to the Scriptures greater variety of authorship
and date, but all this only increases the wonder of the Bible's unity. If unity in a haif
dozen writers 1a remarkable, in forty it is astounding, * The many diverse instruments
of this orchegtra play one perfect tune : hence wo feel that they are led by one master
and composer.” Yet it takea the same Spirit who inaspired the Bikle to teach its unity,
The unjon is not an external or superficial one, but one that is internal and spiritual.

{ ) Not one moral or religions utterance of all these writers haa bheen
contradieted or superseded by the utterances of those who have come later,
but all together constitute a consistent system.

Here we must distinguish between the extornsl form and the moral and religious
gubstance, Jesus declaresin Mat. 5: 21, 22, 27,28, 33, 34, 38, 39, 43, 44, *' To bave heard that it wassaid o
tham of old time . . . but I say unito you,” and then he seems at firgt sight to abrogate certain
ariginal commends. But he also declares ic this connection, Mat 5: 17, 18— " Think not Iam
oome 1o destrey the law or the prophets: I came not to destroy but to fulfll, Per verily Isey unto you, Till huvan
nndurth pam xwa¥, als jot or one nme shall in no wise pace awey from the law, tll all things be inhod
4 ouily bring out the inaer meaning of the old, Hots
Triat Bt thelr emsntial wpirit.. Bo the New Tostament comm-
the Old Testament and mekes the Bible & perfeoct unity, In
this unity the Btble stands alona. Rmdn\. ?mlm. md p religiuus books soniain

hole tr mygernﬂrmliyin the protmmaeuum utte B
the seed of the woman should braize the gerpent’s head ),

{ ¢} Each of these writings, whether eaxrly or late, hes represented moral
and religious ideas greatly in advance of the age in which it has appeared,
and these idess still lead the world,
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All our idess of progress, with ail the forward-looking spirit of modern Christendom,
are due to Beripture, The classic pations had no such ideag and no such spirit, except
a8 they canght them from the Hebrews. Virgil’a propbecy, in big fourth Eologue, of a
coming virgin and of the refgn of Szturn and of the return of the golden age, was only
the ocho of the Ribylline books and of the hope of & Redeermer with which the Jewa
had leavened tho whole Roman world ; see A. H.Strong, The Great Poets and their
Theology, 64-96,

{d) It iz impossible to account for this unity without suppouing such a
supernatural suggestion snd control that the Bible, while in its varicus
parts written by human agents, is yet equally the work of a snperhuman
intelligence.

Wo may contrast with the harmony between the different Scripture writers the
contradictions and refutations which follow merely human philescphies —e. g., the
Hegellan idealism and the Spencerian maeterislism. Hegel i9 *'a name to swear at, as
weoll a8 to ewear by, Dr. Btirling, int his Secret of Hegel, * kept all the gacret to him-
solf, if he ever knew it.” A certain Fronchman ondés asked Hegel If e could not gather
up and express his philosophy in one sentence for him, “No," Hegel replied, “ at least
not in French,” If Talleyrand’'s maxim be true that whatever ia not intelligible is not
French, Hegel’s answer was 8, correct one. Hewel said of his disciples; * There 18 only
one man living who underagtands me, and he dces not.”

Goeschel, Gabler, Daub, Marheinecke, Erdmann, are Hegel's right wing, or orthodox

represontatives and followers In theology ; see Sterrett, Hegol's Philosophy of Relig-
ion. Hegel is followed by Alexander and Bradley in England, but is opposed by Beth
and Schiller. Upton, Hibbert Lectures, 219-300, gives a valuable estimate of his posi-
tion and influence: Hegel izall thought and no will, Prayer has no effect on God,~it
18 a purely psychological phenomenon., There is no free-will, and man's ¢in ag much
as man's holiness is & manifestation of the Eternal. Evolution is a fact, but it 3 only
fatalistic evolution. Hegel notwithstanding did great service by substituting knowl-
edge of reality for the oppressive Kantian relativity, and by banishing the old notion of
matter a5 a myatertous substance wholly unlike and incompatible with the properties
of mind. He did great service also by showing that the interactions of matter and
mind are explicable only by the presence of the Absolute Whole In every part, though
he erred greatly by carrying that idea of the unity of God and man beyond ite proper
limits, and by denying that God has given to the will of men any power to put ftseif into
antagonism to His Will. Hegel did great service by showing that we cannot know even
the part without knowing the whole, but he erred in teaching, as T. H. Green did, that
the relations copstitute the reality of the thing. He deprives both physical and psyehi-
cal existences of that degree of selthood or independent reality which is essential to
both selence and religion. We want real foree, and not the mere idea of force; real
‘will, and not mere thought.

B. This one mind that made the Bible is the same mind that made the
soul, for the Bible is divinely adapted to the soul,

(a) Ii shows complete acquaintance with the soul,

The Bible addresses all parts of man's nature. There are Law and Epistles for man's
reason; Psalms and Gospels for his affections ; Prophets and Revelations for his imagi-
nstion. Hence the popularity of the Scriptures. Their variety holds tmen., ‘The Bible
has become interwoven into modern life. Law, literature, art, all show its moulding
influence.

(%) It judges the soul-—contradieting its passions, revealing its guilt,
and humbling ifs pride.

No produet of mere human nature could thus look down upon humsn vature and
condemn it. The Bible speaks to us from o higher level, The Bamaritan woman’s words
apply to the whole compass of divine revelation ; it tells us all things that ever we did
{Jabn 4:29). The Brahmin declared that Remansi, with its deseription of heathen vices,
must bave been forged after the missionaries came to Indin.

(¢} It meets the deepest needs of the soul --by solutions of its problems,
disclosures of God’s character, presentations of the way of pardon, conso-
lations and promises for life and death,
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Neither Soarates nor Senecs gets forth the nature, origin and consequences of sin as
ecommitted against the holinegs of God, nor do they point cut the way of pardon and
renewal. The Bible teaches us what nature cannot, viz.: God's creatorship, the origin
of evil, the method of restoration, the certainty of a future state, and the principle of
rewards and punishments thers.,

() Yot it is silent upon many questions for which writings of merely
human origin seek first to provide solutions.

Compare the acoount of Christ’s infancy in the gospels with the fables of the Apoory-
phal New Testawment ; compare the seaut utterances of Scripture with regard to the
future state with Mohammed's and Bwedenborg’s revelations of Paradise, BSee Alex-
ander McLaren's sermon on The Bilence of Scripture, in his book entitled : Christ in the
Heart, 181-141.

(e) There are infinite depths and inexhaustible reaches of meaning in
Beripture, which difference it from all other books, and which compel us to
believe that its author must be divine.

Bir Walter Scott, on his death bed : * Bring me the Book!™ * What hook ?* said
Lockhart, his son-n-law. *'Fhere Is but one book ! said the dying man. Réville con-
cludes a&n Essay in the Revue des deux Mondes (1884): “ One day the question was
started, in an assembly, what book & man condemned to lifelong imprisonment, and to
whom but one book would be permitted, had better take into his cell with him., The
company conslsted of Catholics, Protestants, philosophers and even materialists, but
all agreed that thelr choice would fall only on the Bible.”

On the whole subject, see Garbett, God's Word Written, 3-6d; Luthardt, Saving
Truths, 210; Rogers, Buperhuman Origin of Bible, 155-181; W. L. Alexander, Connec-
tion and Harmeny of 0. T. and N. T.; Stanley Leathes, Structure of the O, T.; Bernard,
Progress of Doctrine in the N. T.; Rainy, Delivery and Development of Doctrine;
Titcomb, in Strivings for the Faith; Tmmer, Hermeneuties, #1; Pregent Day Traots, 4:
no. 283 53 ne, 28; 8100, 81; Leo on Inspiration, 26-82.

2. Moral System of the New Testament.

The perfection of this systerm is generally conceded. All will admit that
it greatly surpasses any other system known among men. Among its dis-
tinguishing charscteristics may be mentioned :

(a) Iis comprehensiveness, —including all humen duties in its code,
even the most generally misnnderstood and neglected, while it permits no
vice whatscever. '

Buddhism regards family life as sginful. Suiclde was commended by maby anclent:
philosophers. Among the Spartans to sieal was praiseworthy, —only to be caught
stealing was eriminal. Classic times despised humility. Thomas Paine said that Chris- -
tianity cultiveted * the spirit of a spaniel,’” and John Btuart Mill asserted that Christ
ignored duty ta the state. ¥et Peter urges Christinns to add to their Taith manliness,
courage, herolsm (2 Pek. 1:5—"in your fith supply virtne"), and Paul declares the state to
be God’s ordinanes {Rom. 13 : 1~ ¢ Let svery soul bs in exbjestion to the higher powers: for thare is no power
tmt of Bod; snd the powars that ba are ordained of God '), Patriotic defence of a nation's anity
and freedom hag always found §ts chief incitement and ground in these injunctions of
Seripture. E. G, Robinson: “ Christian ethies do not contain a particle of chaft, —all
s pure wheat.”

(&) Tts spiritnality, —accepting no merely external conformity to right
precepts, but judging all action by the thoughts and motives from which it
SPrings.

The guperficiality of heathen morals is well illustrated by the treatment of the
corpss of 4 priest in Biam : the body is covered with gold leaf, and then is left to rotand

shine. Hesthenism divorces religion from ethics. External and eercmonial obaer-
vanoes take the place of purity of heart, The Sermon on the Mount on the other haud

12
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pronounces biessing only upon inward states of the soul. Ps 5i: 6 — ''Behold, thow dealrest
‘ruth in the inward parts, and in he hidden pm thon wilt make ma to know wisdom ™ ; Micah §: 3= “ what deth
Jshowah raquire of thes, bat to do justly, and to love kindness, and te walk humbly with thy God 2"

(¢) Its gimplicity, —inenleating principles rather than imposing rules;
reducing these prineiples to an orgenic system ; and connecting this system
with religion by summing up all human doty in the one command of love
to God and man,

Christianity presents no ¢xtensive code of rules, ke that of the Pharizees or of the
Jeguits, Buch codes break down of their own weight. The laws of the Btate of New
York glone constitute a lbrary of themselved, which only the trained lawyer can
master., It ia sald that Mohammedanism has recorded sixty-five thousand special
instances in which the reader im directed to do right. Tf is the merit of Jesus®system
that all its requigitions are reduced to unity, Marki2:29-31 —* Hear, 0 Israel; The Lord our God, the
Lord is one : and thou shalt lova the Lord thy God with all thy deart, and with a1l thy soul, and wml all thy mind, ard
with all thy strengih. The séoond i this: Thon shalt Jove thy neighbor as thyself. Thers is none other commandment
granter than thees” Wendt, Teaching of Jesus, 21 354-814, calls attontion to the inner unity
of Jeaug' teaching, The doctrine that God 1= 4 loving Father is applied with unswerv-
ing consistency. Jegus conflrmed whatever was true in the Q. 'T., and he get aside the
woworthy. He tsught not do much about God, a8 about the kingdom of God, and
about the ideal fellowahip betwesn GGod and men. Morality was the pecessary and
natural expreasion of religion. In Christ tesching and life were perfectly blended. . He
waa the representative of the religion which he taught.

(d) Its pmhcaht.y,—exemphfymg its precepts in the life of Jesus
Christ; and, while it declares man’s depravity and insbility in his own
sfrength to keep the law, furnishing molives to obedience, and the divine
aid of the Holy Spitrit to make this obedience possible.

Revelation hag bwo gides: Moral law, and provigion for fullliling the moral law that
has been broken, Heathen systems can incite to temporary reformations, and they
ean terrify with Tears of vetribution. But only God's regenerating grace can make
the tree good, in such a way that its froit will be good also {Mat. 12; 33). There is o differ-
ence betwoen touching the pendwulum of the clock and winding 1t up, — the former
muy get it temporarily awinging, but only the latter seonres its regular and permanent
motion. The moral system of the N, T. is not gimply law, —it 18 also grace: Jorni: 17—
"the Jaw was given through Moses; graca aud trnth oame through Josus Christ” Dr. William Ashmore's
tract represents a Chinaman jn 8 pit. Confucing looks into the pit and says: “If you
had done as I told you, you would naver have gotten in.” Buddha looks into the pit
and says: “If you were up here I would show you what to do.”” Bo both Confucius
and Buddhe passg on. But Jesus leaps down into the pit and helps the poor Chinaman
out,

At the Parllament of Religionain Chicago there were many ideals of life propounded,
but no religion except Christianity atfempted to show that there was any power given
to realize these ideals. When Joseph Cook chailenged the priests of the anclent
religions to answer Lady Macbeth's question: * How cleanse this red right hand ?”
the priests were dumb. Butb Christianity declares that ¢ the blood of Jesus his Som cleaussth us
trom all ain” (1 Joha1:7), E. G. Robinson: Christianity diifers from all other rellgions In
being (1) a higstorical religion; (2) in turning abstract law into a person t0 be loved;
(3) in furnishing a demonstration of God's love In Christ; (4) in providing atone-
ment for 8in and forgiveness for the sinner; (5) in giving a power to fulfil the law
and sgnotify the Hfe, Rowne, Philos. of Theism, 249 —* Christianity, by making the
moral law the expression of a holy Wili, brought that law out of its impersonal
abstraction, and assured it ultimate triumph. Moral principles may be what they were
before, but moral practice I8 forever different. Even the earth itaelf has another look,
now that it hag heaven above it Frarces Power Cobbe, Life, 92 — ' The achievement
of Chrigtianity wae not the inculeation of a new, still less of a systemabic, morality;
but the introduction of a new spirit into morality; as Christ himeelf zeid, & leaven
into the lump.*

'We may justly argue that a moral system so pure and perfect, since it
surpasses all humean powers of invention and runa counter to men’s natural
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tastes and passions, must bave had a supernatural, and if a supernatural,
then a divine, origin.

Heathen systems of morality are in general defective, in that they furnish for man’s
moral aoifon no gufiicient example, rule, motive, orend. They cannot do this, for the
regaon that they practically identify God with naturs, and know of no clear revelation
of his holy will. Man is leff; to the law of hig own heing, and sinee he is not conceived
of as wholly responsible and fres, the lower impulses are allowed sway as well ag the
higher, and selfishness ig not regarded ag 8in.  As heathendom does not recognize man’s
dopravity, so it does not recognize hig dependence upon divine grace, and its virtue js
gelf-righteousness. Heathenism la man’'s vain effart to lift kimaself to God ; Chrigtianity
Is God’s eoming down to man to save him ; ase Gungaulug, Transflg. of Christ, 11, 12.
Martinean, ¥ ¢ 15, 16, calls attention to the differgnoe between the physiclogical ethics
ot heathendom and the psyehological ethies of Christianity. Physiological ethios begins
with nature; and, inding in nature the uniform rule of hecessity and the operation
0f cause and effect, it comes at last to man and applies the game rule to khim, thus
extinguishing all faith in personality, fresdom, vesponsibility, pin and guilt. Psycho-
logloal ethics, on the contrary, wisely begins with what we know begt, with man; and
finding in him free-will and 8 moral purpose, it proceeds outward o nature and inter-
prets nature as the manifestation of the mind and wiil of God,

* Paychologieal ethics mre altogether pecullar to Christondom. . . . Other wystems
begin cutside and regard the soul as a homogeneous part of the universe, applying
to fhe gowl the principle of necessity that prevails outgide of it. . . . In the Christian
religion, on the other hand, the interest, the mystery of the world arc concentrated in
humon naturé. ., . The eeose of gin—g sentiment that loft no trace in Athens —
involves s conscionaness of personal alienation from the Supreme Goodness; the aspi-
raton after holiness direots itself to a union of affection and will with the source of
all Perfection ; the agency for transforming men from their old estrangement to new
reconcilintion is & Pergon, in whem the divine and Inmmsn historically blend; and
the sanctifying Spirit by which they are sustained at the height of their purer life
is a living lnk of communion between their minds and the Soul of gouls, .. . fo
Nature, to the Christian consclousness, sank into tho accidental and the neutral”™
Measuring ourselves hy human standards, we nourish pride; messuring ourselves
by divine standards, we mourish humility. Heathen nations, ident{fying God with
nature o with man, are unprogressive. The fiat architecture of the Parthenon, with
1ts lines parailel to the earth, is the type of heathen religion ; the aspiring arches of the
Gothic cathedral symholize Christianity.

Bterrett, Btudies In Hegel, 83, says that Hegel characterized the Chinese religion as
that of Measurs, or temperate gonduct; Brahmanism as that of Phanotasy, or inebri-
ate dream-life ; Buddhism as that of Self-involvement ; that of Egypt as the imbruted
religion of Enigma, symbolized by the Sphynx; that of Greece, as the religion of
Beauty ; the Jewish as that of Sublimity ; and Chrigtianity ag the Absoluie religion, the
fully revealed religion of truth and freedom, Tn all this Hegel entirely fallg to grasp the
elements of Will, Holiness, Love, Life, which characterize Judalsm and Christianity,
and distinguish them from sll other religions. R. H. Hutton: * Judaigr taught ue
that Nature must be interpreted by our knowledge of God, not. God by our knowledge
of Nature,” Lyman Abbott: * Christianity is not a new Uife, but a new power; nota
sigmmona 10 A Dew life, but an offer of new life; pot 8 relnactment of the old law.
but & power of God unto salvation ; not love to God and man, bui: Christ's messsge that
God loves us, and will help us o the life of love.™

Beysching, N. T. Theology, 5, 6—* Christianity postulates an opening of the heart of
the eternat God to the heart of man coming to meet him. Heathendom showa us the
heart of man blunderingly grasping the hem of God’s garment, and mistaking Nature,
his majestic raiment, for himself. Only in the Bible does man press beyond God’s
externsl manifestations to God himself,” Bee Wuttke, Christian Ethics, 1:87-173;
Porter, in Predent Day Traets, 4:no. 19, pp. 33-64: Blackis, Four Phasea of Morals;
Faithg of the World (8t, Giles Lectures, second series}; J. ¥\ Clarke, Ten Great Relig-
ions, 34 9250-817; Garbett, Dogmatic Faith ; Farrar, Witness of History to Christ, 184,
and Beekers after God, 181, 182, 320; Curtls on Inspiration, 288. For denial of the all-
comprehensive character of Christlan Maorality, gee John Btuart Mill, on Liberty; per
contra, see Review of Mill, iIn Thecl. Eclectic, 6 : 508-512; Row, In Strivings for the
Fatth, pub, by Christian Evidence Society, 151-220; algo, Bampton Legtures, 1877 : 150~
176 ; Figher, Beginnings of Christlanity, 28-38, 174,
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‘In contrast with the Christian system of morslity the defects of heathen
systems are go marked and fundamentsl, that they comstitute a strong
corrobarative evidence of the divine origin of the Scripture revelation, We
therefore append certain facts and referemces with regard to particular
heathen systems.

1. Cowrrcranisu. Confucius ( Kung-fu-tse), B. C.551-478, contemporary with Pythag-
oras and Buddha. Soorates wasborn ten years atter Confuclus died. Mencius (871-278}
was o disciple of Confucius, Matheson, in ¥Failths of the World (8t. Giles Lectures},
73-108, elaims that Confucianism was ** an attempt to subetitute a morality for theology.”
Legge, however, in Present Day Tracts, 3: no. 18, shows that this is a mistake., Confu-
clus simply left religion where he foung it. Geod, or Heaven, is worshiped In China,
bhut only by the Emperor, Chinese religion is apparentiy a survival of the worship of
the patriarchal family, The father of the family wasits oniy head and priest. In China,
though the family widened into the tribe, and the tribe into the nation, the father still
retained his aole authority, and, g3 the father of his people, the Empercr alone officially
offered sacrifice to God. Betweernt God and the people the gulf has 5o widened that the
people may be said 1o have no practical knowledge of God or communication with him.
Dr. W.A.P, Martin : *Confucianism has degenerated into a pantheistic mediey, and ren-
deas worship to an imperaonal ‘anima mundt,' under theleading forms of visible nature.”

Dr., Willlam Asghmore, private letter: *The common pecple of China bave: (1)
Ancestor-worship, and the worship of deified heroes: (2) Geomancy, or belief in
the controlling power of the eloments of pature; but back of these, and antedating
them, I (3) the worship of Heaven and Earth, or Father and Mother, a very ancient
dualisin ; this belongs to the common poople alse, though once a year the Emperor,
a8 a sort of high-priest of his people, offers sacrifice on the sltar of Heaven; in this
he acts alone, *Joss' is not a Chinese word at all. It i8 the gorrupted form of the
Portuguese word * Deop.” The word * pidgin * i similarly an attempt to say “ buslness’
(big-i-nesa orbidgin). * Jose-pidgin’ therefore meansaimply * divineservics," orservice
offered to Heaven and Earth, or to spirits of any kind, good or bad. There are many
gods, aQueen of Heaven, King of Hades, God of War, god of literature, gods of the hills,
valleys, streama, a goddess of small-pox, of child-bearing, and all the various trades
have their gods. The most lofty expression the Chinege have is * Heaven,’ or * Bupreme
Heaven,’ or * Azure Heaven,” This is the surviviog indication that in the most remote
times they had knowledge of one suprems, intelligent and personal Power who ruled
overall,” Mr, Yugore Chiba has shown that the Chinese oJassics permit saorifice by all
the people. But it still remains true that sacrifice to * Suprems Meaven ' {3 proctically
confined to the Emperor, who Mke the Jewish high-priest offers for his people once &
year.

Confuciug did nothing to put morality upon a religfous basis. In practice, the rela-
tions between man and man ave the only relations considered. Benevolence, righteous-
ness, propriety, wisdom, sincerity, are snjoined, but not & word ia said with regard to
man's relations to God. Love to God i8 not only not commanded ~— it is not thought of
as possible. Though man's being is theoretically an ordinance of God, man is practically
a law to himaself. The first commandment of Confueins i3 that of filial plety, But this
includes worship of dead ancestors, and is 80 exaggerated a8 to bury from sight the
related duties of huabend to wife and of parenttochild, Confuciug tede it the duty of
a son to slay his father's murderer, just as Moses insisted on a strictly retaliatory
penalty for bloodshed; see J. A, Farrer, Primitive Manners and Customs, B}, He
treated invistble and superior beings with reapect, but held them at a distance. He
recognized the ** Heaven " of tradifion; but, ingtead of adding to our knowledge of it,
he stifled inquiry, Dr. Legge: %I have been reading Chinese booka for more than
forty years, and any general requirement: to love God, or the mention of any one
as actaally loving him, has yet to come for the frgt time under my eye."

Ezra Abbot asserts that Confucius gave the golden rule in positive as well as nega-
tive form ; aee Harrls, Philos, Basts of Thelsm, 222, This however ssems to be denied
by Dr. Legge, Religions of China, I-38. Wu Ting Fang, former Chinese minister to
Washington, assents to the statement that Confuoius gave the golden rule only io ite
negative form, and he seys this differonce i the difforence between a passive and an
aggresgive clvilization, which last is thorefore dominsnt. The golden rule, as Confu-
cius gives it, 18: * Do not untt others that which you would not they should do unto
you,” Compare with this, Iscerites: * B to your purents what you would bave your
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children be to you. . .. D6 not to others the things which make you angry when others
do them to you ”; Herodotus: ** What I punish in another man, I wili myself, as far a8
1 can, refrain from " ; Aristotle : ** We should behave toward our friends as we should
wish them to behave toward us* ; Tobit, 4 : 18— What thou hatest, do t0 no one';
Philo ; *What one hates to endure, let him not do" ; Benecs bids us ** give a8 we wish
0 recaive ' Rabbi Hillel: * Whatsoever 18 hateful to you, do not to another; this 1s
the whole law, and all the rest is explunation.”

Broadus, in Am. Com. on Matthew, 161 ~* The sayings of Confuclus, Isocrates, and
the three Jewish teachers, are merely negative; that of Benece is confined to giving,
and that of Aristotle to the treatment of friends, Chelst lays down a ritle for positive
sotion, and that toward all men,” He teaches that I am bound to do to others gll that
they could rightly desire me to do to them. The golden rule therefore required 4 sup-
plement, t0 show what others can rightly desire, namely, God’s glory first, and their
2004 28 second and incidental thereto, Christianity furnishes this divine and perfect
standard ; Copfucianism is defective in that it has no standard higher than human con-
vention, While Confucianism excludes polytheigm, idolatry, and deification of vice,
it 1a a shallow and tantalizing system, because it does not recoghize the hereditary cor-
ruption of human nature, or furnigh any remedy for moral evil except the * docirinea
of the sagea.” °The heart of man,” it says, " is naturally perfectly upright and cor«
rect.” Binia simply *“8 dizsesse, to be cured by self-diseipline; a debt, to be canceled
hy merltorious actg; an ignorance, to be removed by study and contemplation.” Bee
Bib. 8ac., 1888 : 292, 203; N. Englander, 1883 :565; Marcus Dods, in Erasmud and other
Essays, 289.

3. THE INDIAN BYSTEM3. Brahmanien, a3 expressed In the Vedas, dates back to
10001508 B, C, As Calrd (in Faithe of the World, St. Gilea Lectures, lectarei) hag shown,
it originated in the contemplation of the power in nature apart from the moral Person-
ality that works in and through nature. Xndeed we may say that all heatheniam is
man'g choice of & non-moral in place of & moral God. Brahamanism id a system of pan-
thelsm, * & false or {llegitimate congecration of the Anite.” All things are 8 manifesta-
#ton of Brahma. Hence evil i8 deified as well as good. And many thousand gods are
winghiped ag partial representations of the living principle which moves through all.
4 How many gods have the Hindus ? asked Dr. Duff of his class. Henry Drummond
thought there were about twenty-five. * Twenty.five?" responded the indignant pro-
fensor ; *twenty-five milllons of roillions!*” While the early Vedas present a compar-
gtively pure nature-worship, later Brakmanism becomes a worghip of the vicious and
tho vile, of the unnatural and the cruel. Juggernart and the suttee did not belong to
original Hindu religion.

Brucee, Apologeties, 16—* Pantheism in theory always mesns polytheism.in praotice.”
The early Vedas are hopeful in gpirit; later Brahmanism 18 & religion of disappointment,
Casto is Axed nnd consecrated ae a manifostatiom of God. Originaliy intended to
express, in ita four divisions of priest, soldier, agriculturist, slave, the different degrees
of unworldliness and divine indwelling, it becomes an iron fetter to prevent all aapira-
tion and progress. Indisn religion sought to exalt receptivity, the unity of existence,
and rest from seif-determination and 1t struggles. Hence it aseribed to its godathe
same charaoter ag nature-foroed, God was the common eotree of good and of evil. Ttw
ethice I8 an ethics of moral indifferonco. Itz charity s a charity for gin, and the temper—
ance it degires ig a temperance that will let the intemperate alone. Mozoomdar, for
example, is ready to weleome everything io Christianity but its reproof of sin and its
demand for righteousness, Brahmanism degrades woman, but it deifles the cow.

Buddhism, beginning with Buddha, 60§ B. C., * recalls the mind to its elevation above
the finite,” from which Brahmanism bad fallen away. Buddha wasin certain respects
a reformer, He protested agalnst cagte, and proclaimed that truth and morality are for
all. Henee Buddhigm, through it possession of this one grain of truth, appeated to
the buman heart, and beeame, next to Christlanity, the greatest missionary religion.
Notice then, irst, its universalism. DBut notice also that this is a false universalism,
for it ignores individualism and leads to universal stagnation and slavery, While Ohrig-
tianity is a religion of history, of will, of optimism, Buddhism Is 2 religion of flluston,
of quietism, of pessimism ; see Nash, Ethics and Revelation, 107-109, In characterizing
Buddhism as & missiopary religion, we must notice, secondly, its element of gltruism.
But this altruism ig one which destroys the gelf, instead of preserving it. The future
Buddha, out of compassion for a famished tiger, permits the tiger to devour him.
“ Incarnated as o hare, he Jumps into the fire to coock himself for a meapl for a heggar,
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—having previously shaken himpelf three times, so that none of the insects In s fur
ghould perish with him ™ gee William James, Varieties of Religioua Experience, 288,
RBuddhg would deliver man, not by philosophy, nor by asesticlsm, but by self-renuncia-
tion, All isolation and personality are sin, the gullt of which rests, however, noton
man, but on existence in general.

While Brahmanism is pantheistic, Buddhisin is athelstic in ita spirit. PAclderer, Philos.
Religion, 1:235—“The Brakmanic Akosmism, that had explained the world sa mere
seeming,led to the Buddhistlo Atheism.”” Finitoness and separatencss are evil, and the
only way to purity and rest is by coasing to cxist. This is esgential pessimism. The
higheat morallty is to endure that which must be, and to escape from reality and from
personal existence as soon a8 possible. Hence the dootrine of Narvana. Rhys Davids,
in his Hibbert Lectures, cléims that early Buddhism meant by Nérvane, not annihila -
tion, but the extinction of the self-life, and that this was attaingble during man’s pres-
ent mortal existence. But the term Nér¢and now means, to the great mass of those who
use it, the loss of all pergonality and congciousness, and abgorption into the general lifo
of the universe, Originally the term denoted oniy freedom from Individueal desire, and
those who had entered into Nirvano might again come out of it; see Treland, Biot on
the Brain, 235. But even in its original form, Nirvonae was sought only from g selfish
motive. Self-renunciation and absorption in the whole wus not the enthugiasm of
benevolenoe, —it was the refuge of despair. Itiss religion without god or esacrifice,
Instead of communion with & personal God, Buddhism has In prospect only an extine-
tion of personality, as reward for untold ages of lonely self-conquest, extending through
many tranemigrations. Of Buddha it has boen truly said * That all the all he had for
neecdy man Was nothing, aud hig best, of heing was But not to be.” Wilkinson, Epic of
Paul, 206 — * He by his own act dying all the time, In ceageless effort utterly to cease,
Will willing not to will, desire desiring To bo desire no more, until at last The fugitive
E0 free, cmuncipate But by becoming naught.” Of Christ BEruce well says: “ What a
contrast thia Healer of disease and Preacher of pardon to the worst, to Buddha, with
his religion of despair!”

Buddhism ig alse fatalistic. It inculeates submission and compassion — merely nega~
tive virtues. But it knows nothing of manly freedom, or of active love— the posltive
virtuesof Christianity. Itleads men to spare others, but not to help them, Its moral-
ity revolves around gelf, not around God. It hasin it no organizing principle, for 1t
recognizes no God, no ingpiration, no soul, ne salvation, mo personal immortality.
Buddhism would save men only by induciog them to flee from existence. To the
Hindn, family life involves sin, The perfect man must forsake wife and children. All
gratification of natural appetites and passions is evil, Halvatlon I8 not from sin, but
from desire, and from thig men can be saved only by eseaping from life 1tgelf, Chris.
tianity buries gln, but saves the man; Buddha would save the man by killing him,
Christianity symbolizes the convert'a entrance upon & new life by raising him from the
baptismul waters ; the baptisin of Buddhism should be tmmersion withont emersion.
The fundamental idea of Brahmanisin, extincetion of personality, remaing the same in
Buddhigm ; the only differcnce being that tho result is secured by active atonement 1n
the former, hy passive contemplation in the latter. Virtue, and the knowledge that
everything earthly is a vanishing spark of the origingl light, delivers man from
extgtence and from misery.

Prof. G. H. Palmer, of Harvard, in The Outlook, June 19, 1887 — * Buddhism 13 unlike
Chrigtianity In that it abolishes misery hy abolishing desire ; denies personality instead
of asgerting 1t ; has many gods, but no one God who ig living and conscious; makes a
shoriening of existeuce rather thun a lengthening of it to be the reward of righteous-
ness. Buddhism makes no provision for family, church, state, sclence, or art. Tt
glve us a religlon that is little, when we want one that is large."” Dr. E. Benjamin
Andrews: “Schopenhpuer and Spencer are merely teachers of Buddhism. They
rogard the central source of all as unknowable force, instead of regarding it asa
Bpirit, living and holy. This takes away all impulse to gelentific investigation, We
need Lo start from a Person, and not from g thing. ™

For comparison of the sage of India, Sakya Muni, more commonly called Buddha
{properly *tho Buddha® — the enlightened; but who, in spite of Bdwin Arnold’s
** Light of Asia," is represented a8 not pure from carnal pleasured before he hegan hig
work ), with Jesus Christ, see Bih. Sac., July, 1882458408 : W. ¢, Wilkinson, Bdwin
Arnold, Poetizer and Paganizer; Kellogg, The Light of Asia and the Light of the
‘World, Buddhism and Christianity are compared In Presb. Rev., July, 1853 ; 505-548 3
‘Wuttke, Christinn Ethics, 1:47-54; Mitchell, in Present Day Tracts, G:no. 38, Beenlso
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"Oldenbers, Buddha; Lilile, Popular Life of Bugdha ; Beal, Gatena of Buddhist Seript-
ves, 158 — * Buddhism declares itgelf ignorant of any mode of personal existence com-
patible with theidea of epiritual perfection, and so faritid ignorant of God™; 167 —
+ i'ha carliest 1dea of Nirvang seems to haveincludedin it no more than the enjoyment
of astate of rest consequent om the extinction of all causcs of gorrow.” The impos-
mibility of satizfying the human heart with a system of atheism 1s shown by the fact
that the Buddha himself has been apothecsized to furnish an object of worship. Thus
Buddhism has reverted to Brahmanism.

Monier Williams: **Mohammed has a3 much claim to be *the Light of Asia’ a8
Buddha has, What ight from Buddha? Not about the heart's depravity, or the origin
of sin, or the goodness, justice, holiness, fatherhood of God, or the remedy for sin, but
only tho ridding seif from guffering by ridding gelf from life —a dootrine of merit, of
gelf-trust, of pesasimism, and annibilation of personality.” Christ, himself personsal,
loving and holy, shows that God is & person of boliness and love. Robort Browning:
“He that created love, shall not he love?’ Only because Jesus is God, have we a
gospel for the world. The claim that Buddha is * the Light of Asia * reminds one of
the man who declared the moon to be of greater value than the sun, because it gives
light in the darkness when it 1& needed, while the sun gives light in the daytime when
it 18 not needed.

8. Tazx GrExx SYSTEM3, Pythagoras (584-504) baged morality upon the principle of
numhers. ‘*Moral good was identified with unity ; evil with multiplicity ; virtue was
harmony of the goul and itg likeness to God. The aim of life was to make it repre-
sent the beautiful order of the Universe, The whole practical tendency of Pythagore-
anjsm was ascetic, and included a strict self-control and an earncst culture.” Here
siready we seem to see the defect of Greek morality in confounding the good with the
beautiful, and In making morality s mere self-development. Matheson, Mesgages of
the (10 Religions: Greece reveala the intensity of the hour, the value of the present
life, the beauty of the world that now 8. Tts religion is the religion of beautiful
bhumeanity. It anticipates the new heaven and the new earth, Rome on the other
hand stood for mnion, incorporation, a universel kingdom, But its religion deified
only the Emperor, nct all homanity. It was the religion, not of love, but of power,
and it ldentified the church with the state.

Socrates { 469400} oade knowledge to be virtne. Morality consisbed ingubordinating
irrational desires to rational knowledge. Although here we rige ahove a subjectively
determined good a8 the goal of moral effort, we have no proper senee of gBin.  Knowl-
edge, and not love, is the motive. If men know the right, they will do the right.
Thia is & great overvalulng of knowledge. With SBocrates, teaching is a sort of mid-
wifery — not depositing information in the mind, but drawing out the contents of our
owa inner consciousness, ILewis Morrid describes it as the life-work of Socrates
to *‘doubt our doubts away.” Socrates holds it right to injure one’s enomies. He
shows proud self-praise in his dying address, He warns against pederasty, yet com-
promises with 1t, " He does not Insist upon the same purity of family life which
Homer describes in Ulysses and Penelope. Charles Kingsley, in Alton Locke, remarks
that the spirit of the Greek tragedy weas ‘man mastered by ciropmstance’; that of
modern tregedy 1s ‘man mastering clroumstance.! But the Greek tragedians, while
showing man thus mastered, do still represent him as inwardly free, a8 in the case
of Prometheus, and ihis sense of human freedom and reaponsibility appears to some
extent in Soerater.

Plato (430-348) held that morality is pleasure in the good, a8 the truly beautiful, and
that knowledge produces virtue. The good jalikeness to God,— here weheve glimpses
of an extra-human goal and model. The bedy, like all matter, beipg inherently evil, is
a hindrance to the soul, —here we have a glimpee of hereditary depravity. But Plato
“reduced moral evil to the category of natural evil.,” He failed to recognize God a8
cregtor and master of matter; failed to tecognize man's depravity as due to his own
apostasy from God; failed to found morality on the divine wiil rather then on man's
own congeiousness. He knew nothing of a ¢ommon humanity, and regarded virtue ag
only for the few. Asthere was no common sin, so there was no common redemption,
Tlato thought to reach God by intellect alone, when only conscienee and hesrt could
lend to him, He believed in & freedom of the soul in a preéxistent state where a
cholee was made between good and evil, but he believed that, after that antomundane
decision had been made, the fates determined men's acts and livesirreversibly. Resson
drives two horses, appetite and emotion, but their course has been predetermined.
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. Man acts ag reason prompts. All 8in is ignorance. There iz nothing in this life b
doterminism. Maxtineair, Types, 13, 48,49, 78, 85 — Plato in general hagno proper notion
of reaponsibility ; he reduces moral evil to the catagory of natural evil, His Ideas with
one exception are not causes, Cause i3 mind, and mind is the Good. Tho Good is
the apex and erown of Ideas. The Good i3 the highest Idea, and this highest Ides is
& Canse. Plato has a feeble conception of personallty, whether in God or in man.
Yet God isaperson Ih whatever sense man is 8 person, and man’s personality 1s reflective
self-copsciousness. Will in God or man is not so clear. The Right s dissclved into
the Good. Plato advoeated infanticide and the killing off of the old and the helpless.

Anréatotle { 384=-3%2 ) leaves out of view even the element of God-likeness and antemupn~

dane evil which Plato so dimiy recognizcd, and makes morality the frult of mere
rational self-conaciotsness. He grants eévil proclivities, but he refuses to eall them
immoral. Headvocoatedn cortaln freedom of will, and ke recognizes inborn tendencles
which war against this freedom, but how these tendencies originated he cannot
say, nor how men may be delivered from them. Not all can be moral ; the majority
must be restrained by fear, He finds in God no motive, and love to God is not so
much ga mentioned ag the gource of moral sction. A proud, composed, self-centered,
and gelf-contained man ig his idcal character. See Nicomachean Ethics, 7: 6, and 102
18; Wuttke, Chrigtian Ethics, I : 92-126. Alexander, Theories of Will, 33-6¢ — Aristotle
held that desire and reason are the springs of action. Yet he did not hold that knowl-
edge of itself would make men virtucus, He was a determinist. Actions are free
only in the gense of being devold of externsl eompusion. He viewed slavery as
hotk rational and right. Butcher, Aspects of Greek Genius, 76— While Aristotie
attriputed to the State & more complete personality than it really possessed, he did
not grasp the depth and meaning of the personality of the individual.” A. H. Strong,
Christ in Creation, 289 — Aristotle had no conception of the unity of humanity. Higdoc-
trine of unity did not extend beyond the Btate. ** He said that'the whole is before the
parts,” but he meant by * the whole® only the pan-Iellenio world, the commonwealth of
Greeks; he never thought of humanity, and the word * mankind* never feli from hig
lips. He could not understand the unity of humanity, because he knew nothing of
Curist, 1t8 organizing principle.” On Aristotle’s conception of God, see Jumes Ten
Broeke, in Bap. Quar, Rov., Jan, 1802 -~ God is recognized as peraonal, yet he is only the
Greek Reason, and not the living, loving, providential Father of the Hebrew revelation.
Aristotle substitutes the logical for the dynemical in his dealing with the divine causal-
ity. Godis thought, not power.

Eplcurus ( 342-210) regarded happiness, the subjective feeling of pleasure, as the high-
est criterion of truth and good. A prudent calculating for prolonged pleasiire is
the highest wisdom. He regards only thig life. Concern for retribution and for a future
existence is folly. If there are gods, they bave no concern for men, * Epicurus, on
pretense of consulfing for their ease, complimented the gods, and bowed them out
of existence.” Death is the falling apart of material atoms and the eternal ceasation of
conagiousness, The miseries of thig life are due to Imperfoction in the fortuitously
oongtructed universe. 'The more numerous thege undesorved misories, the grester our
right to scek plensure. Alexander, Theories of the Will, 5575 — The Epicureans held
that the soul is compcosed of atoms, yet that the will i free, The atoma of the soul are
excepted from the law of canse and effect. An atom may deciine or deviate in the
universal descent, and this ia the Epicurean idea of freedom. This indeterminigm was
held by all the Greek sceptics, materialists though they were.

Zeno, the founder of the Stole philosophy (40-284 ), regarded virtue as the only good.
Thought ig to subdue nature. The fres spivit 1y pelf-logislating, self-dependent, self-
gufficient, Thinking, not fecling, is the criterion of the true and the good. Pleasureis
the consequence, not the end of moral action, There 1§ an irreconcilable antagonism of
existonce. Man cannot reform the world, but he can make himself perfect. Hence an
unbounded pridein virtue. The sage never repents. Thereianot the least recognition
of the moral corruption of mankind, There iy no objective divine ideal, or revealed
divine will. The Stoic diseovers moral law ouly within, and never suspects his own
imnoral perversion. Hence he shows sclf-control and justice, but never humility orlove,
He needa no compassion or forgiveness, and he granta none to others. Virtue is not
an actively outworking character, but a passive resistance to irrational reality., Mun
may retreat into himself, The Btolo is indifferent to pleasure and pain, not because he
‘belleves in a divine government, or in adivine love for mankind, but s a proud defiance
of the irrational world, Hehas no need of God or of redemption. As the Eplcurean
givea himself to enjoyment of the world, the Stole gives himself to contempt of the
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world. In all affiictions, each can say, *The door is open.” To the Eplcurean, the
refugo i intoxieation ; to the Btolo, the refuge is suleide: * If the house smokes, quit
i%" Wutile, Christlan FEthics, 1: 62-161, from whom much of this account of the
Groeks systems ig condensod, describes Epicureanism and Btoicism as alike making
morality subjective, although Epicureanism regarded epirit as determined by nature,
while Stofcism regarded natiro as determined by spirit.

The Stolecs were materialists und pantheists. Though they speak of a personal God,
this i3 a figure of gpeech. False opinicn is at the root of ull vice. Chrysippus denied
what we now czll the liberty of indifference, saying that thers eould not be an effect
without & cause. Man 13 enslaved to passion. The Stoics could not explain how a
vicious men could become virtuons. The result is apathy. Men act only according to
character, and this a doctrine of fate. The Stoicindifference or apathy in misfortune
i not & besring of it at all, but rather a cowardiy retreat from it. It isin the actual
suffering of evil that Christianity finds * the soul of good.” The office of misfortune is
disciplinary and purifying; see Beth, Bthical Principles, 417, * The ghadow of the
sage’s seif, projected on vacancy, was called God, and, as the rage bad long since
abandoned interest in practical life, he expected his Divinity to do the same,”

The Btoie¢ reverenced God just because of bisunapproachabie majesty. Christinnity
#ees in God a Fathcr, & Redeemer, s carer for our minute wants, a deliverer from
our sin. It teaches us to asce in Christ the humarnity of the divine, affinity with
God, God's supreme interest in his handiwork, For the least of his crentures Christ
died, Kinship with God gives dignity to msan. The individuality that Btolcism
lost in the whole, Christianity makes the end of the crestion. The State exists to
develop and promoteit, Paul took up and infused new meaning Into certain phrases of
the Stoic philosophy about the freedom and royalty of the wise man, juat as John
adopted and glorified certain phrases of Alexandrian philosophy about the Word.
Stoicism was lonely and pesgimistic. The Stofcs said that the best thing was not to
be born; the next best thing was to die. Because Stoicism bhad no God of helpful-
ness and gympathy, it virbue was mere conformity to nature, majestic egoism and
gelf-complacency. In the Roman Epictetus (80), Seneeca (163), and Mercus durelius
{121-~18(), the religious slocment comes more into the foreground, and virtue appears
once more s God-likeness; but it i8 possible that this later Stoicism ‘wag influenced
by Christianity. On Marcus Aurcliug, see New Englander, July, 1881: 416-481; Capes,
Btolcinm, ‘

4. BysTEMS OF WESTERN Asia. Zoraaster {1000 B, C. ?), the founder of the Parsees,
was a dualist, at least 8o Tar as to explain the existence of evil and of good by the orig-
ipal presence in the author of all things of two opposing prineiples, Here ig evidently
a limit put upon the sovereignty and holiness of God. Man is not perfectly dependent
upon him, nor ig God’s will an unconditional law for his creatures. As opposed to the
Indian eystems, Zoroaster's insistence upon the divine personality fuvnished a far
botter basis for a vigorous and manly morality. Virtue was to be won by hard struggle
of free bolngs against evil. But then, on the other hand, this evil was conceived as
originally due, not to finite beings themselves, hut either to an ovil deity who warred
against the good, or to an evil prineiple in the one deity himself. The burden of guilt
i8 therefore shifted from man to hig maker. Morality becomes subjective and unset-
tled. Notlove to God or imitation of God, but rather self-love and self-development,
furnish the motive and aim of morality, No fatherhood or love i recognized in the
deity, and other things hesidea God (e. g., fire) are worshiped. There can be no depth
to the conselousness of sln, and no hope of divine deliverance. -

1t = the one merit of Parseeiam that it recogmizes the tnoral conflict of the world; its
errcr is that it carries this moral conflict into the very nature of God. We can apply
to Parsceism the wordd of the Conference of Foreign Mission Boards to the Buddhista of
Japan : ** All religions are expressions of man’s sense of dependence, but only one pro-
vides fellowship with God. All religions speak of a higher truth, but only one speaks
of that truth ag found In a loving personal God, our Father, All religions show man's
helplessness, but only one tells of & divine S3avior, who offers to man forgiveness of sin,
and salvation through his death, and who is now a living person, working in and with
ail who believe in him, to make them holy and righteous and pure.” Matheson, Mes«
sages of (ld Religions, says that Parseelsm recognizes an obstructive element in the
natuye of God himeelf, Moral evil ig reality s but thore 13 no reconciliation, nor is it
shown that all thinga work together for good, Bee Wuttke, Chrisifan Ethics, 1: 47-54;
Faiths of the World ( 8t. Gllep Lectures), 100-144 ; Mitchell, in Pregent; Day Tracts, 8:
no. 25 ; Whitney on the Avesta, in Oriental and Linguistic Studies,
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Mohammed (570632 A. D.), the founder of Islam, gives vs in the Koran a system
containing four dogmas of fundamenta! immorality, namely, polygamy, glavery. per-
secution, and suppression of private Judgement. Mohammedanism is heathenism in
monotheistle form. Its good points are it conscientionsness and its relation to God.
It has prospered because it has preiiched the unity of God, and because it i8 a book-

-religion. But both these it got from Judaism and Christianity. Yt has appropriated
the Qld Teatament saints gnd even Jesug, But it denles the death of Christ and gees no
need of atonement. The power of sin is not recognized. The idea of ain, in Moslems, 18
emptied of sl positive centent. Sin is simnply & falling short, accounted for by the
woakness and shortsightedness of man, Inevitable in the fatalistic universe, or not
remembered in wrath by the indulgent and merciful Father, Forgivenecss i indui-
gence, and the conception of God is emptied of the quality of justice, Evil belongs only
to the individual, hot to the race. Man atinins the favor of God by good works, based
on prophetic teaching., Morality is not a fruit of salvation, but a means. There is no
penitence or humility, but only self-rightecuspess; and this self-righteousness is
consistent with great sensuality, unjimited divoree, and with absolute despotizm in
family, civil and religious affeirs, There is no knowledge of the fatherhood of God or
of the brotherhood of man. In ail the Koran, thore is no such declaration ag that “Ged
o loved the world™ (Joha 3:16).

The submisslon of Islam is submissgion to an arbitrary will, not to a God of love.
There i3 no basing of morality in love. The highest good is the genguous happiness of
the individual. God and man sre external to one another, Mobhammed is a teacher but
not & priest. Mozley, Miracles, 140, 141 — ** Mohammed had no faith in human nature.
There were two things which he thought men corld do, and would do, for the glory of
God —transact religious forms, and fight, apd upon these two points he was severe; but
within the sphere of common practical life, where man’s great trial lies, his codeexhibits
the disdainful laxity of a legislator who aegomodates his rule to the recipient, and
shows his estimate of the recipient by the aceommodation which he adopts. ...
' Human nature Is weak,' sald he.”' Lord Houghten: The Eoran ie all wisdom, all law,
all religion, for all time. Dead men bow before a dead God. * Though the world rolle
on from c¢hange to change, And realma of thought expand, The letier gtands without
expange or range, Stiff ag 2 dead man’s hand.”* Wherever Mohammedanism has gone,
it has either found a desert or made one. Fuirbairn, in Contemp. Rev., Deo. 1882: 866
—*"The Koran has frozen Mohsmmedan thought; to obey is to abandon progress.”
Mulr, in Pregent Day Tractg, 3: no. 14 —* Mohammedanigm redices men to a dead level
of social depreeeion, degpotism, and semi-barbarism. Islem is the work of man; Chris-
tianity of God.” See also Falthe of tho World (8t. Giles Lectures, Second Series ), 361-
8%; J. F. Clarke, Ten Great Religions, 1: 448-488; 280-817; CGreat Religions of the
‘World, publighed by the Harpers ; Zwemer, Moslem Doctrine of God.

3. The person and character of Christ,

A. The conception of Christ’s person as presenting deity and humenity
indissolubly united, and the conception of Christ’s character, with its fault-
less and sll-comprehending excellence, cannot be secounted for upon any
other hypothesis than that they were historical realities.

T'he stylobate of the Parthenon at Athens risea about three inches in the middle of
the 101 feet of the front, and four inches in the middle of the 228 feet of the flanks. A
nearly parallel line is found in the entablature. The axes of the columuod lean inward
nearly three inchea in their height of 84 fcet, thus giving a sort of pyramidal character
to the atructure. Thus the arehitect overcame the apparent sagging of horizontal lines,
and at the game thne inoreased the apparent height of the edlfice; see Murray, Hand-
bock of Greece, fith ed., 1854, 1 : 808, 30%; Ferguson, Handbook of Architecture, 268-270.
The neglect to countersct this optical illusion has rendered the Madeleine in Paris o stiff
and ineffective copy of the Parthenon. The Galilean peasant who should minutely
describe these peculiarities of the Parthenon would prove, not only that the edifice
was a historical reality, but that he had actually seen it. Bruce, Apologetice, 343" In
reading the memoirs of the evangelists, you feol ad onoe gometimes feels In g picture-
gallery. Your eye alights on the portrait of a person whom you do not know. You
look at it intently for & few moments and then remark to a companion: * That must
be like the original, —it is 50 life-like.’ * Theodore Parlcer: “* It would takea Jeaus to
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forge & Jesus,” Hee Row, Bampton Lectures, 1877 : 198-318, and in Present Day Tracts,
43100, 2%; F. W. Farrar, Witness of History to Christ; Barry, Boyls Lecture on Manifold
Witness for Christ.

(a) No mource can be assigned from which the evangelists could have
derived such & conception. The Hindu avatars were only temporsry
unions of deity with humsnity, The Greeks had men half-deified, but no
unions of God and man. The monotheism of the Jews found the person
of Christ & perpetnal stumbling-block. The Essenes were in prineiple mores
opposed to Christianity than the Rabbinists,

Herbort Spencer, Data of Bthice, 219—“The codxistence of s perfect man and an
Imperteet soctety I8 impossible ; and could the two coBxist, the reaniting conduct would
not furnish the ethicsl standard sought.” We must conclude that the perfect man-
hood of Christ i o miracle, and the preatest of miracles. Bruce, Apologetics, 348, 361 —
“When Jesus asgks: * Why callest thou me good 7' he means: *Learn first what good-
neas is, and oall no man good till you are sure that he deserves it.’ Jesus’ gpoodness was
entively free from religious sorupulosity ; it was distinguished by humanity ; 1t was full
of modesty and lowliness. . . . Buddhism has flourished 2000 years, thongh Httle is known
of its founder. Christianity might have been so perpetuated, but it is not so. I want
fo be sure that the ideal has been embodiedin an actual life. Otherwise itisonly
postry, and the obligation to conform to it ceases." For comparison of Christ’s incar-
nation with Hindu, Greek, Jewish, and Essene ideas, see Dorner, Hist. Doct. Person of
Christ, Introduction. On the Esgenes, ses Herzog, Encyelop., art.: Eesener ; Pressensé,
Jesun Christ, Life, Times and Werk, 84-87; Lightfoot on Colossians, 340-419; Godet,
Lectures in Defence of the Christian Faith.

{5) No mere human genius, and much less the genius of Jewish fisher-
1en, could have originated this conception. Bad men invent only such
characters aa they sympathize with. But Christ’s character condemns bad-
ness, Such a portrait could not have been drawn without supernatural
aid, But sueh aid would not have been given to fabrieation, The eonoep-
tion can be explained only by granting that Ohrist’s person and character
were historical realities,

Between Pllgie and Titus 80,000 Jews are said to have been crucified around the walla
of Jerusalem. Many of these were young men. What makes one of them stand out on
the pages of history? There are two answers: The character of Jesus was a perfect
chargeter, and, He was God a8 well a8 man. Gore, Incarnation, 65 —* The Christ of
the gospels, If he be oot frue to history, represents a combined effort of the creative
Imagination without parallel in litcrature. But the literary characteristics of Palea-
tine in tho firat century make the hypothesis of such an effort morally impossible.””
The Apocryphal gospels show us what mere imagination was capable of produeing.
Thet the portrait of Christ is not puerile, inane, hysterical, sclfishly assertive, and self-
contredictory, can be due only to the fact that it is the photograph from real Life.

For s remarkable exhibition of the argument from the character of Jesus, see Bush-
nell, Nature and the Supernatural, #76-832. Bushnell mentions the originallty and vast-
negs of Christ’s plan, yet ite simplicity and practical adaptation; his moral tralts of
indepcndence, compassion, meekness, wisdom, zeal, humility, patience; the combina-
tion in him of seemingly opposite qualities, With all hia greatness, he waa eondescend-
ing-and simple ; he was unworldly, yet not austere; he had strong feelings, yet was gelf-
possessed ; he had indignation toward sin, yet compassion toward the sinner; he showed
devotion to his work, yet calinness under opposition; universal philanthropy, yet sus-
ceptibility to private attachments ; the authority of & 8avior and Judge, yet the grati-
tude and the tenderness of a #on ; the most elevated devotion, yet a life of activity and
exertion. See chapter on The Moral Miracle, in Bruce, Miraculous Eiement of the
Gospels, 43-78,

B. The scceptance and belief in the New Testament descriptions of
Jesus Christ cannot be accounted for except upon the ground that the
verson and character described had an actual existence.
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(a) X these descriptions were false, there were withesses still living who
had known Christ and who would have contradicted them. (&) There was
no motive to induce acceptance of such false accounts, but every motive o
the contrary. (e¢)'The success of such falsshoods eould be explained only
by supernatural aid, but God would never have thus aided falsehood. This
peraon and character, therafore, rmust have been not fictitions but real; and
if renl, then Christ's words are true, and the system of which his person
and character are a part is a revelation from God.

“The connterfeit may for & season Deceive the wide earth ; But the lie waxing great
comes to labor, And trith has its birth,” Matthew Arnold, The Better Part: ** Was
Christ 2 man llke us? Ab, let us see, If we then too can be Such men ag hel'* When
the biatant speptio declared: *I do not believe that such & man as Jesus Christ ever
lived,” George Warren merely replied: “Iwish I were like him ! Dwight L. Moody
wasg called a hypocrite, but the stalwart evangeligt answered: *“ Well, suppose T am.
How docs that make your case any better? I know some pretty mean things about my-
self ; but you cannot say anything against mwy Master,”” Goethe: ** Let the culture of
the spirit advance forever; let the human spirit broaden itself as 1t will; yet it will
never go beyond the height and moral cultnre of Christianity, as it glitters and ghines
in the gospels,”

Renan, Life of Jesus: **Jesus founded the absolute religion, excluding nothing,
determining nothing, sgve its essence. . . . The Teundation of the trie religion is indeed
his work. After him, there is nothing left but to develop and fructify."” Anda Chris-
tian scholar has remarked : ** It 15 an astonishing proof of the divine guidance vouch-
safed to the evanpelists that no man, of their time or since, has heen able to touch the
pleture of Christ without debsaing it.”’ We may find en illustration of this in the
words of Chadwick, Old and New Unitarianism, 207 — “ Jesus’ doctrine of marriage was
ascetio, his doctrine of property was communiatio, hig doctrine of charity was senti-
mental, his doctrine of non-resistance was such as coramends itself to Tolstot, but not
to many others of our time. With the example of Jesus, it 1a the same as with his
teachings. Followed unveservedly, would it not justify those who say : * The hope
of the race is in its extinetion’ ; and bring all cur joys and sorrowd to & sudden end ?
To this we may answer in the words of Huzxley, who declares that Jesus Christ is ** the
noblest ideal of humanity which mankind bas yet worshiped.” Gordon, Chrigt of To=
Day, 179— *The question is not whether Christ is good enough to represent the Suprems
Boing, but whether the Supreme Being is good enough to have Chriat for his represen~
tative. John Stuart Mili looks upon tho Christian religion as the worship of Christ,
rather than the worship of God, and in this way he explaina the beneficence of ita
influenee.”

John Stuart Mill, Essays on Beligion, 254 —* The most valuable part of the effect on
tha character which Christinnity has produced, by holding up in a divine person a stand-
ard of excellence and 8 model for imitation, is availablo even to the absolute unbeliever,
and can never more be Iost to humanity. For it is Christ rather than God whom Chris-
tianity has held up to helleversas the pattern of perfection for humanity. It isthe God
incarnate, more than the God of the Jews or of eature, who, heing idealizod, has taken
g0 great and salutery hold on the modern mind. And whatever else may be taken
away from us by rational criticism, Chrigt 18 still Jeft : a unigue figure, not more unlike
all hia precursors than all his followers, even those who had the direct benefit of his
personal preaching. . . . Who among his disciples, or among their proselytes, wad cap-
able of inventing the seyings ascribed to Jesue, or of Imagining the life and character
revealed in the Gospela? . . . About the life and sayings of Jesus there ia 8 stamp of
persgnal originality combined with profundity of Insight which, i we ahandon the
idle expectation of finding scientifie precigion where something very different was
aimed at, must place the Prophet of Nazareth, even in the estimation of those who have
no bellef In his inspiration, In the very first rank of the men of sublime gentus of whom
our species can boast. 'When thig pre€minent genius s combined with the qualitios of
probably the greatest moral reformer and martyr to that mission who ever exigted
upon earth, religlon cannot be safd to have mads a bad choice in pitching on this man
as the ideal repregentative and gulde of humanity ; nor even now would it be eagy, aven
for an unbeliever, to find a bhetter-transiation of the rule of virtue from the nbatract
into the conerete then the endeavor 8o to live that Christ would approve our life,
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‘Waen to this we add that, to the conception of the rational seeptie, it remains & pos-
simlity that Chrisf actuslly wes ., . . a man charged with a special, express and unigue
commisgion from God to lead mankind to truth and virtue, we may well conglude that
the influences of religion on the character, which will remsain after rational ertticlsm
has done its ntmost against the evidences of religion, are well worth preserving, and
that what they lack in direct strength as gompared with those of a firmer bellef is more
than compensated by the greater truth and rectitude of the morality they sanction.”
Bee also Tlimann, Binlessnesy of Jesus: Alexander, Christ and Christianity, 129-157;
Hehaft, Person of Christ; Young, The Christ in History ; George Dana Boardman, The
Problem of Jesns,

4. The teatimony of Christ o himeself—as being & messenger from
God and as being one with God,

Ounly one personage in history has claimed to teach absolute fruth, to be
one with God, and to attest his divine mission by works such es only God
could perform,

A. 'This testimony eannot be aceounted for upon the hypothesis that
Jesus was an intentionsl deceiver : for (@) the perfectly consistent holiness
of his life; (b) the unwevering confidence with which he challenged
investigation of his claime and staked all npon the resnlt; {¢) the vast
improbability of a lifelong lie in the avowed interests of truth; and (d)
the imposgibility that deception should have wrought such blessing to the
world, —eall show that Jesus was no conscious impostor.

Figher, Fesays on the SBupernat, Origin of Christianity, 615-688 — Christ knew how vast
his claims were, yet he steked all upon them. Though others doubted, he never doubted
himself. Though persecuted unto death, he never ceased his consistent testimony.
Yet he lays clatm to humility : Mt 4 :29— 1 am mesk and lowly in hesrt.” How can we 1econ«
cile wilk humility his constant gelf-assertion P We answer that Jesus' self-assertion was
absolutely essential to his migsion, for he and the truth were one: he could not assert
the truth without asserting himeelf, and he could not asgert himself without asserting
the truth. Bince he was the truth, he needed to eay so, for men’s rake and for the
triith’s sake, and he could be meek and lowly in heart in saying so. Humility i3 not
gelf-depreciation, but only the judging of ourselves according to God’s perfect stand-
ard. ‘Humility’ is derived from *humus’. It is the coming down from afry and vain
self-exploitation to the solid ground, the hard-pan, of actual fact.

God requires of ug only 80 much humillty as is conslstent with truth, The gelf-glori-
floation of the egotist s naugeating, because it Indicates gross ignorance or misrepre«
seatation of self. But it is s duty t0 be self-asserting, just so Tar a8 we ropregent tho
truth and righteousness of God. There is a noble self-arsertion which is perfectiy con-
slatent with humility, Job must exend for his integrity. Paul's humility was not of
the Urlah Heep varlety. When occasion required, he could assert his manhood and
his vights, as at Philippi and at the Castle of Antonia. So the Christian should frankly
gay out the truth that {8 in him. Each Christinn has an experience of hiz own, and
should tell 1t to othera. In testifying to the truth he is only following the example of
* (hrigy Jesug, who befors Ponijus Pilate witnessed the good confassion ™ (1 Tim, 6:13).

B. Nor can Jesns’ testimony to himself be sxplained npon the hypoth-
esis that he was self-deceived : for this would argne (@) a weakness and
folly amounting to positive insanity. But his whole character and life
exhibit a ealmness, dignity, equipoise, insight, self-mestery, utterly incon-
sistent with such a theory. Or it would argue (5) a self-ignorance and self-
exaggeration which could spring only from the deepest moral perversion.
But the absolute purity of his conscience, the humility of his spirit, the
seli-denying beneficence of hia life, show this hypothesis to be incredible.

Rogers, Buperhuman Origin of the Bible, 88— If he were man, then to demand that all

the world should bow down to him would be worthy of scorn like that which we fodl
forr goree givawe-crowned monarch of Bedlam. Forrest, The Christ of History amd of
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Experience, 22, 16— Christ never united with hig disolples in prayor. He went up into
the mountaln to pray, but not to pray «with them ; Iuke 9:18— " a3 he was alone praying, his dis-
diples were with him" 'The consciousness of prefixistence i the indispenaable precondition
of the total demand which he makes in the Synoptics. .Adamson, The Mind in Christ,
81, 82— We value the testimony of Christiuns to their communion with God, Much more
should we value the tegtimony of Christ, Only one who, firat being divine, also knew
that he was divine, could reveal heavenly things with the clearnese and certainty that
belong to the utterances of Jegus, In him we have something very different from the
momentary flashes of insight which leave us in all the greater darkness.

Nash, Ethics and Revelation, 5b—* Belf-regpect is bottomed upon the ability to become
what one desires to be; and, if the ability stesdily falls ghort of the taask, the aprings
of self-respect dry up; tho motives ¢f happy and heroic action wither. Beience, art,
generous civic life, and especially religion, come t0 man’s vescue,” —showing him hig
true greatness and breadth of being in God. The Btate is the individual’s larger self,
Humanity, and even the universe, are parts of hitn. It 1s the duty of man to enatls
all men to be men. It is possible for men not only truthfully but also rationally to
asgert themselves, even in earthly affuirs. Chatham to the Duke of Devonshire: “ My
Lord, I belleve I can save this country, and that no one else can.” Leonardo da Vine,
in his thirtieth year, to the Duke of Milan: *I can carry through every kind of work
in seulpture, in ciay, marble, and bronze; also in painting I can execute everything
that can he demanded, as well ag any one whosoever.'”

Horace : * Exegi monumentum sere perenning.” Bavage, Life beyond Death, 20— A
famous 0ld minister said once, when a young and zealous enthusinst tried to got him
to talk, and failing, burst out with, * Huve you no religlon at ali?* **None fo speak of,”
was the reply, When Josus perceived s tendency in his disciples to gelf-glorifieation,
he urged gllence; but when he saw the tendency to introspection and inertness, he
bado them proclaim what he had done for them (Mt 8: 4; Mark5:19). It is never right for
the Christinn to proclaim himeelf ; but, if Christ had not proclaimed himseif, the world
could never have been saved. Rush Hhees, Life of Jesus of Nazareth, 238-287 —* In
the teaching of Jesns, two topics have the leading place —the Kingdom of God, and
himseif, He gought to be Lord, rather than Teacher only. Yetthe Kingdom is not
one of power, national and external, but one of fatherly love and of mutual brother-
hOOd." B

Did Jesus do anything for effect, or o8 o mere example? Notso. His baptism had
meaning for him ag a consecration of himself to death for the gins of the world, and
hisg washing of the diseiples’ feet was the fit beglnning of the paschal supper and the
eymbol of hid laying aside hig heavenly glory to purify us for the marringe supper of the
Lamb. Thomasd Eompid: “Thou art none the bolier because thou art praised, and
none the worse becausge thou art censured, What thou art, that thou art, and ft avalls
thee naught to bo called any better than thou art in the sight of God.” Jegus' con.
gelousness of his absolute sinlesspesd and of his perfect communion with God is the
astrongest of testimonies to his divine nature snd mission. Bee Theological Eoleotic, 4:
137 ¢ Liddon, Our Lord’s Divinity, 153; J. 8. Mill, Essays on Religion, 258; Young, Christ
of Hiatery; Divintty of Jesus Christ, by Andover Professors, 3i-62.

If..T esus, then, eannof be charged with either mental or moral unsound-
ness, his testimony must be true, and he himself must be one with God and
the revealer of God to men, ’

Neither Confuciug nor Buddba claimed to be divine, or the organs of divine revelas
tion, though both were moral teachers and reformers, Zoroaster and Pythagoras
apparently believed tbemselves charged with a dlvine mission, though their earliest
biographers wrote centuries after thelr death, Bocrates claimed nothing for himgels
which was beyond the power of others, Mobammed belleved his extraordinary states
of body and goul to be due to the netion of celestial beings; he gave forth the Koran
a8 "' g warning to all creatures,” and sent & summeons to the King of Persia and the
Emperor of Constantinople, as well as to other potentates, to accept the religion of
Islam ; yet he mourned when he died that he conld not have opportunity to correct
the mistakes of the Koran and of his own life, For Confucius or Buddhs, Zoroaster
or Pythagoras, Sperates or Mohammed to claim all power in heaven and earth, wonld
ghow insanity or morpl perversion, But this is precisely what Jesus claimed. He was
elther mentally or morally unsound, or his testimony is true. See Baldensperger,
Beilbstbewusstaein Jesu ; E. Ballentine, Christ his own Witness,
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IV., Tes Hisroeicar, REsunts oF TEE PROPAGATION OF SCEIPTURR
Doorrine,

1. The rapid progress of the gospel in the first centuries of our era
shows its divine opigin.,

A, That Paganism should have been in three centuries supplanted by
Christianity, is an acknowledged wonder of history.

The conversion of the Roman Empire to Christian!ty wag the mosf astonishing revo-
lution of faith and worship ever known. Fifty years afier the death of Christ, there
were churches in all the principsl citieg of the Roman Emplre. Nero (87-68 ) found (as
Tacttus decleres ) an * ingens multitudo ” of Christians to perssente. Pliny writes to
Trajan (562-117) that they “ pervaded not merely the ctties but the villages and country
places, o that the temples were nearly deserted.” Tertullian (180-230 ) writes: * We are
but of yesterday, and yet we have fiiied all your places, your ¢ities, your islands, your
castleg, your towns, your council-houses, even your camps, your tribes, your senate,
your forum. We haveleft you nothing but your temples.” Inthetime of the emperor
Valerian (265-28), the Christians oonstituted half the population of Rome, The ¢onyer-
sion of the emperor Congtantine {272-587 ) hbrought the whole empire, only 300 years
after Jesug’ death, under the acknowledged sway of the gospel. See Mcllvaine and
Alexander, Evidences of Christianity.

B, The wonder is the greater when we consider the obstacles to the
progress of Christianity :

(@) The gcepticism of the eultivated classes; (b) the prejudice and
hatred of the common people; and { ¢) the persecutions set on foot by
government.

(o) Misslonaries even how find it difficult to get a hearing among the cultivated
clasges of the heathen. But the gospel appeared In the most enlightened age of
antiquity —the Augustan age of literature and historical inquiry. Tacitus called the
religion of Christ * exitiabilia superstitio " — ** quos per fegitis invises vulgus Chrigti-
anos appellabat,” Pliny: ** Nihil aliud inveni quam superstitionem pravam et immo-
dicam,” If the gospel had been false, Its preachers would not have ventured info the
centres of clyilization and refinement ; or if they had, they wounld bave been detected.
{b) Conaider the interweaving of heathen religiona with all the relations of life. Chria-
tians often bad to meet the furious zeal and blind rage of the mob, —as at Lystra and
Epheaus. (c¢) Rawlingon, in his Historical Evidences, claims that the (atacormbs of
Rome comprised nine hundred miles of streets and seven milliong of gravoes within a
period of four hundred years—a far greater number than could have died a natural
death-- and that vast multitudes of these must have been massacred for their faith.
The Encyclopsedia Britannica, however, calle the estimate of De Marchi, which Rawlin-
#on appears to have taken as authority, a great exaggeration, Instead of nine hundred
miles of atreets, Northeote hag three hundred fifty, The number of interments to
correspond would be less than three millions. ‘The Catacombs began to be deserted by
the time of Jerome. The times when they were universally used by Christiana could
have been hardly more than two bundred years. They did not begin in sand-pita.
There were three sorts of tufa: (1) rocky, nsed for quarrying and too bard for Chris-
tian purposes ; {2) sandy, used for sand-plits, too soft to permit construction of galleries
and tombs; (3} granular, that used by Christiana, ' The existence of the Catzcombs
munst have been well known to the heathen, After Pope Damasus the exaggerated
reverence for them began. They were decorated and improved. Hence many paint-
ings are of later date than 400, and testify to papal pollty, not to that of early Chrise
tianity. The bottles contain, not blood, but wine of the eucharist ceiebrated at
the funeral.

Fisher, Nature and Methed of Revelation, 2566258, calls attention to Matithew Arnold’s
deacription of the needs of the heathen world, yet his blindness to the frue remedy :
“On that hard pagen world disgust And secret loathing fell; Deep weariness gand sated
Just Made huaman life & hell. In his cocl hall, with haggard eyes, The Roman noble
lay; He drove abroad, in furious guise, Along the Appian Way; He made n feast,
drank fierce and fast, And erowned his hair with flowers, — No easier nor no quicker



192 THE SCE1PTURES A REVELATION ¥ROM GOD.

passed The impracticatle hours,” Tut with mingled pride and aadness, Mr. Armold fas-
tidiously rejects more heavenly nutriment, ©Of Christ he says: * Now he ig dead! Far
hence he lies, In the lorn 8yrian town, And on his grave, with shining eyes, The Syrian
stars look down.” He sees that the Inilllons * Have such need of Joy, And Joy whoae
grounds are true, And joy that ghould all hearts employ As when the past was new!”
The want of the world is; * One mighty wave of thought and joy, Lifting mankind
amain.” But the poet gees no ground of hope: “Foole! that so often here, Happiness
mocked our prayer, I think might make us fear A like event elsewhere, -— Make us not
fly to dreame, But moderate desire.”™ He stogs of the time when Christianity was young:
“ Oh, had I lived in that great day, How had its glory new Filled earth and heaven, and
caught away My ravished spirit too!” But desolation of epirit does not bring with it
any lowering of gelf-esteem, much less the humility which deplores the presence and
power of evil in the goul, and sighs for deliverance. *They that are whole have no nesd of a
phydicien, but they that ave siek ™ (Mat. 9: 12}, Rejecting Christ, Matthew Arnold embodies in
his verge *the aweetness, the gravity, the strength, the heaunty, and the languor of
death *” { Hutton, Essays, 302).

O, The wonder becomes yet greater when we eonsider the natural insuffi-
oiency of the means vsed to secure this progress,

(a) The proelaimers of the gospel were in general unlearned men, belong-
ing to a despised nation. (&) The gospel which they proclaimed was a
goapel of salvation throngh faith in a Jew who had been put to an ignomi-
nious death. (c¢) This gospel was one which excited natural repugnance,
by humbling men's pride, striking at the root of their sing, and demanding
a life of 1abor and self-sacrifics, (d) The gospel, moreover, was an exclu-
sive one, suffering no rival and deelaring itaelf to be the universal and only

religion.

(@) The early Christians were more unlikely to make converts than modern Jews are
to make proselytes, In vagt numbers, in tho prineipal cities of Europe and America.
Celsug called Christianity **a religion of the rabble.” (5) The oross was the Roman
gallows — the punishment of sluves, Cicero calls it * servitutis extremum summumaque
suppliciuru.” {¢; There were muny bad religions: why should the mild Roman Empire
have persecuted the onty good one? The nnswer isin part: Perseountion did not origi-
nate with the official classes; it proceeded reelly from the peopie at large. Tacitus
called Christians *“haters of the human race.” Mzsn recognized in Christianity a foe to
all their previous motives, ideals, and aims, Altrulsm would break up the old society,
for every effort that eentered in self or in the present life was stigmatized by the gos-
pel as unworthy., (d) Heathenlsm, heing without ¢reed or principte, did net care to
propagate itzelf. **A man must be very wealk," said Celsus, * to imagine that Greeks
and barbarians, in Asia, Burope, and Libya, can ever unite under the game system of
rellgion.”’ S0 the Roman govornment would sllow no religicn which did not parti-
oipate in the worship of the State. “ Keep yourselves from ldois,” ** We worthip no
other God,"” was the Christian’s answer. GQibkon, Hist. Decline and Fall, 1: ¢hap. 15,
mentions a8 secondary cauees: (1) the zeal of the Jews; (2) the doctrine of Immor-
telity; (8 miraculous powers; (4) virtues of early Christinns; (5) privilege of par-
cipation In church government. But these causes were only secondary, and all wonld
have been insufficient without an invineible persuasion of the truth of Chrigtianity.
For answer to Gibbon, see Perrone, Prelectiones Theologicse, 1 188,

Persecution destroye falsekood by leading its advocates to investigate the grounds
of their belief: but it strengthens and multiplies truth by leading its advocates to ses
more clearly the foundations of their faith. There have been many conscientious per-
secutorg: John 16 : 2 — " They ghall put you out of the synagopues: yes, the hour someth, that whosoever killsth
you. shall think that he offoreth service unte Ged'" The Decretnl of Pope Urban Il reads: ** For we
do not count them to be homicides, to whom it Inay have happened, through their burmn-
ing zeal against the excommnnicated, to put any of them to death.” 8t. Louis, King
of France, urged his officers ** not to argue with the infidel, but to subdue unbelievers
by thrusting the sword into them ag far a8 it will go.” OfF the uge of the reck in
Englend on & certain occasion, it waseald that it was used with ali the tenderness which
the nature of the inatrument would allow. This reminds us of Isaak Walton's instruc.
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tion as to the use of the frog: * Put the hook through his mouth and out at his gills;
and, in 8o doing, use him as though you loved him.”

Robert Browning, 1o bis Enster Day, 275-288, gives us what purports to be A Martyr's
Epitaph, ingeribed upon a wall of the Catacombs, which furnishes a valuable contrast
to the goeptical and pesgimiatie strain of Matthew Arnocld: **I was born siekly, poor
and mean, A slave: no misery could sereen The holders of the pearl of price From
Cregar’s envy : therefore twice I fought with beasts, and three simes saw My children
euffer by his law; At length my own release was earned: I was some time in being
burned, But at the close a Hand came throngh The fire above my head, and drew My
soul to Christ, whom now I see. Sergius, a brother, writes for me This testimony on
the wall - For me, I have forgot it all.”

The progress of s religion so unprepossessing and uncompromising to
outward acceptance and dominion, within the space of three hundred years,
cannot be explained without supposing that divine power attended its pro-
mulgation, and therefore that the gospel is & revelation from God.

Stanley, Life and Letters, 1:5627 —* In the Kremlin Cathedrs], whenever the Metro-
politan advanced from the altar to give his blessing, there was always thrown under
his feet & carpet embroidered with the eagle of old Pagsn Rome, t0 indicate that the
Chriatian Church and Empire of Conptantinople had sueceeded and trivmphed over it,"”
On this whole gection, see F. W, Farrar, Witness of History to Christ, 015 McIlveine,
‘Wisdom of Holy Scripture, 139.

2, The beneficent influence of the Seripture doctrines and precepts,
wherever they have had sway, shows their divine origin, Notice :

A. Their influence on eivilization in general, securing a recognition of
prineiples which heathenism ignored, such as Garbet$ mentions: (&) the
importance of the individual ; () the law of mutual love; (¢ ) the sacred-
ness of human life; (d) the doctrine of internal holiness ; (e the sanctity
of home ; {f) monogamy, and the religious equality of the sexes ; (g ) iden-
tification of belief and practice.

The continned corruption of heathen lands shows that this change is not
due to any laws of merely natoral progress. The confessions of ancient
writers show that it is not due fo philosophy. Its only explanation is that
the goapel is the power of God.

Garbett, Dogmatie Faith, 177=186; F. W, Farrar, Witness of Higtory to Christ, chap.
on Christianity and the Individual; Brace, Gesta Christi, preface, vi—* Pructices and
principies implanted, stimulated or supported by Christianity, such as regard for the
personality of the weakest and poorest; respect for woman; duty of each member of
the fortunaie classes to raise up the unfortunate ; homanity to the child, the prigoner,
the gtrapger, the needy, and even to the brute; unceasing opposition to all formsof
cruelty, oppression and slavery; the duty of personal purity, and the sacredness of
marriage; the necessity of temperance; obligation of a more equitable division of the
profits of labor, and of greater cotperation botween omployers and employed ; the right
of every human being to have the ntmost opportunity of developing his faculties, and
of all persons to enjoy equal political and social privileges ; the principle that the injury
of one nation is the injury of all, and the expediency and duty of unrestrioted trade
and intercourse between all countries; and finally, a prefound opposition to war, a
determination to Hmit its evils when existing, and to prevent ifs arising by means of
international arbitration.”

Max Miiller: * The concept of humanity I8 the gift of Christ.” Guizot, History of
Clvilization, 1: Introd., tells us that in ancient times the individual existed for the sake
of the State; in modern times the State exists for the sake of the individual. *“The
individual is a discovery of Christ,”” On the relations between Christlanity and Political
Economy, sce A. H. Btrong, Philogophy and Religion, pages 443-460; on the cause of
the changed view with regard to the velation of the individual to the State, see page
207 —** What bae wronght the change ? Nothing but the death of the Son of God. When
it was aeen that the smallest child and the Jowest alave hed a aoul of such werth

1
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that Christ lett his throme and geve up his life to save it, the world’s estimate of
vaiues changed, and modern history began.” Lmuelan, the Greek satiriat and humor-
1st, 180 A. D., gaid of the Christians: ** Their firat legislator [ Jesus ] has put it into thelr
heads that they are all brothera.r

It is this gpirit of common brotherhood which has led in most countries to the aboli-
tion ot cannibalism, infantieids, widow-burning, and slavery. Princo Bismarock: * For
soclal well-being I ask netbing more than Christianity without phrages * —which
meang tho religlon of the deed rather than of the creed. Yet it is only faith in the his-
toria revelation of God in Christ which has made Christian deeds possible, Shaler,
Interpretation of Nature, 232278 — Aristotle, if he could look oversociety to-day, would
think modern man & new species, in his going out in sympathy to distant peoplea.
This cannot be the result of nabuaral selection, for self-sacrifice 13 not profitable to tho
individual. Altruistic emotions owe their cxistence to God, Wouship of God bas
flowed back upon man's emotions and has made them more sympathetic. Seif-con-
solousness and aympsathy, coming {nto conflict with brute emotions, originate the sense
of sin. Then begins the war of the natural and the gpiritual. Love of nature and
absorption in others is the true Nirvana. Not physicalscience, but the humanities, are
most needed in education,

H. E. Hersey, Introd, to Browning’s Christmas Eve, 19—** 5idoey Lanier tells us that
the last twenty centuries have gpent their best power upon the development of per-
sonality., Literature, education, government, and reiigion, have learned to recognize
the Individual 4s the unit of force. Browning goes a step further. He declares that
ro powerful 1a a complete personality that {ts very touch gives life and conrage and
potency. He turns to history for the inspiration of enduring virtue and the stimulus
for sugtained effort, and he finds both in Jegue Christ,” J. P, Cooke, Credentials of
Bolence, 48— The shange from the ancieni philosopher t0 the modern investigator 1a the
change from self-assertion to self-devotion, and the great revolution can be traced to
the Influence of Christianity and to the spirit of humility exhibited and inculeated by
Christ. Lewos, Hist. Philos., 1 : 408 — Greek morality pever embraced any conception
of humanity ;: no Greek ever attained to the gublimity of such & point of view.

Kidd, Social Evolution, 165, 2371t is not intellect that has pushed forward the world
of modern times: it is the altruistic feeling that originated in the cross and sacrifice
of Chrigt. The French Revolution was made possible by the fact that humanitarian
{deas had undermined the npper classesthemeselves, and effective resistance was Impos-
sible. Bocialism would abolish the struggle for existence on the part of individunls,
‘What security would be left forsocial progress? Removing all restrictions upon popu-
lation ensures progressive deterioration. A non-gocialist community would outstrip
8 soclalist comipunity where all tho main wanés of lifo were gecure, The real tendency
of soclety 18 to bring all the people into rivalry, net only ona footing of political oquality,
but on conditions of equal soctal opportunities. The State in future will interfere and
cofttrol, in order to preserve or ecure free competition, rather than te suspendit. The
goal 13 not soclalism or State management, but competition in which all ahall have
equal advantages. The evolution of human society is not primarily intellectual but
religious. The winning races are the religions races. The Greeks had more intellect,
but we have more civilization and progress. The Athenians werg as far above ug as we
are sbove the negro race, Gladstone said that we are intellectually weaker than the
men of the middie ages. When the intellectual developmaent of any section of the race
hag for the time belng outrun its ethical development, natural sclection has appar-
ently weeded it out, ike any other unsuitable product. Evolution is developing rev-
erence, with ita allied qualities, mental energy, resclution, enterprise, proionged and
concentrated applieation, simple minded ard single minded devotion to duty, Only
religlon can overpower selflshness and individualism and ensure social progress.

B. Their influence upon individual character and happiness, wherever
they have been tested in practice, This influence is seen {@) in the moral
transformations they have wrought —as in the case of Paul the apostle, and
of persons in every Christian eommunity; (2} in the self-denying labors
for human welfare to which they have led—as in the case of Wilberforce and
Judson ; (¢} in the hopes they have inspired in times of sorrow and death,

These beneficent fruits cannot have their source in merely natural canses,
apart from the truth and divinity of the Seriptures; for in that case the
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contrary beliefs wonld be accompanied by the same blessings, But sinca
we find theso blessings only in connection with Christian teaching, we may
justly eonsider this as their canse. This teaching, then, must be true, and
the Seriptures must be & divine revelation, Else Glod has made & lie to be

the greatest blessing to the race.

-

The first Moravian missionaries to the Weat Indies walked six hundred miles to take
ship, worked their passage, and then scld themselves a8 slaves, in order to get the priv-
llege of preaching to the negroes. . . . The father of John G. Paton was & stocking-
weaver. The whole family, with the exception of the very small childven, worked from
8 a, m. to 10 p. m., with one hour for dinner st noon and a half hour each for breakfast
and supper. Yet family prayer was regularly held twico a day. In these breathing-
apelis for daily meals John G. Paton took part of his time to study the Latin Gram-
mar, that he might prepare himaelf for missionary work, When told by an uncle that,
if he went to the New Hebrides, the cannibale would eat him, he replied : ** You your-
self will soon be dead and buried, and I had as lief be eaten by cannibals a8 by worms.””
The Ancityumess raised arrow-root for fifteen years and sold it to pay the £1200
required for printing the Bible in their own language. Universal church-attendance
and Rible-study malke those South Hea Ialands the most heavenly place on earth on
the 8abbath-day.

In 1839, twenty thousand neproes in Jamaica gethered to begin a life of freedom.
Into a coffin wero put the handcuffs and shackles of slavery, relica of the whipping-
poat and the scourge. AB the cloek struck twelve at night, a preacher cried with the
first atroke : *' The monster 15 dying ! *’ and 80 with every stroke until the laat, when he
cried: ** The monster ia dead!™ Then all rose from their knees and sang : © Pralse God
from whom al] biessings flow " , ., “What do you do that for ? " said the sick China-
man whom the medical missionary was tucking up in bed with a care which the patient
had never received since he wag & baby. The missionary took the opportunity to tell
him of the love of Thrist. . . . The aged Australian mother, when told that hertwo
daughters, misslonaries in China, had both of them heen murdered by & heathen mob,
only replied : * This decides me ; I will go to China now myself, and try to teach those
poor creatures what the love of Jegus means.” . .. Dr. William Ashmore: * Let one
missionary dle, and ten come to kis funeral.” A shoemaler, teaching neglected boys
and girls while he worked at his ecobbler’s bench, gave the impulse to Thomas Guthrie's
life of faith.

We must Judge religions not by thelr 1deals, hut by their performanced. CGmar Khay-
yam and Mozoomdar give us beautiful thoughts, but the former is not Persia, nor is
the latter India. * When the microscopic gearch of scepticism, which has hunted the
heavens and sounded the seas to digprove the existence of a Creator, has turned 1ts
attentlon to human society and has found on this planet a place ten miles equare where
a decent man cen live in decency, comfort, and security, supporting and educating his
children, unapotied and unpolluted ; & place where age ia reverenced, infancy protected,
manhood regpected, womanhood honored, and human 1ife hejd in due regard — when
sceptics can find such a plsce ten miles equare on this globe, where the gospel of Christ
hagsnot gone and cleared the way and Iaid the foundations and made deccncy and secur-
ity posaible, it will then be in order for the sceptical literati to move thither and to ven-
tilate their views, But so lony as these very men are dependent upon the very religion
they discard for every privilege they enjoy, they may well hesitate before they rob the
Christian of hig hope and humanity of ita faith in that Bavior who alone hea given that
hope of eternal life which makes life tolerable and society possible, and yobs death of its
terrors and the grave of its gloom." On the beneficent infiuence of the goepel, ses
&chmidt, Bocial Regulta of Early Christianity ; D. J. Hill, The Social Influence of Chris.
tianity.



CHAPTER 111

INBPIRATION OF THE BCRIPTURES.

I. Durnoriox oF IngereaTioN,

Ingpiration is that influence of the Bpirit of God upon the minds of the
Horipture writers which made their writings the record of a progressive
divine revelation, snfficient, when taken together and inferpreted by the
same Spirit who inspired them, to lead every honest inquirer to Christ and
to salvation.

Notice the significance of each part of this definfiion; 1, Inspiration is aninfinence
of the Spirit of God, It is oot a merely naturalistic phenomenon or psychological
vagary, but is rather the effect of the inworking of the personal divine Spirit. 2. Yet
ingpiration I8 an influence upon the mind, and not upon the body. Godpecures his end
by awakening man’s rational powers, and not by an external or mechanical communi-
cation, 3. The writings of ingpired men are the record of a revelation. They are bot
themeelves the revelation. 4, The revelation and the record are both progressive.
Neither one i complete at the beginning. §. The Scripture writings must be taken
together. Each part miust be viewed in connection with what precedes and with what
follows. 6. The same Holy 8pirit who made the original revelations must interpret to
us the record of them, if we are to come to the knowledge of the truth. 7, &o used
and so interpreted, these writings are suffivient, both in quantity and in quality, for
their religious purpoee. 8. That purpose is, not to furnish us with & model history or
with the facts of science, but to lead us to Christ and to salvation.

(@) Inspiration is therefore to be defined, not by its method, but by its
result. It is a general tarm including all those kinds and degrees of the
Holy Spirit’s influence which were brought to bear upon the minds of the
Seripture writers, in order fo secure the putting into permanent and written
form of the fruth best adapted to man’s moral and religious needs.

(%) Inepiration may often include revelation, or the direct communi-
cation from God of truth to whick man could not attain by his nunaided
powers. It may include illumination, or the gquickening of man’s cogni-
tive powers to understand truth already revesled. Ynspiration, however,
does not necessarily and always include either revelation or illumination.
Tt is simply the divine influence which secures a transmission of meeded
truth to the future, and, according to the nature of the truth to be trans-
mitted, it may be only an inspiration of superintendence, or it may be also
and at the same time an inspiration of illuminafion or revelation.

(¢) Tt is not denied, but affirmed, that inspiration may qualify for oral
utterance of truth, or for wise leadership and daring deeds. Men may be
inspired to render external servieo to God’s kingdom, as in the cases of
Bezalel and S8amson ; even though this service is rendered unwillingly or
unconsciously, as in the cages of Balaam and Cyrus, All humean intelli-
gence, indeed, is due to the inbreathing of that same Bpirit who created
man at the beginning. We are now concerned with inspiration, however,

only as it pertains to the authorship of Seripture.
124
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Gen. 2:7— ' ind Tebovah God formed man of the dust of the gronnd, and hreathed ints his nostrils tha bresth of
Lifs; and may besams a living sonl ™'; Ex, 31 : 2, 3 —*'I havacalled by nsme Bogalel , , , and I have filled him with
the Spirit of God . ., in il mamner of workmsaship'; Jodges 13: 24, 25— “called his name Samson: and the
caild graw, and Jehovah blessed him  And the Spirit of Jekovah begsn te movshim"; Num. 23:5 —* And Jehovah
put & word in Balasm’s mouth, and said, Beturs unts Baisk, and thes shait thow gpeak " ; 2 (hron. 38 : 22— Fahovah
atirred wp the spirit of Cyrus™ ; Te. £4: 25 — */¢hnt eaith of Cyrus, He is my shepherd ™| 45:5—“1 witl gird thes,
though then hast not known me ™ ; Job 32:8 - thers i & spirth in mar, and $he breath of the Almighty giveth thew
undersianding.” These pagsages show the true meaning of 2 Tim. 3: 16— vary soviptars inspirad
of 6ol.” The word deérrevatos 18 to be understood as alluding, not to the fute-player's
breathing into his instrument, but to God's original mbreathing of life, The fute is
passive, but man's soul 1 active. The flute gives out only what It receives, butthe
ingpired man under the divine influence is & conscious and free originator of thought
and expregsion. Although the inspiration of which we gre to treat is simply the inspi
ration of the Boripture writings, we can best understaund this narrower use of the térm
by remembering that all real knowledge has in it & divine element, and that we are
posiessed of complete consciousnest only a8 we live, move, and have our being in God.
Sinee Christ, the divine Logos or Reason, is “the light which lightath-every man " (Jchn1:9), a
special influence of " the spixit of Christ which was in them" (1 Pat. 1:1) rationally accounts for
the fact that  men apake from God, being moved by tha Holy Spirit™ (2 Pt 1:21),

It may help our understanding of terms above employed if we addnce ingtances of
(1) Inepiration without revelation, as in Luke or Acts, lukei:4-3;
(2} Inspiration including revelation, as in the Apocalypee, Rev, 1:4, 1
(8} Inspiration without iillumination, asin the prophets, 1 Pet. 1:11;
(4) Inspiration including illumination, ag in the case of Paul, 1 for, 2:13;
(56} Revelation without inspiration, as in God’s words from Sinai, Bz, 20:1,22;
(8) INumination without inspiration, a8 in modern preachers, Bph. 2:230.

Other definitions are those of Park: * Inspiration is such an influence over the
writers of the Bible that all their teachings which heve a religious character are trust-
worthy ” ; of Wilkinson: * Ingpiration is heip from Godto keep the report of divine
revelation free from error. Help to whomm? No matter to whom, so the result ia
pecured, The final result, viz.: the record or report of revelabdion, this muast be free
from error. Inspiration may affect one or all of the agents emplo; *; of Hovey:
“ Inapiration was an influence of the Spirit of God on those powera of men which are
concerned in the reception, retention and expression of religions truth —an inflience
€0 pervading and powerful that tho teacking of inspirod men wa$ according to the
mind of God. Their teaching did not in any Instanee emprace all trnth in respect to
God, or man, or the way of life; but it compriged just so much of the truth on any par-
ticular suhjeot as could be received it faith by the ingpired teacher and madoe useful to
those whom he addressed. In this gense the teaching of the original documents com-
posing our Bible may be pronounced free from error®; of G B. Foster: ** Revelation Is
the actlon of God in the soul of his child, resulting in divine self-expression there:
Inapiration ig the action of God in the soul of his child, resulting in apprehension and
appropriation of the divine expression., Revelution has logiocal but nol ¢hronologioal
priority ' ; of Horton, Inspiration and the Bible, 10-13—“ We mean by Inspiration
exactly those gualities or characteristics which are the marks ornotes of the Bible.
« . » We call pur Bibleinspired ; by which we mean that by reading and studying it we
find our way to God, weflnd his will for us, and we find how we can conform ouraelves
to his will.”

Fairbairn, Christ in Modern Theoiogy, 406, while nobly sefting forth the naturalness
of revelation, has misconceived the relation of inapiration to revelation by giving
priority to the former: * The ldea of a written revelation may be sald to be logically
involved in the notion of a living God. Speech is matural to spirlt; and if God is by
nature spirit, 1t will be to him a matter of nature to reveal himself. Buot if he speaks
to man, it will be through men; and those wko hoar beat will be most possessed of
God. This possession 13 termed *inspiration.’ God inepires, man reveals: rvevelation
i{a the mode or form — word, character, or institution—in which man embodies what
he has received, ‘The terms, though not equivalent, are co-extensive, the one denoting
the process on its inner side, the other on itaouter.” Thiastatement, although'approved
by Sanday, Inspiration, 124, 125, seems to ua almost precisely t0 roverse the right mean-
Ing of the words. We prefer the view of Evans, Bib, 8cholarship apd Inapiration, 54—
“ God hes first revealed hippself, and then has inspired men $o interpret, record and apply
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this revelation, In redemption, inspiration is the formel factor, as revelation s the
material factor. 'The mmen are ingpired, as Prof. Stowe said. The thoughts are inspired,
838 Prof. Briggasaid. The words are Inspired, as Prof, Hodge said, The warp and woof
of the Bible 18 mwetia; *tha words that I have spoken unto you sre spirit™ (John 8:63), Its fringes
run off, as was inovitable, into the gecular, the materisl, the psychie.” Phillips Brooks,
Lite, 2:851—*If the true revelation of God 18 in Christ, the Bible 18 nok properly & rev-
elation, but the history of a revelation, This ia not only a fact but a necessity, for a
person cannot be revealed in & book, but mnst find revelation, if at all, in & person.
The centre and core of the Bible must therefore be the gospels, as the atory of Jesus,”

Some, like Priestley, have held that the gospels are authentic but not inspired. We
therefore add to the proof of the genuinenéss and credibility of Scripture, the proof of
ite inspiration. Chadwick, 01d and New Unitarianism, 11— * Prieatley’s belief in super-
natural revelatfon wad Intense. Heo had an absolute digtrust of reason as qualified to
furnish an adequite knowledge of religlons things, and at the same tlme & perfect confl-
dence In resson n3 guaijfled to prove that negative and to determine the eontents of the
revelation.” We might claim the historical truth of the gospels, even if wa did not
call them inspired, Gore, in Lux Mundi,.341 —** Christianity brings with it a doctrine
of the inspiration of the Holy SBoriptures, but is not baged upon it,” Warfleld and
Hodge, Inspiration, 8— * While the ingpiration of the Scriptures is true, and being true
is fundamental to the adequate Interpretation of Scripture, it noevertheless is not, in
the firat inatance, & principle fundamental to the truth of the Christian religion,*

On the 1den of Revelation, see Ladd, in Journ. Christ. Philos., Jan. 1883 : 166-178: on
Ingpiration, {bid., Apr. 1888: 225-248, See Heuderson on Inspiration {2nd ed.), 58, 203,
249, 308, 810, For other worke on the general subject of Inspiration, see Lee, Banner-
man, Jamiegon, Macnaught; Garbett, God's 'Word Written ; Aids to Faith, essay on
Inspiration, Also, Philippl, Glaubenslehre, 1:205; Westeott, Introd. to Study of the
Gospels, 27-86; Bib. Sac., 1: 07; 4:154; 12:217; 16:29, 314; 25:102-198; Dr. Barrows, in
Bib. Bao., 1867 : 593; 1872:428; Parrar, Science in Theology, 208; Hodge and Wardleld, in
Presb. Rev,, Apr. 1881 : 225-%1; Manly, The Bible Doctrine of Inspiration; Watts,
Inspiration ; Mead, Supernatural Revelation, 350; Whiton, Gloria Patel, 185; Hastings,
Bible Dict., 1:296-200; Sanday, Bampton Leotures on Ingpiration.

II. Proor or INsPIRATION.

1, Binee we have shown that Glod has made a revelatwn of himself to
man, we may reasonably presume that he will not trust this revelation
wholly to human tradition and migrepresentation, but will also provide a
record of it essentially trustworthy and sufficfent ; in other words, thaf the
same Bpirit who criginally communieated the truth will preside over its
publication, so far as is needed to accomplish its religious purpose.

Since all natural intelligence, as we have socen, presupposes God's indwelling, and
gince in Seripture the all-prevalling atmosphere, with its sonstant pressure and effort
to enter every cranny and corner of the world, i3 used asan illugtration of the impnlse
of God’s omnipotent Bpirlt to vivify and energize every human soul (Gen, 8:7; Joh 32 : 8),
weo may infer that, but for sin, all men would be morally and apiritually inepired ¢ Sum.
11 ; 29 — “Woud that all Jehovah's psople were prophets, that Johovah would put his Spirit upon them!" I, %0:2
- your iniquities have ssparnted between yon and your Ged "), 'We have aleo seen that God’s method
of commupicating his truth in matters of religion is pregumably snalogons to his
method of eommunicating secular truth, such as that of astronomy or history, Thera
i{s en orlginal delivery to a slugle nation, and to single pereonsin that nation, that it may
through them be given {0 meukind. Sanday, Inspiration, 140 —* There is a ‘ purposo of
fiod azoording to selegtion’ (Rom, 9: 11); there iz an “election' or *selection of grace’; and the objeot
of that selection was Israel and those who take their name from Isruel’s Messiah, If
a tower 1¢ built in ascending tiers, those who stand upon the lower tiers are yet raised
above the ground, and some may be raised higher than others, but the full and unim.
peded view is reserved for those who mount upward to the top. And that is the place
destined for us if we will take it.”

1f we follow the anelogy of God's working in other communleations of knowledga,
we shall reagonably presume that he will preserve the record of his revelations in
written and accessible documents, handed down from those to whom these revelstions
were first communicated, and we may expect that these documents will be kept suf-
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ficlently correct and trustworthy to accomplish thelr religious purpose, namely, that
of furnishing to the honest inquirer & guide to Christ and to salvation. The physician
cormanits his preseriptions to writing ; the Clexk of (ongress records its proceedings;
the State Pepartment of our governmentinstructs our foreign ambassadors, not orally,
but by dispatches. There Is yet greater need that revelation should be recorded, since
it i3 to be transmitted to distant ages ; it containg long digcourses ; 1t embraces myster-
ious docirines. Jesus did not write himself; for he was the subject, not the mere
channel, of revelation. His unconcern about the apostles’ Immedistely committing to
writing what they saw and heard 1s inexplicgble, If he did not expect that inspiration
would assist them, R

‘We come to the digsoussion of Ingpivation with a presumption guite unlike that of
Kuenen and Wellhausen, who write in the interest of almost avowed naturalism,
Kuenen, in the opening sentences of his Religion of Isranel, does indeed assert the rule
of God in the world, But Banday, Inspiration, 117, says well that ** Kuenen keeps this
ides very much in the background. He expended a whole volume of 503 large octavo
Paged { Propheta and Prophecy in Israel, London, 1877) in proving that the prophets
were ot moved toapeak by God, but that thelr utterancea were all thetr own.” The fol-
lowing extract, says Banday, indicates the position which Dr, Kuenen really held: * We
do not allow ourselves to be deprived of God’s presence in bistory. In the fortunes
and development of nations, and not leagt clearly in those of Israel, we see Him, the
holy and ail-wige Instrictor of his human children. But the old contrasts must be alto-
gother got aside. Bo long as we derive a separate part of Israel’s religions life directly
from Grod, and allow the supernatural or immediate revelation to intervene in even
one gingle point, 80 long also our view of the whole continues to be incorrect, and we
gce ourselves here and there necessitated to do violence to the well-authenticated con-
tents of the historical documents. It is the supposition of a patural developmentalone
which aceounts for all the phenomena'’ ( Kuenen, Prophets and Propheoy in Israel, 535 ).

2. Jesus, who has been proved to be not only a eredible witness, but a
measenger from God, vouches for the inspiration of the Old Testament, by
guoting it with the formula: *It is written” ; by declaring that ““one job
or one tittle” of it “‘shall in no wise pass away,” and that * the Beripture
cannot be broken.” '

Jesus quotes from four out of the five books of Moses, and from the Pealms, Isaiah,
Malachl, and Zechariah, with the formula, it is writken™; see Mat. 4: 4,6, 7; 11: 10; Mark 14:
27; Luke 4: 4-12. This formula among the Jews indiceted that the quotation was from a
sacred book and was divinely inspired. Jesus certainly regarded the Old Testament
with ag much reverence ag the Jews of his day. He declared that * one jot or ots t1itle shall
in no wise pais away from the law*' (Mat. 5:18). Fle aaid that “the swripturs cannot be broken " {John 10:35 )
=‘*the normative and judicial authority of the Beripture cannot be set aside; notice
here [in the singular, # ypa¢y] the idea of the unity of Beripture” (Meyer). And
yet our Lord’'s use of 0. T. Scripture was wholly free from the superstitious liter-
aligm which prevailed among the Jews of his day. The phrases  word of God " (Jebn 10 : 35;
Mark 7: 13), " wisdom of God" (Ianke 11: 49) and “orwles of Ged’ (Rom. 3: 2) probably designnte
the original revelations of God and not the record of these in Soripture; cf. 1Sam. 9: 27;
1Chron. 17: 3; Ia 40: 8; Mal. (3: 19; Take 3: 2; Aois 8: 25, Jepus refuses agsent to the O, T, law
respecting the Sabbath (Mark 2: 27 3.}, external defilements ( ¥ark 7:15), divoree ( Mark 10:
28g.), ILe*oame not to destray bat to fuldl " ¢ Met. 5: 17); yet he fulflied the law by bringing out
its inner gpirit in his perfect life, rather than by formal and minuteé obedience to ita
precepts; aeo Wendt, Teaching of Jesus, 2 : 5-85.

The apostles quote the 0. T. ag the utterance of God (¥ph, 4: 8— 8 Adye, g0, Feds ),
Paul's insistence upon the form of even a single word, as in Gal. 3: 16, and his use of the
0. T, for purposes of allegory, as in Gal, 4: M-31, show that in his view the Q. T. fext was
sacred. Philo, Josephus and the Talmud, in their interpretations of the 0. T., fall con-
tinually into a “narrow and unhappy literaliam.” *The N, T, doed not indesd escape
Rabbinical methods, but even where these are most prominent they geem to affect the
form far more than the substance. And through the temporary and local form the
writer constantly penetrates 0 the very heart of the (. T, teaching ;" see Banday,
Bampton Lectures on Inspiration, 87; Henderson, Inspiration, 254,

3. Jesus commissionad his spostles as teachers and gave them promises
of 8 supernatural aid of the Holy Spirit in their teaching, like the promises
made to the Old Testament prophets.
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Mat, 28: 48,20 —“Goyo . . . leaching . .. andlo, Lam with ym.” Compare promises to Moges { iz
8: 12), Jevewiah (Jer. 1 : 5-8), Ezekiel (Hzek. 2 and 3}, See also Is, 44: 3 and Josl 2; 28 — 1 will
pour my 8pixit upon thy seed”'; Mat. 10; 7-—*as ys gv, preach"; 19— '‘be nob anzious how or what yo shall
spoak ™' ; John 14 : 28— *'the Holy Spirit . . . shall teach you all things™; 15: 86, 27— “the Spirit of truth . ..
shall bear witnese of me: and yo also hear witness''=the Spirit shall witness in and through you;
16: 13 — *'he ghall guide you into all the truth'' = (1} limitation —all the truth of Christ, i. ., not
of philogophy or goience, but of religion; (2) comprehension — ali the truth within this
limited range, 4. e., sufficiency of Scripture as rule of faith and practice ( Hovey }; 17: 8
~—"he worde which thou gavest me I have given unie them ' ; hots 1:4 — “ho charged them . . . bo wait for
the promise of the Father ' ; John 20: 2% — * he breathoed on them, and saith untoe them, Recsive yo the Holy Spirit”
Here wag both promise and communication of the personal Holy 8pirit, Compare Mal
10: 19, 20 — “'if hall be given you in that hour what ye sheli speak. Por it ia not ye that speak, but the Spirit of
your Father that speaketh in you." See Henderson, Tnspiration, 247, 248,

Jesug' testimony here I8 the testimony of God. Tn Deut. 18: 18, it {8 said that God will
put his worda into the mouth of the great Prophet. It John 12: 49, 80, Jesua says: " [ sprke
not from myself, but the Father 1bat sant wa, he bath given me & commandment, what I shonid say, snd what § sheuid
spesk. And I know that his commandment i Lifs aternal; the things tharefors which I speak, even as the Father anth
sald unto me, so I spaak,” John I7; 7, § —'‘all things whaisosver then hast given ma sra from thee: for the werds
which thon gavest me I have given nato them." John 3 : 40 — ‘s man that hath told you the truth, which I hesrd
from God."

4. 'The apostles elaim fo have veceived this promised Spirit, and under
his influence to speek with divine anthority, putting their writings upon a
level with the Old Testament Seriptures. We have not only direct state-
ments that both the matber and the form of their teaching were supervised
by the Holy Spirit, but we have indirect evidence that this was the case in
the tone of authority which pervades their addresses and epistles.

Statements :—1 Cor. 2: 10, 13— untous God revealed them throngh the Spirit. . . . Which things also we
speek, not in words which man's wisdon tsacheth, but whioh the Spivit teacheth™; 11: B3 — “I roceived of the Lord
that which also I delivered unte yon"; 12: 8, 28 — the Adyes wodias wad appavently a gift peculiar to
the apostles ; 14: 37, 38— “ihe things which I write unta you . . . they &re the commandment of the Lord ™';
Gl 1 : 12 — " meithor did I recsive it from man, ner was I faught it, but it cama to me through revelation of Jesna
Chriat"; 1 Theas 4:3, 8—" yo know what oharge wo gave you throngh the Lord Jesus. . . . Thevefore be that reject~
oih, rejectolh not men, but God, who giveth hie Hely Spirit uats you" The following passages put the
teaching of the apostles on the same level with O. T, Beripture ; 1 Pet, 1:1f, (2 —“Spirit of
Qhrist which was in them™ [ O. T. prophets]; —[N. T. preachera] "“presched the gospel unte you by the
Holy Spirit ™ ; 2 Pet. 1: 81— O. T, prophets " spake from God, being moved by the Holy Spirit" ; 3:2— “remem-
ber the words which were spoken hefore by the holy prophets” [O. T.]. "and the commandment of ihe Lord and
Savior through your apostles™ [ IN, T.]; 16 —*'wrest [ Paul’s Epigtles ], as they do also the other soript-
wres, unte their ewn dsstraction™ Cf, Bx, 4:14-16; 7.1,

Implications : —B8 Tim, 3:16— " Bvery seripture inspired of God is alse profitabla"—a elear implica-
tion of Ingpiration, though not a direct statement of it =there iz a divinely inspired
Seripture. Inifor.§: 3-5, Paul, commanding the Qorinthian church with regard to the
incestuous person, wag arrogant 1f not inaspired, There are more imperativesin the
Epistles than in any other writingsof the same extent. Notice the continual assevera~
tion of authority, ag I Gal 1:1, 3, and the declaration that dishelief of the record ig sio,
as in 1 John 8:90, 11, Jude 3— “the faith which was once for a1l (dwaf) deliversd unto the sainis” Reo
Kahnis, Dogmatik, 3:122; Henderson, Inspiration (2nd ed.}, 34, 234¢; Conant, Genesls,
Introd., xiii, note; Chaxteris, New Testament Scriptures: They claim truth, unity,
authority.

The passages quoted above show that inspired men distinguished inspiration from
their own unaided thinking., These inspired men claim that their inspiration is the
pame with that of the prophets. Rev.#2: 6 —'“the Lord, the God of the spirits of the prephats, sent hig
sngel to show wnto his servants the things which must shortly come to pass ' = inspiration gave them super-
natural knowledge of the future. Asinspiration in the O. T, was the work ¢of the pre-
incarnate Christ, so inspiration in the N. T. is the work of the ascended and giorified
Chrigt by his Holy Spirit. On the Relative Authority of the Gospels, see Gerhardt,
in Am. Journ, Theol., Apl. 1800 276-204, who shows that not the words of Jesus in the
godpels are the final revelation, but rather the teaching of the risen and glorifted
Christ in the Acts and the Epistles. The Epistles are the posthumoug works of Christ,
Pattison, Making of the Bermon, 2i—"* The apostles, belleving themselves to be inspired
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teachers, often preached without texts; and the fact that their successors did nof fol
low thelr example showe that for themselves they made no such claim. Inspiration
censed, and henceforth authority was found in the use of the words of the now com-
plete SBeriptures.”

5. The apostolic writers of the New Testament, unlike professedly
inapired heathen sages and poets, gave attestation by miracles or prophecy
that they were inspired by God, and there is reason to believe that the
productions of those who were not apostles, such as Mark, Luke, Hebrews,
James, and Jude, were recommended fo the churches as inspired, by apos-
tolic sanction and authority.

The twelve wrought miracles (Mt 10: 1). Paul's “zigns of an apostie " (2 Cor, 137 12 }== mir=
acles. Internal evidence confirms the tradition that Mark was the “‘interpreter of
Pater,” and that Luke’s gospel and the Acts had the sanetion of Paul. Since the pur.
pase of the Spirit’s bestowment was to qualify those who were to be the teachers and
founders of the new religion, it 18 only fair to assume that Christ's promise of the Spirit
was valid not simply to the twelve but to all who étood in their places, and to these not
sineply as speakers, but, since in this respect they had a still greater need of divine
guidanoce, to them ag writers also.

The epistle to the Hebrews, with the letters of James and Jude, appeared in the life-
time of some of the twelve, and pasged unchallenged; and the fact that they all, with
the posaible exception of 2 Peter, were very ¢arly accepted by tho churches founded
and watched over by the apoatles, s sufficient evidence that the apostley regarded them
88 ingpired productions. As evidences that the writers regarded their writings as of
universal asuthority, see i Cor. 1: 2-—~“unio the chrrod of God which is at Corinth , , , with all that call
upox the neme of our Lord Jesus Christ in every place,” eto.; 7: 17—*“so ordain Iin all the churches™; Ool. 4: 16
—* Azd when this epistls hath hesn read amoeng yoz, sans that it be read also in the chureh of the Laodiceans™ ; 2 Pel,
3: 15, 16 — “ onr beloved brother Paul aleo, according to the wisdom given to him, wrote unte yor." See Bart-
lett, in Princeton Rev., Jan., 1880 23-57; Bib. Sac., Jan. 1884 204, 205,

Johnson, S8ystematic Theology, 40— * Miraculous gifis were bestowed at Pentecost
on many besides apostles, Prophecy wag not an uncommon gift during the apostolic
period.” Thers i8 no antecedent improbability that inspiration should extend to
others than to the principal leaders of the church, and gince we have express ingtances
of such inspiration in oral utterances (Acs i1: 28; 21: 9, 10) it secma natural that there
ghould have been instances of Inspiration in written utterances also, In some cases
this appears t0 have been only an inspiration of superintendence, Clement of Alex.
gndria says gnly that Peter ncither forbade nor encouraged Mark in his plan of writ-
ing the goapel. Irenassus tcolis us thut Mark's gospel was written after the death of
Peter, Papinssays that Mark wrote down what he remembered to have heard from
Peter, Luke does not seem 1o have been aware of any miraculous aid in his writing,
and hig methods appear to have been those of the ordinary historian,

8. The chief proof of inspivation, however, must always be found in the
internal characteristics of the Scriptures themselves, as these are disclosed
to the sincere inquirer by the Holy Spirit. The testimony of the Holy
Spirit combines with the teaching of the Bible to convince the carnest
reader that this teaching is a8 a whole andin all essentials beyond the power
of man fo communicate, and that it must therefore have been put into per-
manent and written form by speecial inspiration of God.

Foster, Chrigtian Life and Theclogy, 105 —* The teatimony of the Spirit is an argu-
ment from identity of effects—the doctrines of experience and the doctrines of the
Bible=1t0 identity of causo..... God-wrought experience proves a God-wrought
Bible. . , . . This coverathe Bible as & whole, if notthe whole of the Bitle, It is true
go far na I can test it. It is to be believed atill further if there i3 no other evidenco, '
Lyman Abbott, in his Theology of an Evoiutionist, 105, calls the Bihle *a record of
man's lahoratory worlk in the gpiritual realm, a history of the dawning of the con-
scetousness of (God and of the divine lifein the goul of man. ' This seems to us unduly
subjective, We prefer to say that the Bible is also God's witness to us of his presence
and werking in human hearts and in bhumsn history —a witness which proves its
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divine origin by awakening in us experiences similar to those which it describes, and
which are beyond the power of man to originate.

G. P. Fisher, in Mag. of Chrigt, Lit,, Dec, 1883; 238 — “ Ia the Bible infallible? Notin
the genge that all its statements extending even to minutis in matters of higtory and
#clence aro strietly accurate, Not in the pense that every doctrinal and ethical state-
ment in all these hooks is Incapable of amendment. The whole must sit in judgment
on the parte, Revelation is progressive. There is a human factor as well as & divine.
The treasure is in earthen vessels, Butthe Bible is infallible in the sense that whoever
gurrenders himeelf ina docile apirit to its teaching will fall into no hurtful error in
atters of faith and charity, Best of ail, ke will find In it the secret of a new, holy and
blessed life, ‘hidden with Christ in God® (Cot.8:3). The Scriptures are the witness to Christ.
« « + « Through the Beriptures he is truly and adequately made known tous.” Denney,
Death of Christ, 814—"The unity of the Bible and Its ingpiration are correlative
terms, If we can disoern a real unity in it— and I helieve we can when we see that It
converges upon and culminated in a divine love bearing the gin of the wortd —then
that unity and its inspiration are one and the same thing. And it i8 not only inapired
a8 a whole, it is the vnly book that is inspired. It ig the only book in the world to
which God sets hiy geal in our beartd when we read in search of an answer to the
question, How shall a sinful man be righteous with God? . . . . The conclugion of our
study of Inspiration should be the conviction that the Bible gives us a body of doe-
trine —a ¢ faith which was onee for all delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3).”"

1TL. TarortEs oF INSPIRATION.
1. The Intuition-theory.

This holds that inspiration is but a higher development of that natural
insight into truth which all men possess to some degree; s mode of intelli-
gence in matters of morals and religion which gives rise to sacred books, as
& corresponding mode of intelligence in matters of secular truth gives rise
to great works of philosophy or art. This mode of intelligence is regarded
as the product of man's own powers, either without special divineinflnence
or with only the inworking of an impersonal God.

This theory naturally connects itsel? with Pelagian and rationalistic views of man's
independence of God, or with pantheistic conceptions of man a8 being himeelf the high-
ert manifestation of an all-pervading but unconscioud intelligence. Morell and F. W,
Newman in England, and Theodore Parker in ‘America, are reprosentativea of this
theory. See Morell, Philos. of Religion, 127-1Y9— "' Inspiration ia only a higher potency
of what every man possesses In pome degree.” See also Francis 'W. Newman (brother
of John Henry Newman ), Phages of Faith (= phasea of unhelief); Theodore Parker,
Discourses of Beligion, and Bxperiences ag & Minister ; * God is Infinite ; therefore heis
immenent in nature, yet transcending it ; immanent In spirit, yet transcending that.
He must iill each point of spirit, as of space ; matter must nnconscicusly obey; man,
eonscious and free, has power to a certain extent to disobey, but obeying, the Imma-
nent God acts in men 88 much ag innature ” —quoted in Chadwick, Theodore Parker,
271. Hence Parker's view of Inapiration: If the conditions are fuifilled, inspiration
comes in proporticn to man's gifts and to hid use of those gifts. Chadwick himself, in
his Old and New Unitarianism, 68, says that ** the Seriptures are inspired just so far as
they are inspiring, and no more, **

w. (. Gaunett, Life of Fzra Stiles Gannett, 196 *“Parker’s spiritualism affirmed, a8
the grand truth cfreligion, the immanence of an infinitely perfeot God in matter and
mind, and his activity in buth spheres.” Martineau, Study of Religion, 2:178-180—
“Theodore Parker treats the regular results of the human faculties as an immediate
working of God, and regards the Principin of Nowton as inspired. . . . . What then
becomes of the human peraonality? He calls God not only omnipresent, but omni.
active. Is then SBhakespeure only by courtesy author of Macbeth? . . . . If this were
waove than rhetorieal, it would be unconditional panthelsin,” Both nature and man
-8 other names for God. Martineau is willing to grant that our intuitions and ideals
areexpresgions of the Delty in ug, but our personal ressoning and striving, he thinks,
pnot be attributed to God, The word wolis has no plaral: intellect, in whatever sub-
Ject manifested, being all cne, Just as a truth is one and the same, in however many
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peraons” consciousness it may present fteelf; see Martinean, Beat of Auwthority, 103,
Palmer, ftudies in Theological Definition, 27—*We can draw no sharp distinction
petween the human mind discovering truth, and the divine mind imparting revelation.”
Euenen belongs to this school

With regard to this theory we remark :

(2) Man has, indeed, a eertain natural ingight into truth, and we grant
that inspiration uses this, so far as it will go, and makes it an ingtrument in
discovering and recording facts of nature or history.

In the investigation, for example, of purely higtorical matters, such as Luke records,
nerely natural insgight mayat times have been sufficient. When this was the case,
Luke may have been left to the exercise of hia own faenlties, inspiration only inciting
and snpervigsing the work. George Harrig, Moral Evolution, 413—* God could not
reveal himself {¢ man, unless he first revealed himself i men. If it should be written
in letters-on the skcy : *God is good,’ — the words wouald have no moaning, unless good-
ness had heen made known already in haman volitions.  Revelation ia not by an occa-
gional atroke, but by a continnous process. Itis not superimposed, but inherent, . . .«
Genius i8 inepired ; for the mind which perceives truth must be responsive to the
Mind that made things the vehicles of thought.” Sanday, Bampton Lectures on Inspl-
ration: “In clafming for the Bible inspiration, we do not exclude the possibility of
other lower or more partial degrees of inspiration in other literatures. The Spirit of
Glod hag doubtlesa touched other hearts and other minda . . . . in such a way as to give
ingight into truth, besides those which could claim descent from Abrabham.” Philo

thought the LXX translators, the Greek philosophers, and at times even himegelf, to be
" ingpired, Plato he regards as ‘*most gacred ™ {iepérares ), but all good men are in vari-
oug degrees Ingpired. Yet FPhilo never guotes as authoritative any but the Canonical
Books, He attributes to them an authority wnique in ite kind.,

(%) In all matters of morals and religion, however, man’s insight into
truth iz vitiated by wrong affections, and, unless & supernatnral wisdom can
guide him, he is certain o err himself, and to lead others into error.

1 Qor. ? : 14 — =« Jow the nataral man raveiveth not tha things of the Bpirit of God: for they are foolishuees unto him;
and he onunot know them, hecanss they are spuritually judged *'; 10—+ But unto us God revealed them hrough the
Spirit ; for the Spirit searcheth all things, yes, the deep things of God. " Bee guotation from Coleridge, In
Shairp, Culture and Religion, 1i4 — “Water cennot rise higher than its source ; neither
can human reagoning ' ; Kerdaon, Prose Works, 1:474; 2:468 ~—*'"T'is curlous we only
believe as deep g8 we live " ; Tllmann, Siolessness of Jesus, 148, 184, For this reason we
hold to a communication of religiong truth, at least at times, more direct and ohjective
than is granted by George Adam Smith, Cony on Isaigh, 1:372~" To Isaiah inspiration
was nothing more nor less than the possegsion of certain strong moral and religious
oonvietiong, which he felt he owed to the eommunication of the Spirit of God, and
sccording to which he interpreted, and even dared to foretell, the history of his people
and of the world. Our atudy completely dispels, on the evidence of the Bible itself,
that view of ingplration nnd prediotion so long held in the church.” If this is meant as
& denial of any communication of truth other than the internal and subjective, weget,
over againgt it Num, 12: §-8— "if thero ba & prophet among you, I the Lord will make myself known unie
him in & vizton, I will apeak wilh bim in & dream. My servent Moass is nod so; be s faithfol in all my konse:
with him will I speak mouth to mouth, sven manifestly, end not in dark speaches; and the Jorm of Jehovah shall ha
Twhald.”

{¢) The theory in question, holding as it does-that natural insight is
the only source of religious truth, involves a self-contradiction ;—if the
theory be true, then one man ig inspired to utter what 2 second is inspired
to pronounce false. The Vedas, the Koran and the Bible cannof be inapired
to contradict each other.

The Vedas permit thieving, and the Boran teached salvation by works ; these cannot
be inspired and the Bible also. Paul cennot be inspired to write his epistles, and Swe-
denborg also Inspired to reject them. The Bible does not admit that pagan teachings
have the same divine endorsement with its own, Among the Spartans to stoal was
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praiseworthy : only to be caught stealing was eriminal.  On the religious conseloushess
with regard to the pereonality of God, the divine goodness, the future life, the ntility
of prayer, in all of which Misg Cobbe, Mr. Greg and Mr. Parker dissgrec with each
other, sec Bruce, Apologetics, 143, 144, With Matheson we may grant that the leading
idea of inspiration 18 ** the prowth of the divine through the capacities of the human,”
while yet wedeny that inspiration confines itself to this subjective enlightenment of
the human faculties, and glso we exclude from the divine working all those perverse
and erroneous utterances which are the resulis of humsan sin.

(d) It makes moral and religious truth to be a purely subjective thing
— & matter of private opinion — having no objective reality independently
of men’s opinions regarding it.

On this system truth is what men *trow’; things are what men *think’— words
representing only the subjective. * Retter the Greek &Ajdea = *the unconcealed’
{ objective truth) ’— Harris, Philog. Basis of Theism, 182, If there he no abaclute truth,
Lessing’s *search for truebh 7 is the only thing left to us. But who will gearch, if there
is no truth o he found? Even a wise cat will not eternally chase its own tefl. The
exercise within certain limits is doubtless useful, but the eat gives it up 8o soon a3
it becomes convinced that the tail caunot be caugbt. 8ir Richard Burton bocame a
Roman Catholic, & Brehmin, snd a Mohammedan, successively, apparently holding
with Hamlet that *there ig nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so.”
This same scepticlem as to the existence of objective truth appeara in the saryings:
Your religion ig good for you, and mine for me **; * One man is born an Auguatinian,
and another a Pelagian.” B8Bee Dix, Pantheism, Introd., 12, Richter: *It i3 not the
gosl, bat the course, that makes us happy.™

{ ¢) Tilogieally involves the denial of a personal God who is truth and
reveals truth, and so makes moan to be the highest intelligence in the uni-
verse, Thisis to explain inspiration by denying its existence ; since, if
there be no persomal God, inspiration is but a fignre of speech for a
purely natural fact,

The gnimas of this theory is denial of the supernatural, Like the denial of miracles,
it can be maintained only upen grounds of atheism or pantheism., The view in ques-
tion, ag Hutton in his Hesays remarks, would permit us to sy that the word of the Lord
came to Gibbon, amid the ruing of the Colisenm, saying: “ Go, write the history of the
Decline and Fall!” But, replies Hutton: Such o view is panthetstie, Tnapiration is
the voice of a living friend, in distinction from the voice of a dead friend, 4. ¢., the influ-
ence of his memory, The fnward impulse of geniug, Shakespeare’s for example, is not
properly denominated ingpiration, BSee Row, Bampton Lecturea for 1877: 428-474:
Rogers, Eclipse of Faith, 78 &g, and 288 sq.; Henderson, Ingpiration (2nd ed.), 443-489,
481-480, The view of Martineau, S8eat of Authority, 302, is substantially this. See eriti-
cism of Martineau, by Rainy, in Critical Rov., 1:5-20.

2.  The Ilumination Theory,

This regards inspiration asg merely an intensifying and elevating of the
religious perceptions of the Christian, the same in kind, though greater in
degree, with the illumination of every belicver by the HMoly Spirit. It
holds, not that the Bible is, but that i contains, the word of God, and that
not the writings, but only the writers, were inspired. The llumination
given by the Holy Spirit, however, puts the inspired writer only in full
possession of his normal powers, but does not communicate objective truth
beyond his ability to diseover or understand.

This tﬁeory naturally connects ttself with Arminian views of mere cobperation with
God, Itdiffers from the Intuiticn-thecry by containing sevoral distinetively Christinn
elements: (1) theinfluence of & personal God; {(2) an extraordinary worlk of the Holy

8pirit ; (3) the Christological charecter of the Scriptures, putiting into form a revela~
tion of which Christ fs the centre {Rev.19:19), But while it grants that the Scripture
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writers were “movod by the Holy Spirit™ { pepiperor — 2 Pot, 1:21), it ignores the complementary
fact that the Beripture itself i8 “inspired of God ” { Gedmvevoros — 2 Tim. 3:16), Luther's view
regembles thig: gee Dorner, Gesch. prot, Theol., 236, 237. Schleiermacher, with the
more orthodox Neander, Tholuck and Cremer, holds it; see Essays by Tholuek, in Her-
zog, Encyslopiidie, and in Noyeg, Theological Essays; Cremer, Lexicon N. T., teénvevo-
705, nd in Herzog and Hauck, Realencyc., 9: 183203, Tn France, Sabatier, Philos. Relig-
ion, 90, remarks: * Prophetic Inapiration i8 piety ralsed to the second power it
ditferg from the piety of common men only in intensity and energy. 8ce also Godet,
in Hevue Chrétienne, Jan. 1878,

In England Coleridge propounded this view in his Confessions of an Inguiring Spivit
{ Works, §: 069 )—** Whatever finds me bears witnesg thai it has proceeded trom a Holy
Bplirit; in the Bible there is more that finds me than I have experienced in all other
bookd put together.” [Shall we then call Baxter's** 8aints' Reat™ tnspired, whils tho
Books of Chronicles are not?] See alao F. W. Robertaon, Sermon I: Life and Letters,
letter 83, vol, 1:270; 2: 143-150—** The other way,dome twenty or thirty men in the
world’s history have had gpecial comminieation, mirsculous and from God; in this
way, &ll may have it, and by devout snd earnest oultivation of the mind and heart may
have it illimitably inereased.” Fredcrick W. . Myers, Catholic Thoughts on the Bihle
and Theology, 10-%0, emphasizes the idea that the Scriptureaare, in their earlier parts,
not merely inudequate, but partislly untrue, and subsequently superseded by fuller
reveigtions. Tha leading thought is that of decommodation; the record of revelation is
not necessarily infallivle. Allen, Religious Progress, 44, quotes Bishop Thirlwall; “If
that Spirit by which every man spoke of old i8 4 living and present Bpirit, its Iater les-
sons may well iranscond its eavlier'’;—Paseal’s ¢ colossal man’® is the race; the flyat
men repregented only infancy ; we are * the ancvients’, and we arewiser than our fathers,
Bee aleo Farrar, Critical History of Free Trought, 13, note 50; Martinesu, Studies in
Christianity : * One Gospel in Many Dialects."

Of American writors who favor this view, gee J. T Clarke, Orthodoxy, its Truths and
Errors, 74} Curtis, Human Element in Ingpiration; Whiton, in N. Eng., Jan. 1882 : 63
%%: Ladd, in Andover Review, July, 1883, in What Is the Bible? and in Dootrine of
Hacred Seripture, 1: 758 —“ & large proportion of its writings inepired ** ; 2: 178, 275, 48 —
+ that fundamental misconception which identifieg the Hible and the word of God 7 ;
2: 488 — * Inspiration, as the subjective condition of Biblical revelation and the predicate
of the word of God, is specifically the samo illumining, quickening, elevating and puri-
fying work of the Holy Spirit as that which goes on in the porsons of the entire baliev-
ing community.” Professor Ladd therefore pares down all predietive prophecy, and
regards Issish 53, not as dirvectly and solely, but only as typicailly, Messianic. Clarke,
Christian Theology, 35-44 —" Ingpiration is exaltation, quickening of ability, stimtlation
of epiritual power ; it is uplifting and enlargement ol capacity for perception, compre-
hension and utterance: and all under the influence of a thought, a8 truth, or an ideal
that has taken possession of the sonl, . . . Inspivation to write was not different in
kind from the common infiuence of God npon his people, . . . Inequality in the Seript-
ured Is plain. . . . Even if we were convinced that some book would better have heen
omitted from the Canon, our confidencein the Beriptures would not thereby be ghaken.
The Canon did not malke Scripture, but Sceipture made the Canon. The inspiration of
the Bible does not prove ita excelience, but its excellence proves its Ingpiration. The
Bpirit brought the Seriptures to help Christ's work, but not to take his place. Script-
ure says with Paul: 'Nof that we have lordship over your faith, but are helgers of your joy : for in faith ye
atand fagt® (2 Gor, £: 240"

B, G. Robinsgon: “'The office of the Spirit in inspiration is not different from that
whick he performed for Christians at the time the gospels wero written. . . . When the
propheis gay : ¢ Thos saith the Lord,’ they mean simply that they have divine authority for
what they utter.” Crlvin E. Btowe, History of Books of Biblo, 19 —** It ia not the
words of the Bible that were inepired. It is not the thoughts of the Bible that were
inspired. It was the men who wyote the Bible who were inapired.” Thayer, Changed
Attitude toward the Bible,63—* It was not hefore the polemic spirit becamerrife in
the controversies which followed the Reformation that the fundamental disticetion
between the word of God and the record of that word became ohliterated, and the pesti-
lent tonet gained ourrency that the Bible is absolirtely free from every etror of every
sort.,”” Principal Cave, in Homiletical Review, Fel. 1892, admitting errors but none
serious in the Bible, proposes n mediating statement for the present controversy,
namely, that Revelution implies incrrancy, but that Inspiration does not. Whatever
God reveals must be true, but many have become inspived without belog rendered
infailible. Hee also Mead, Supernatural Revelation, 201 ag.
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With regard to this theory we remark :

{a) There is unquestionably an Mluination of the mind of every believer
by the Holy Spirit, and we grant that there may have been instances in
which the influence of the Spirit, in inspiration, smounbted only to
lumination.

Certain applications and interpretations of 014 Testament Scripture, ag for example,
John the Baptist's applioation to Jesus of Isaiah’s prophecy (Jobn 129 —“Bekeld, the Lamb of
God, that taketh awey [ marg. *hearath ' ] the ein of ike world ™ ), and Peter's interpretation of David's
words ( Acts 2:37 — * thon will not leave my soul unte Hades, Neither wilt thow give thy Holy One to 866 torrup-
tisn ' }, may have required only the illuminating influence of the Holy Spirit. There is
a gense in which we may say that the BServiptures are inspired only to those who are
themselves inspired. The Holy Spirit must show us Christ before we recognize the
work of the 8pirft in S8cripture. The doctrinea of atonement and of Justification per-
hape did not need to be newly revealed to the N. T. writers; ilumination as to earlier
revelations may have suficed. But that Christ existed before hig inearnation, and
that there are personal distinctions in the Godhead, probably required revelation.
Edison says that * inspiration 18 simply perspiration.” Geniug has been defined ss
“unlimited power to take pains.” But it 18 more -—the power to do spontaneously and
without effort what the ordinary man doea by the hardest. Every great genins recog-
nizes that this power i3 due to the nflowing into him of a Epirit greater than his own
—the Bpirit of divine wigdom and energy. The Scripture writers attribute their
understanding of divine things to the Holy 8pirit ; see next paragraph, On genius, as
due to “ subliminal uprush,” see F. W. H. Myers, Human Personality, 1:70-120,

(#) But we deny that this was the constant method of inspiration, or
that such an influenece can account for the revelation of new truth to the
prophets and apostles. The illumination of the Holy SBpirit gives no new
truth, but only a vivid apprehension of the truth already revealed. Any
original communication of truth must have required a work of the Spirit
different, not in degree, but in kind.

The Scriptures clearly distingunish between revelation, or the communication of new
truth, and iHumination, or the quickening of man’s cognitive powers to perceive truth
already revealad, Noinorease in the power of the eye or the telescope will 3o more
than to bring into clear view what is already within its range., Illumination will ot
i1t the veil that hides what js beyond. Revelation, on the other hand, !s an *unvell-
ing ' the raising of a curtain, or the bringing within our range of what was hidden
before. Buch a special operation of God is deseribed in 2 Sam, 83 : 2, 3 — * The 8pirit of Jshovah
spake hy me, And his word wes wpon my tengua, The God of Isyael said, Tho Rock of Iarasl spake to me™ ; Mad, 10:
80— For itis not ye that speek, but the Bpirit of your Father that speaketh in you"; £ Gor, 3:9-13 —* Thinga which
&ya saw not, and ear heard not, And which entered not into the heart of man, Whatsesver things God prepared for
thom that love him. But unto s God revealed them through the Spirit: for the Spirit searchath all things, ysa, the
esp thinga of God.  For who among tien knowath the thinge of » man, save the spirit of the man, which is in him 7
evén s the things of God nene knoweth, save the Spirit of God. But we received, not the spirit of the world, but the
spirik which is from fod ; that ws might know the things that wera freely given o uz of God."

Clairvoyance and second sight, of which along with many ceses of impogition and
exaggeration there geems to be & emall residuum of proved fact, show that there may
be extraordinary operations of our natural powers. But, us in the case of miracle, the
ingpiration of Scripture necessitated an exaltation of these natural powerssuch agonly
the gpecial influence of the Holy Spirit can explain. "That the product is inexplicable
ag due to mere illumination seems plain when weremember that revelation sometimes
excluded llumination as to the meaning ¢f that which was communicated, for the pro-
rhets are represented in i Pol. 1: 4 a8 “senmhing what time or wihat manner of time the Spirit of Qhrist
which was iz them did poini unlo, whan i} destified beforaband the suferings of Christ, and the gloriss that should fol-
lowthem,” Bince no degree of illumination can aceount for the prediction of “things that
ars to come " { John 16:13), this theory tends to the denial of any immediate revelation in
prophecy so-called, und the denial easily extends to any immediate rcvelation of
doctrine.
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(¢} Mere illumination could not secure the Beripture writers from
frequent and grievous error, The spiritual percepiion of the Christian
is always rendered to some extent imperfect and deceptive by remaining
depravity. The subjective element so predominates in this theory, that no
certainty remaing even with regard to the trustworthiness of the Seriptures
a8 8 whole.

While we admit imperfections of detail in matters not essentisl to the moral gnd
religions tesching of Seripture, we clalm that the Bibls furnishes a sufiicient guide to
Christ and to salvation. The theory we are considering, however, by making the
meastre of holizesd to be the mensure of inspiration, renders even the collective teati-
mony of the Scripture writors an uncertain guide to truth, We point out therefors
that inspiration 18 not absolutely limited Ly the moral eondition of those who are
inspired. Knowledge, in the Christian, mey go beyond conduect. Balaam and Calaphas
were not holy men, yet they were inapired (Num, 23:5; John 11:49-52), The promise of
Christ assured at least the essential trustworthiness of his witnessea ( Mat, 10:7,19, 20; John
14:28; 15:26,27; 16:13; 17:8). This theory that inspiration is a wholly subjective com-
munieation of truth leads to the practioal rejection of important parts of Beripture, in
fact to the rejection of all Beripture that professes to convey truth beyond the power
of man to discover or to understand. Notioe the progress from Thomas Arnold (Ser-
mong, 2:185) to Matthew Arnold { Literature and Dogms, 134, 137). Notice also Sweden-
borg’s rejection of nearly one half the Bible { Ruth, Chrondcles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther,
Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of S8olomon, sid the whole of the N. T. except the
Gospels and the Apocalypse ), connected with the claim of divine suthority for his new
revelation., * His interlocutors all Swedenborgize™ (R, W, Hmerson). On 8weden-
borg, see Hours with the Mystics, 2:230; Moehler, Symboligm, 438486 ; New Englander,
Jan. 1874 : 195; Baptist Review, 1883 : 143-167 ; Pond, Swedenborgianfemn ; Ireland, The
Blot on the Brain, 1-120.

() The theory is logically indefensible, as intimating that illumina-
tion with regard to truth can be imparted without imparting truth itself,
whereas God must first furnish objective truth to be perceived before he
can illuminste the mind to perceive the meaning of that truth,

The theory is analogous to the views that preservation is a continued creation;
knowledge is recognition ; regeneration I8 fncrease of light, In order to preservation,
gomething must first be created which enn be preserved; in order to recognition,
something must e known which can be recognized or known again } in order to make
ingrease of light of any use, there must first be the power toses. Inlike manner, inspira-
tion cannot be mere illumination, becguse the external necessarily precedos the inter-
nal, the objective precedes the subjective, the truth revealed precedes the apprehen-
Bion of that truth. In the case of all truth that surpasses the norimal powers of man to
perceive or evolve, there must be speclal communication from (God ; revelation must
go before inapiration ; inapiration alone is ot revelntion. Ttmattors not whether thig
communication of truth be from without or from within, As in oreation, God can
work from within, yet the new result is not explicable as mere reproduction of the
pust. The eye can see only as it receives and usea the external light furnished by the
sun, even though it be equally true that without the eye the light of the sun wouldbe
nothing worth.

Pfleiderer, Grundriss, 17-19, says that to Schlelermacher revelation ia the original
appearance of a proper religions life, which life i3 derived neither from external com-
munication nor from invention and reflection, but from a divine impariation, swhich
impartation can be regarded, not merely as an instruetive infivence upon man as an
intellectual heing, but as an endowment determining his whole personsl existence —
an endowment analogous to the higher eonditions of poetic and herole exaltation.
Pieiderer himsetf would give the name *revelation™ to “every original experience
in which man becomes aware of, and is seized hy, supersensible truth, truth which does
not cuome from external impartation nor from purpesed reflection, hut from the uncons
sciong and undivided transcendentsl ground of the soul, and so is received as an
impartation from God through the medium of the soul's human activity.” Kaftan,
Dogmatik, 51 sg—** We must put the conception of revelation in place of inspiration,



208 THE SCRIPTURES A REVELATION FROM GOD.

Secripture I8 the record of divine revelation. 'We do not propose a new doctrine oF
Inspiration, in place of the old. We need only revelation, and, here and there, provi-
dence. The testimony of the Holy Spirit is given, not to ingpiration, but to revelation
~-the truthy that touch the buman spirit and have heen historically revealed.”

Allen, Jonathan Edwards, 18%— Edwards held that gpiritual life in the goul 18 given
by God only to his faverites and dear children, while ingpiration may be thrown out,
as it were, to dogs and awine—a Balagm, Saul, and Judas. The greatest privilege of
apogtles and prophets was, not their ingpiration, but thefr holiness. Retter to have
grace in the heart, than to be the mother of Christ { Luke 11: 27, 28}, Malthle D, Babeock,
in &, 8. Times, 1901 : 530— * The man who mourps becanse infallibility cannot be had in
& church, or 4 guide, or & fet of standards, docs not Enow when he is welloff. How
cotld 2od develop our minds, cur power of moral judgment, if there were no * epirit to
be tried’ (1Jvhn4: 1), no necesgsity for discrimination, no discipline of search and chai-
lenge and cholee ¥ To glve the right angwer to a problem is to pat him on the side of
infpliibility so far as that apswer is concerned, but it is to do him an ineffable wrong
touching his real education. The blessing of life’s achooling ie not in knowing the right
angwer in advance, but in developing power through struggle.”

Why did John Henry Newman surrcnder to the Church of Rome? Because he
assumed that an external authority is absolutely essential to religion, and, when such
an assumption ig followed, Rome ig the only logical terminug. ** Dogmeg was,"” he says,
**the fundamental principle of my religion.” Modern ritualism ig g retarn to this medi=
seval notion, **Dogmatic Christianity,” says Harhack, **is Catholic. It needs an iner-
rant Bibile, and an infaliible church to interpret that Bible. The dogmatic Protestant
is of the same camp with the sacramental and Infaliible Catholic.’* Lyman Abbott:
“'The new Reformation denies the Infallibility of the Hible, as the Protestant Reforma-
tion denied the infallibility of the Church. There is no infallible authority. Infallible
authority i undesirable, . . , God has given us something far better, —Mfe, . ., . The
Bible is the record of the gradual manifestation of God to man in human experience,
in morail laws and their applications, and in the life of Him who was God menifest in
the flesh."” .

Leighton Williatng: ** There is no ingpiration &part from experience. Baptists are
not paeramental, nor creedal, but exporimental Christians'’ —not Romaniéts, nor Pro=
testants, but believers in an jnner light. * Life, pa it develops, awakens into self-con~
acipusness, That self-consciousness becomes the most relinble witness as to the nature
of the life of which it is the development., Within the limits of its own sphere, its puthor-
ity i3 supreme. Prophecy is the utterance of the soul in moments of deep religious
experience, The inapiration of Scripture writers ia not & pecullay thing — 1t waas given
that the same inspiraticn might he perfected in those who read their writings,”” Christ
is the only ultimate authority, and he revesls himself in three ways, throngh Seripturc,
the Rewson, and the Church, Omly Life saves, and the Way leads through the Truth to
the Life. Baptists stand nearer to the Hpiscopal aystem of life than to the Presbyterian
pystem of creed. Whiton, Gloria Patri, 156 —**The migtake is in looking to the Father
above the world, rather than to the Son and the Spirit within the worid, a8 the imme-
diate source of revolation. . . . Revelation is the unfelding of the life and thought of
God within the world. One shouwld not be troubled by finding ervora in the Scriptures,
any more than hy finding imperfections in any phyeical work of God, a8 in the buman
eye,”

3. The Dictation-theory.

This theory holds that inspiration consisted in such a possession of the
minds and bodies of the Seripture writers by the Holy Spirit, that they
became passive instruments or amanuenses —pend, not penmen, of God.

This theory naturaily ecnnects {tgelf with that view of miracleg which regards them
B8 guspensions or violations of natural law., Dorner, Glaubenslehre, I : 624 {transl, 2;
186-189}, ¢alls it & ** docetlic view of inspirafion. It holds to the abolition of second
cauges, and fo the perfect passivity of the human instrument ; denies any inspiration
of persong, and maintaing inspiration of writingsonly. This exaggeration of the divine
element led to the hypothesis of a multiform divino sense in Scripture, and, in assign-
ing the spiritnal meaning, a raticnalizing epirit led the way."” Representatives of this
view are Quenstedt, Thecl, Didact., 1: 76~ The Holy Ghost inspired his Amanuenses
with those expressiong which they would bave employed, had they been left to them-
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selves*; Hooker, Works, 2; 383 —* They neither spake nor wrote any word of their
own, but uttered syllable by syllable as the Spirit put it into their montha* ; Gaussen,
Theopoeusty, 81 —* The Bible is not a book which God gharged men already enlight-
ened t0 make under his protection ; it ig & book which God dictated to them™; Cun-
ningham, Theol. Lectures, 340—* The verbal ingpiration of the Soriptures [ which he
advocates ] impliesin general that the words of Soripture were suggested or dctated
by the Holy Spirit, as well ag the substance of the matter, and this, not only in some
portion of the Beriptures, but through the whole,” This reminds us of the old theory
that God created fossils in the rocks, a8 they would be had ancient geas existed.

Banday, Bamp. Lect. on Inspiration, 74, quotes Philo as saying: “A prophet gives
torth nothing at all of his own, but acts as interpreter af the prompting of another in
all his utterances, and ag long as he js under inspiration he is in ignorance, hia reason
departing from its place and yielding up the citadel of the soul, when the divine Spirit
" entersinto # and dwells in it and strikes at the mechaniam of the voice, sounding
through it to the ciear doclaration of that which he prophesieth’'’; in Gex 16: 42— " About
tho potting of the sun » trance came upon Lhram” —the sun ig the light of human rcason which gets
and gives place to the Spivit of God, Sanday, 78, says also 1 ** Josephus holds that even
higtorical nerratives, such a4 those at the beginning of the Pentateuch which were not
written down by contempurary prophets, were obtained by divect inspiration from
God. The Jews from their bhirth regard their Scripture as *the decrees of God,” which
they strictly observe, gnd for which if need be they are ready to die.” The Rabbis said
that * Moses did not write one word out of hig own knowledge.”

The Reformers heid to a much freer view than this, Luther said: © What does not
carry Christ with it, is not apostolic, even thaugh 8t. Peter or 8t, Paul teught it, It
our adveraaries fall back on the Beripture agalnst Christ, we fall back on Christ against
the SBeripture.” Luther refused canonical authority to books pot actuslly written by
aposties or composed, like Mark end Luke, under their direction, 8o he rejected from
the rank of canonical authority Hebrews, James, Jude, 2 Peter and Revelation. Even
Calvin doubted the Petrine authorghip of 2 Peter, excluded the book of Revelation
from the Scripture on which he wrote Commentaries, and also thus ignored the gecond
and third epigtles of John ; see Prof. R. E. Thompson, in 8, 8. Times, Dec. 3, 1808 : §03,
804. The dictation-theory is post-Reformation., H. P. Smith, Bib. Beholarship and
Inspiration, 85— After the Council of Trent, the Roman Cathelic polemic became
gharper. It became the endeavor of that party to show the necessity of tradition and
the untrugtworthiness of Scripture alone., This led the Protestants to defend the Bible
more tenaciously than before,”” The Swiss Formula of Consensus in 1675 not only called
the Scriptures * the very word of God,” but declared the Hebrew vowel-points to be
ingpired, and some theologians traced them back to Adam. John Owen held to the
ingpiration of the vowel-points ; see Horton, Inspiration and Bible, 8. Of the age which
produced the Protestant dogmatic theology, Charles Beard, in the Hibbert Locturea
for 1983, says: * I know no epoch of Christianity to which T cowld more confidently
point in illustration of the fact that where there ig most theology, there is often least
religion.”

Of this view we may remark:

{(a) We grant that there are instances when God’scommunications were
nttered in 2n audible voice and took a definite form of words, and that this
wae sometimes sccompanied with the command to commit the words to

For examples, see B1. 3:4 —God talled Gnle him ont of the midst of the husk, and eaid, Xeeee, Moses "'; 20:
#2—* Yo yourselves have seen that I bave tslked with yom from heaven''; of. Hub. 12:19— “ihe voles of worda;
whith voios they that heard euivented that no word moze should by spoken unto them ' ; Numhers 7:88—'And when
Mozes went into the tant of mesting to gpeak with kim, then he heard the Voice speaking unts him from above the
meroy-seat that was upon the ark of the testimozy, from betwsen the twa cherubim: and he spake unto him"; 8:4
= Aud Jahovah spake unto Meses, saying,” etc. ; Dait, 4 : 31 —* While the word was in the Xing's mouth, there foll a
voise from heaven, eaying, O king Nebuchadnesser, to thee it is spoken: The kingdom is departed from thee'; Acts By
§—* And hosaid, Who art thow, Lord T And ke seid, I am Jesug whom thon persesutest'”; Rev. 19:9— *'And he
saith unto me, Write, Blesoed &re they that are bidden fo ihe marriags supper of the Lamb'; 2:5—"And he that
sittath on the throne said, Behold, I make all things new’"; of. 1:40, 11— *“and T heard behind ma & great voics, as
of 2 trumpet saying, What thou ssest, writs in & book and send it {0 tha sevenchurshea” So the voice from
heaven at the baptismn, and at the transfigurntion, of Jesus (Hal 3:17 and 17:5; see
Broadus, Amer. Com., oh these passages ).

14
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(%) The theory in guestion, however, rests npon a partial induetion of
Seriptire facts, —unwarrantably sssuming that such ocensional instances
of direct dictation reveal the invarisble method of God’s communicetions of
truth to the writers of the Bible.

Beoripture nowhere declares that this immediate communication of the words was uni-
versal, On1fr. 2:12—odx dv Budacrois dvfpwmivns codlas Adyors, &AL dv Siluxrols mredparos,
the toxt usually cited as proof of invarlable dictation— Meyer says: “ There is no dic-
tation here; Siiaktois excludes everything mechanical.”* Henderson, Juspiration (2nd
ed.}, 333, 340--“ A3 human wisdom did not dictate word for word, so the 8pirit did not.”
Faul claims for SBeripture simply & general style of plainness which is due fo the infilu-
ence of the Spirlt. Manly: ** Diotation toan amanuensis is not teaching.” Our Revised
‘Version properly translates the remainder of the verse, 1 Cor. 2:13— “oombining spiritusl things
with spiritnal words,"

(¢) It cannot aecount for the manifestly human element in the Seript-
ures. There are peculiarities of style which distinguish the productions of
each writer from those of every other, and there are variations in aeconnta
of the same fransaction which are inconsistent with the theory of a solely
divine anthorship.

Notice Paul’s anaccloutha and his bursts of grief and indignation (Rem, 5:12 sq., 2 fer,
11:4 37.), and his ignorance of the precige nuwmnber whom he had baptized (10 1:16).
One beggar or two (Mat. 20:30; ¢f. Luke 18:35); "“about five and twanty or thirty furlongs (Jshn 8:19);
*ghed for meny '’ { Mat. 26:28 hag wepi, Mark £4:24 and Inke 32:20 have irép). Dictation of words
which were immediately to bLe lost by imperfeet tranmeription? Clarke, Christian
Theology, 33-87 —** We are under no obligation t0 maintain the complete inerrancy of
the Seriptures, In them we have the freedom of life, rather than extracrdinary pre-
pision of statement or acouracy of detail. 'We have become Christinng in spite of dif-
ferences between the evangelists. The Beriptures are various, progressive, free,
There ig no suthority in Beripture for applying the word ‘inspired* to our presenc
Bible as a whole, and theology 1s not bound to empioy this word in defining the Script-
ures, Christianity is founded in history, and will stand whether the Scriptures are
inspired or not, 1f special ingpiration were wholly digproved, Christ would stlil be the
Bavior of the world. Dut the divine element in the Scriptures will never be disproved.™

(d) Ttis inconsistent with & wise economy of means, to suppose that
the Seripture writers should have had dictated fo them what they knew
already, or what they eould inform themselves of by the use of their nat-
ursl powers.

Why employ eyo-witneases ot all? Why not dietate the gospols to Gentiles Hving a
thousaud years before? God respocts the ingtruments he has called into being, and he
uses them according to their constifutional gifts. George Eliot represents Stradivar-
iue ag saying : —*'If my hand slacked, I should rob God —since he is fullest good—
Leaving a blank iostead of violing. God cannot make Antonio Stradivari s violins,
Without Antonio.”™  M¥ark 11:3-—*“The Lord bath need ofbim " may apply to man ag well as beast,

(e) Tt contradiets what we know of the law of God’s working in the soul,
The higher and nobler God’s communications, the more fully is man in
possession and use of his own faculties. We cannot suppose that this high-
est work of men under the influerce of the Spirit was purely mechanical.

Joeeph receives communication by vislon (MWei 1:20): Mary, by words of sun angel
spoken in her waking moments (Iuke1: 23). The moreadvanoced the recipient, the more
congeious the communication. These four theories might almost be called the Pelagian,
the Armintan, the Docetle, and the Dynamical. Sabatier, Philos. Religion, 41, 42, 87 —
* In the Goapel of the Hebrews, the Father says at the baptism to Jesus : * My Son, in
all the prophets T was waiting for thee, that thou mightest come, and that I nvight rest
jn thee, For thou art my Rest.' Inspiration becomes more and more internal, until in
Christ it is continuoue and complete. Upon the oppogite Docetie view, the most pers
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foct inspiration should have been that of Balaam’s ass.” Bemler represents the Pelagian

or Ebionitic view, as Quenstedt represents this Docetlie view. Semler localized and

temporalizes the contents of Beripture, Yet, though he carrled thie to the extreme of

excluding any divine authorship, he did good sexvice in leading the way to the histor-
_ ical study of the Bible,

4. The Dynamical Theory.

The true view holds, in opposition to the first of these theories, that
inapiration is not simply a natural but also & supernstural fact, and that it
i the immediate work of a personal God in the soul of man,

Ti holds, in opposition to the second, that inspiration belongs, not only
o the men who wrote the Scriptures, but to the Seriptures which they
wrote, so that these Scriptures, when taken together, constitute a trust-
worthy and sufficient record of divine revelation.

It holds, in opposition to the third theory, that the Seriptures contain a
humen as well as a divine element, so that while they present a body of
divinely revealed truth, this truth is shaped in humen moulds and adapted
to ordinary humean intelligence.

In short, inspiration is characteristically ne1ther natural, partisl, nor
mechapien), but sapernatoral, plenary, and dynsmical. Further explan-
ations will be grouped under the head of The Union of the Divine and
Human Elements in Inspiration, in the zection which immediately follows.

If the small circle be talen a8 symbol of the human element in ingpiration, and the
large circle a8 symbol of the divine, then the Intuition-theory would be represented by
the small circle alone ; the Dictation-theory by the large eircle alons; the Tllumination-
theory by the small circle external to the large, and touching it at oniy & single point;
the Dynamical-thoory by two concentric cireles, the emall included in the large. Even
when inspiration is but the exaltatiop and intepsification of man’s natural powers,
it must be considered the work of God as well as of man. God can work from within
&8 woll ag from without. As creation and regeneration are worlm of the immanent
rather than of the transcendent God, go ingpiration is in general & work within man's
woul, rather than a communieation to him from without. Prophecy may be natural to
perfect humendty, Revelation is an unyeiling, and the Réntgen rays enable us to see
through a vell. But the insight of the Scripture writers into truth so far beyond thelr
mental and moral powers 18 inexplicable except by & supernatural influence upon thelr
mindg; in other wordg, except ag they were Hited up inte the divine Beason and
endowed with the wisdom of God.

Although we propose this Dynsamical-theory as one which best explaing the Scripture
facts, we do not regard this or any other theory as of essential importance. No theory
of inapivation is necessary to Christian faith. Bevelation precedes inepiration. There
was religlon before the Old Testament, and a2n oral gospel before the Now Testament.
God might reveal without recording ; might permit record without inspirvation ; might
inspire without vouching for anything more than religious teaching and for the his-
tory, only 80 far a8 was necessary to that veligious teaching, Whatever theory of
inspiration we frame, should be the result of a strict induction of the Scripture faots,
and not &n o préori scheme to which Soripture must be conformed. The fault of many
past diseupatons of the subfect 1a the assumption that God must adopt some particuiar
method of ingpiration, or secure an ahsclute perfection of detail in matbers not esgen-
tinl to the religious teaching of Sovipture. Perhaps the best theory of ingpiretion ia to
have no theory,

Warfleld and Hodge, Inspiration, 8—* Very many religious and historical truths
must bo established before we come to the gquestion of inapiration, as for instance the
being and moral government of God, the fallen condition of man, the fact of a redemp-
tive soheme, the geperal historical truth of the Scriptures, and the validity and sathor-
ity of the revelation of God's will which they contain, i. ¢., the general truth of
Chrigtianity and of ity dootrines. Hence it follows that while the inspiration of the
Soriptures 18 true, and being true is a principle fundamental {0 the adequate intexrpre-
tation of Saripture, it nevertheless is not, in the first instance, B principle fundamental
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to the truth of the Christian religion.” Warfleld, in Presbh, and Ref. Rev,, April, 1893
208 —*“Weo do not found the whole Christlan system on the doctrine of inspiration.
+ « + « Were there no such thing ag inspiration, Christianity would be true, and all ita
ogsentinl dootrines would be credibly witnessed to ws*—in the gospels and io the Hving
c¢itarch. F. L. Patton, Inspiration, 22~“1 must take exeeption to the disposition of
somé to stake the fortunes of Christianity ont the doctrine of inspiration, Not that I
yield to any one in profound convietion of the truth and importance of the doctrine.
But it ie proper for us to bear in mind the immense argumwentative advantage which
Chrigtianity has, aside altogether from the inspiration of the documents on which it
rests.” 8o argne also Benday, Oracles of God, and Dale, The Living Christ.

IV. Tag Uxior or 8% DIving anp HoManx Ernevests 1y InspiraTioN.

1. The Beriptures are the production equally of God and of man, and
aro therefore never to be regarded as merely human or merely divine.

The mystery of Inspiration consists in neither of these terms separately,
but in the union of the two. Of this, however, there are analogies in the
interpenetration of human powers by the divine efficiency in regeneration
and sanctification, and in the union of the divine and human natures in the
person of Jesus Chrigt,

According to * Dalton's law,"” each gat i8 83 & vacuum to every other: * Gases are
mutually passive, and pass into each other a8 into vacua.” Each interpenetrates the
other. But this does not furnish a perfect illustration of our subject, The atom of
oxygen and the atom of nitrogen, in common air, remain side by side but they do not
unite. Ininspiration the human and the divine elementa do urmite. The Lutheran
maxim, *Menshuamang capax diving,’ is one of the most important principles of a true
theology. * The Lutherana think of humanity a&s a thing made by God for himself and
to receive himself. The Reformed think of the Delty asever preserving himself from
any gonfusion with the creature. They fear pantheism and idolatry  { Bp. of Balishury,
quoted in 8wayne, Our Tord’s Knowledge, xx ).

Sabatier, Philos. Religion, 88— “That initial mystery, the relationin our conscious-
nees between the individual and the universal element, between the fimite and the
infinite, between God and man, —how can we comprehend their coixistence and their
union, and yet how can we doubt it? Wherc is the thoughtful man to-day who has
not broken the thin erust of his daily life, and canght a glimpse of those profound and
obscure waters on which floata our ¢onseiousnesst Who has not felt within himself a
veiled pregence, and a foree much greater than his own? What worker in a Jofty
cause hag not percelved within his own personnl astivity, and saluted with a feeling of
veneration, the mysterious activity of a universal and eternal Power ? “In Deo vivimus,
movemur, et sumus,” . , , . Thig mystery cannot he dissipated, for without It religion
itself would no longer exist,” Quackenbos, in Harper's Magazine, July, 1900 : 264, says
that “ hypnotio suggestion is but inapiration.” The analogy of human influenco thus
communicated may at least. help ug to some understanding of the divine.

2. 'This union of the divine and human agencies in Inspiration is not to
be conceived of aa one of external impartation and reception.

On the other hand, those whom God raised up and providentially qualified
to do this work, spoke and wrote the words of God, when inspired, not as
from withoat, but as from within, and that not passively, but in the most
conecious possession ond the most exalted exercise of their own powers of
intellect, omotion, and will

The Holy 8pirit deea not dwell in man as water in a vedsel. Wa may rather {llustrata
the experience of the Beripture writers by the experience of the preacher whe under the
influence of God’s Spirit is carried heyond himself, and ia confcious of a clearer appre-
hengion of truth and of a greater ability to utter i1t than belong to his unaided nature,
yet knows himself to be no pasglve vehicle of g divine communication, but to be a8
never before In poggession and exercise of his own powerg, The inspiration of the

Seripture writers, however, goes far beyond the jllumination granted to the preacher.
in that it qualifies them to put the truth, without error, into permanent and written



DIVINE AND HUMAN ELEMENTS IN INSPIRATION. 213

form. This fnspiration, moreover, is more than providential preparation. Like mira-
cles, inspiration may use man’s natural powers, hut man's natural powers do not
expiain it, Mosges, David, Paul, and John were providentially endowed and educated
for their work of writing Scripture, but this endowment and education were not
inspiration iteelf, but only the preparation for it,

Beyschlag : * With John, remembrance and exposition had become Inseparable.” E.
G. Robinson ; “ Novelista do not cregte characters,—they reproduce with modifications
material presented to their memories, Bothe apostles reproduced thelr impressions
of Christ.” Hutton, Essays, 2 : 231 ~** The Psalmista vacillate between the first pcyson
&nd the third, when they deliver the purposes of God. Asthey warm with thelr spivit-
ual ingpiration, they iose themselves in the pergon of Him who inspires them, and then
they are again recalied to themeelves.” Stanley, Lifc and Letters, 1: 3% — Revelation
is not resolved Into a ere human process because we are able to distingnish the nat-
urel ageneies through which it was communicated™; 2:102—* Yon seem t0 me to
transfertoo much to these ancient prophets and writergand chiefs our modern notiong
of divdneorigin. . . . Our notion, or rather, the modern Puritanleal notion of divine
origin, is of a preternatural force or vuice, putting usidc recondary agencies, and sep-
aragted from those agencies by animpasgsable gulf. The ancient, Oriental, Biblical notion
wag 0f a supreme Will acting through those agengies, or rather, helng inseparable from
them, Our notions of Ingpiration and &ivine communieatlons insist on absolute perfec-
tion of fact, morals, doctrine. The Biblical notion was that inspiration was compatible
with weakpess, infirmity, contradiction.” Ladd, Philorophy of Mind, 182—* In inapi-
ration the thoughts, feelings, purposes are organized into another Qne than the self in
which they were themeelves born, That other (ne Is in themaselves, 'They enter into
comamunication with Him. Vet this may be supernatural, even though natural psyeho-
logical means are used., Inspiration which is external is not inapirvation at all.'” This
iaat sentence, however, seems t0 1s a needless exaggeration of the {rue principle,
Though God originally inspires from within, he may al3o communicate truth from
without,

3. Inspiration, therefore, did not remove, but rather pressed into its
own service, all the personal peculiarities of the writers, together with their
defects of eulture and literary style.

Every imperfeotion not inconsistent with truth in a human eomposition
may exist in inspired Seripture. The Bible is God’s word, in the sense
that it presents to ns divine truth in human forms, and is a revelation not
for a select class but for the common mind. Rightly understood, this very
humanity of the Bible is a proof of its divinity.

Locke: *“When Glod made the prophet, he did not unmake the man.” Prof. Day:
**The bush in which God appearsd to Moses remained g bush, while yet burning with
the brightness of God and uttering forth the majesty of the mind of God.” The para~
graphs of the Koran are called ayat, or *sign,” from their supposed aupernatural
elegance. But elegant literary productions do not touch the heart. The Bible is not
metely the word of God; it is also the word made flesh. The Hely Spirit hides himself,
that he may show forth Christ (3#hn3:8); he is known only by his effects —a pattern
for preacherg, who are ministers of the Spirit (2 for. 3:6). See Conant on Genesis, fi5.

The I 2alem declares that every word of the Koran came by the agency of Gabriel
from the seventh hegven, and that its very pronunciation is inspired. Better the doc-
trine of Martineau, Seat of Authority, 289 — * Though the pattern be divine, the web
that bears it must still be haman.' Jackson, James Martineau, 255 —** Paal’s metaphov
of the ‘treasurein earthen vessels* (2 Cor. 4:7) you cannot allow to give you guidance ; you
want, not the treasare only, but the casket too, to come from above, and ba of the
crystal of thesky., You want the record to be divine, not only in fta spirit, but aiso in
its jetter.”” Charles Hodge, 8yst. Theol., 1:157-=*When God ordaina praise out of the
mouths of babes, they must speak as habes, or the whole power and beauty of tho
tripute will be lost.”

TEvans, Bib, Scholarship and Inapiration, 16, 25— The mweipa of g dead wind is never
changed, a8 the Rabbis of 0ld thought, into the nreina of a living spirit. The raven
that fed Elijah was nothing more than a bird. Nor does man, when supernaturally
influenced, cease to be A man. An inspired man is not God, nor a divinely manipulated
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sutomaton*"; **In Scripture there may be as much imperfection as, in the perts of any
organism, would be consistent with the perfect adaptation of that organism to its des-
tined end. Boeripture then, taken together, is a statement of moral and religious truth
sufficient for men’s ralvation, or an infallible and sufflofent rule of faith and practice.””
J. 8, Wrightnour : “ Inspire means to breathe in, as a flute-player breathes into his
ingtrument, As different fintes may have thelr own shapes, peculiarities, and what
might seem Hke defects, so here; yet all are breathed info by one 8pirit, The same
8pirit who inspived them selected those instrumenta which were begt for kis purpose,
as the Haviorselected himapostles. Inthese wrltings thereforeis given us, in the precise
way that is best for us, the spiritual instruction and food that we need. Food for ths
body is not always given in the most concentrated form, but in the form that is best
adapted for digestion. S0 God gives gold, not in coln ready stemped, but in the quartz
of the mine whence it has to be dug and smelted,” Remalns of Arthur H, Hallam, in
John Brown’s Rab and his Friends, 274 —* I see that the Bible fits in to every fold ef the
huomen heart. I am aman, and I believe it is God’s book, becausge it is man’s book.”

4, Ininspitation God may use all right and normal methods of literary
composition,

As we recognize in literature the proper function of history, poetry, and
fietion ; of prophecy, parable, and drams ; of personifieation and proverh ;
of allegory and dogmatic instruction ; and even of myth and legend ; we
cannot deny the possibility thet God may nse any one of these methods of
communicating truth, leaving it to us to determinein auy single ease which
of these methods he has adopted.

In inspiration, a8 In regeneration and sanctification, Gtod works “in divers manners** ¢ Heb,
1:1). The Scriptures, like the books of secular lierature, must be interpreted inthe
light of their purpose. Poetry must not be treated as proee, and parable must not be
made t0 ‘g0 on all fours,” when it was meant to walk erect and to tell one simple
story. Drama is not higtory, nor 18 personification £0 be regarded as biography. There
ia & rhetorical overstatement which is intended only as a vivid emphaasizing of impor-
tant truth. Allegory isa popular modo of illustration. Even myth and legend may
convey great lessona not otherwise appreheneible to infantile or untrained miinds, A
literary gense id needed in our judgments of Seripture, and much hostile criticism ie
lacking in this litorary sense.

Denney, 8tudies in Theology, 18— * There ia a atage in which the whole contents of
the mind, ag yetincapahle of sclence or history, may he called mythological. And what
criticism shows us, In 1t8 treatment of the early chapters of Genesis,is that God does
not disdain to speak to the mind, nor through i, even wheon it is at thia lowly atage.
Even the myth, in which the beginnings of human life, Iying beyond human research,
are represented o itself by the child-mind of the race, mey be made the medium of
revelation. . . . But that does not make the firsl chapter of Genesis scionee, nor the
third chapter history. And what is of authority in these chapters ias not the quaasi-
gelentifio or quasi-historical form, but the message, which through them comes fo the
heart, of God’s creative wisdom and powor.” Gaore, in Lux Mundi, 356—* The various
gorta of mental or literary activity develop in their different lines out of an egrlier
condition in which they lie fused and undifferentiated. This we can vaguely eall the
mythical stage of mental evolution. A myth is not a falsehood; it is & product of
mentel activity, as Ingtructive and rich a8 any later product, but its characteristic is
that itis not yet distinguished into higtory and poctry and philosophy.” Bo Grote calls
the Greek myths the whole intellectual stock of the age to which they belonged — the
common root of all the history, poetry, philosophy, theology, which afterwards
diverged and proceeded from it. 80 the early part of Genesis may be of tho nature of
myth in which we cannot distinguish the higtorical germ, though we do not deny that
it exists. Robert Browning’s Clive and Andres del Barto are essentially correct repre- '
gentations of higtortonl characters, though the details in each poem are imaginary.

5. The inspiring Bpirit has given the Seriptores to the world by a pro-
cess of gradual evolution, '

As in communicating the truths of natural science, God has communi-
cated the fruths of religion by successive steps, germinally at first, more
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fully as men have been able to comprehend them. The edueation of the
race i analogous to the education of the child. First came pictures,
object-lessons, external rites, predictions ; then the key to these in Chriat,
and their didactic exposition in the Epistles.

There have been * divera portions,” ag well as “divers mannsrs™ (Heb.1:1). The early prophe-
cies ke that of Gen. 3:15 — the seed of the woman bruising the serpent’s hesd — woere
but faint glitnmerings of the dawn. Men had to be raised up who were capable of
receiving and transmitting the divine communications. Moses, David, Isaiah mark
sucoesdive advances in recipiency and transparency to the heavenly light. Inspirstion
has employed men of various degrees of ahility, culture and religious insight, As all
the truths of the caleulus e germivally in the gimplest mathematical axiom, 8o all the
truths of salvation may be wrapped up in the statement that God ig holiness and love.
But not every scholar can evolve the caleulus from the axiom. 'The teacher may dic-
tate propositions which the pupil does not understand: he may demonstrate in such a
way that the pupil participates in the process; or, best of all, he may incita the pupil
to work out the demonstration for himself. God seems to have used all these methodas.
But while thore are instapces of dictation and illumination, and ingpiration sometimes
includes these, the general method seems to have been such a divine quickening of
man’s powers that he diacovers and cxpresses the truth for himself.

A.J. Balfour, Foundations of Belief, 880 — * Inspiration is that, seen from ita divine
gide, which we call discovery when seen from the human side. . . . Hvery addition to
knowledgse, whether in the individual or the community, whether seientifie, ethical or
theologleal, is @ue to & cotiperation between the human soul which agsaimilated and the
divine power which inspires. Neither aota, or could act, in independent igsolation. For
' unassisted reason ’ I8 8 flotion, and pure receptivity it is impossible to conceive. Even
the emptiest vessel must limit the guantity and determine the configuration of any
Uquid with which it may be filled. . . . Inspiration i limited to no age, to no country,
to no people,” The early Bemites hnd it, and the great Oriental reformers. There can
be no gathering of grapes from thorng, or of figs from thisties. Whatever of true or
of goodis found in human history has come from God, On the Progressiveness of
Revelation, seo Orr, Problem of the O, T,, 431478,

6. Inspiration did not guarantee inerrancy in things not essential to the
main purpose of Scripture.

Inspiration went no further than fo secure a irustworthy transmission
by the sacred writers of the fruth they were commissioned to deliver. It
was not omniscience. It was a bestowsl of various kinds and degrees of
knowledge and aid, acecording to need ; sometimes suggesting new truth,
sometimes presiding over the collection of predxisting material and guard-
ing from essential exror in the final elaboration, As inspiration was not:
omniscience, so it was not complete sanctification. It involved neither
personsl infallibility, nor entire freedom from sin.

‘God can use imperfect means. As the imperfection of the eye does not disprove ita
divine suthorship, and as God revealy himeelf in nature and history in spite of their
ghortoomings, 80 inspiration can accomplish its purpose through both writers and
writings in some respects imperfeet. God i8, in the Bible as he was in Hebrew history,
leading his people cnward to Christ, but only by a progresgive unfolding of the truth,
The Scripture writers were not perfect men. Paul at Antioch resisted Peter, “ beoanss ke
stood oondemned "' { G2l 2: #1). But Peter differed from Paunl, not in public utterances, nor in
written words, but in following his own teachinga (¢f, heta 15:8-11); nersuz Norman Fox,
in Bap. Hev.. 1885 : 468-482. Personal defects do not invalidate an ambassador, though
they may hinder the reception of his message. So with the apostles’ ignorance of the
time of Christ’s second coming. It was only gradually that they came to understand
Christian doetrines ; they did not teach thetruthall at once; their Aingl utterances sip-
plemented and completed the sarter; and all together furnisbed only that measure of
Imowledge which God saw needful for the moral and religlous teaching of mankind.
Many things are yet unrevealed, and many things which ingpired men uttered, they
aid not, when they uttered them, fully 1nderstand.
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Pfleiderer, Grundriss, 53, 5¢-~**The word i divine-human in the sense that it has for
its contents divine truth in human, historical, and individually conditioned form.
The Holy Seripture containg the word of God in 8 way pluin, and entirely sufficient to
beget saving faith.'  Frances Power Cobbe, Life, 87 — ** Ingpiration is not & miraculous
and therefore incredible thing, but normal andin accordance with the natural relations
of the infinite and finite spirit, a divine inflowing of menfgl light precisely analogous to
that moral influence which divines call grace. As every devout and obedient soul may
expeet to share in divine grace, go the devout and obedient souls of all theages have
shared, as Parker taught, in divine inspiration. And, ag the reception of grace even in
large measure does not render us impeccable, 80 peither does the reception of inspi-
ration render us infallible.” We may coopcede to Miss Cobbe that inspiration consists
with imperfection, while yet we grant to the Scripture writers an authority higher than
our own,

7. Inspiration did not always, or even generally, involve & direct com-
munication to the Beripture writers of the words they wrote.

Thought is possible withont words, and in the order of nature precedes
words. The Beripture writers appear to have been so influenced by the
Holy Spirit that they perceived and felt even the new trutbs they were to
publish, ag discoveries of their own minds, and were left to the action of
their own minde in the expression of these truths, with the single exception
that they were supernaturslly held back from the selection of wrong words,
and when needful were provided with right ones, Inspiration is therefore
not verbal, while yet we claim that no form of words which faken in its
eonnections would teach essential error has been admitted into Seripture.

Before expression there must he something to be expressed, Thought is possible
without language, ‘The concept may exist without words. Seo experlences of deaf-
mutes, In Prinoeton Hev., Jan. 1881 : 104-128. The prompter interrupts only when the
speaker's memory feils. The writing-master guidesthe pupil’abhand only when it woald
otherwise go wrong. The father suffers the ¢hiid to walk alcne, except when itisin
danger of stumbling. If knowledge be rendered ecertain, it 18 as good as direct revela.
tion. But whenever the mere communication of ideas or the directiom to proper
material would not suffice to gecure a correct utterance, thesacred writers were guided
in the very selection of their words., Minutc criticism proves more and more conclu-
Blvely the snitableness of the verbul dress to the thoughts expressed; all Riblical
exegegis id based, indeed, upon the assumption that divine wisdom has made the out-
ward form a trustworthy vehicle of the inward substance of revelation. Bee Hender-
son, Inspiration (2nd ed.}, 102, 114 ; Bib. Sac., 1872 : 438, 640; Williarn James, Peychology,
1: 266 &g,

Waitts, New Apalogetic, 40, 111, holds to a verbal inspiration : ** The hottles are not the
wine, but if the bottles perish the wine is sure te be spilled ; the inspiring Bpirit cer-
talnly gave language to Peter and others at Pentecost, for the nposties epoke with
other tongaes; holy men of 0ld not only thought, but “spake from God, being moved by the Holy
Bpirit"” (2 Pot1:2l). So Gordon, Ministry of the Bpirit, 171 —* Why the minute study of
the words of Beripture, carried on by all expositors, their gearch after tho precise shade
of verbsl significance, their attention to the minutest details of language, and toall
the delicate coloring of mocd and tense and accent?*  Liberal gchotars, Dr. Qordon
thinks, thus afirm the very dootrine which they deny. Rothe, Dogimatics, 233, speaks
of *a language of the Holy Ghost.! Oetinger : ** It ig the gtyle of the heavenly court.™
But Broadus, an almost equally conservative scholar, in hig Com, on Mat. 3:17, says that
the differcnce between *Thisis my boloved Sen,” and Inke 3:232 — "Thog artmy beloved Son," ghowld
meke us ocautious in thecrizing about verbal inspiration, and he intimates that in vome
cases that hypothests is unwarranted., The theory of verbal inspiration is refuted by
the two facts: 1. that the N. T. quotations from the 0. T., in 99 cases, differ both from
the Hebrew and from the LXX: 2. that Jesus’ own words are reported with varia-
tions by the different evangelists; rce Marcus Dods, The Bible, its Origin and Nature,
chapter on Inspiration.

Helen Eeller told Phillips Brooks that she had always known that there was g God,
but she had not known his name, Dr. Z F. Westervelt, of the Deaf Mute Inatitute,
bad under his charge four children of different mothers, All of these children were
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dumb, though there was no defect of hearing and the organs of speech were pertect.
But their mothers had never loved them and had never talked to them in the loving
way that provoked imitation. The children heard Jcolding and harshness, but this did
not attrect. 8o the older members of the church in private and in the meetings for
prayer should teach the younger to tulk. But harsh and contentious talk will not
accomplish the result, — it must be the talk of Christian love, William D, Whitrey, in
his review of Max Miiller's Science of Languagc, 26-31, combuts the view of Mtiller that
thought and language are identical. Major Blisa Taylor's reply to Santa Anna : * Gen-
eral Tayior never surrendersl® was a substantially correct, though & diplomatic and
euphemistic, version of the General's actual profane words. Each Soripture writer
uttered oid truth in the new forms with which his own cxperience had clothed it.
David reachsd his greatness by leaving off the mere repctition of Moscs, and by speak-
ing out of higown heart, Paul reached his greatness by giving up the mere teaching
of what he had been taught, and by telling what God’s plan of merey was to all.
Augugtine : ¥ Borlpturs est sensus Seripturse ”’ — * Beripture is what Seripture means.”
Among the theological writers who admit the errancy of Scripture writers as to somes
matters unesgential to thelr moral and gpiritual teaching, are Luther, Calvin, Cocceias,
Tholuck, Neander, Lange, Stier, Van Oosterzes, John Hows, Richard Baxter, Cony~
beare, Alford, Mead.

8. Yet, notwithstanding the ever-present human elemont, the all-per-
vading inspiration of the Seriptures constitutes these various writings an
organic whole,

- Binee the Bible is in all its parts the work of God, each partistobe
judged, not by iteelf alone, but in its connection with every other part.
The Scriptures are not to be inferpreted ag a0 many merely human produe-
tions by different suthors, but as also the work of one divine mind., Seem-
ingly trivial things are to be explained from theirconnection with the whole,
One history is to be built up from the several accounts of the life of Christ,
One doctrine must supplement another. The Old Testament i part of &
progressive system, whose culmination and key are to be found in the New.
The central subject and thought which binds all parts of the Bible together,
and in the light of which they are to be interpreted, is the person and work
of Jesus Churist.

The Bible say8: “Thera is fo fod" (Pw 14: 1); but then, thiy is to be taken with the con-
text: ©The fool bath seid in his heart.” Satan's “it is wniten,” {Mai. 4: 6) is supplemented by
Chrigt's "It is writlen again” (¥et. 4: 7). Trivialitieg are likke the hair and naila of the body
—they have their place as parts of a complete and organie whole ; see Ebrard, Dogmatik,
1:40. The verse which mentlons Paul's ctoak at Troas (& Tin. 4:13) is (1) a sign of
goenulneness—a forger would not inventits (2)an evidence of temporal need endured
for the gospel; (8) an indication of tho limits of inspiration,—even Paul must have
books and parchments. Col. 2: 21— " Ha1dle zot, nor tasts, nor elch "—ig to be interpreted by the
oontext in vorse 20— “why . . . do yo subjeot yourselves fo ordinances?" and by verse 22— ‘‘efter the
precepts and dostrines of men,” Hodge, Syst. Theol., 1: 164 —* The difference between John's
gospel and the book of Chronicles is likke that between man's brain and the hair of hig
head ; nevertheless the life of the body is as €ruly in the hair aa in the brain,”* Like
railway coupons, Scripture texts are ** Not goed if detached.”

Crooker, The Hew BHible and its New Tlses, 137-144, utterly denles the unity of the
Bihle, Prof. A. B. Davideon of Edinburgh says that * A theclogy of the Q, T. i really
an {mpossibility, because the O. T. is not 4 homogeneous whole,” These denials pro-
ceed from an insufficient recognition of the principle of evolution in Q. T. history and
dogotrine. Prootrines in early Beripture are like rivers at their source; they are not
yet fully expended ; many affluents are yet to come. Sce Bp. Bull's Sermon, in Works,
Xv! 183 ; and Bruce, Apologetics, 323— “The llterature of the early stagea of revela-
tion must share the defects of the revelation which it records and interprets, . . . The
fina] revelation enables 18 to see the delects of the earlier, . . ., We should find Christ
in the 0. T. a8 we find the butterfly in the caterpiller, and man the crown of the uni-
verse in the fiery cloyd.” Crane, Religion of To-morrow, 221 — Kyery part I8 to be mod-
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fied by every other part, Wo verse Is true out of the Boolk, but the whole Book taken
together I8 true, Gore, in Lux Mundl, 850—" To recopnize the inapiration of the
Soriptures 13 to put ourselves to school in every part of them.” Robert Browniog, Bing
and Book, 175 { Pope, 228) — * Truth nowhere lies, yet everywhere, in these; Not abso-
lutely in & portion, yet Evolvable from the whole; evolved at last Painfully, held tena-
ciously by me.” On the Organic Unity of the 0. T., see Orr, Problem of the O. T., 2i-51.

9. When the unity of the Seripture is fully recognized, the Bible, in
spite of imperfections in matters non-essential o its religious purposs, fur-
nishes a gafe and snfficient guide to truth and to salvation.

The recognition of the Holy Spirit’s agency makes it rational and natural
to believe in the organie unity of Scripiure. When the earlier parte are
taken in connection with the iater, and when each part is interpreted by
the whole, most of the difficulties connected with inspiration disappear.
Taken together, with Christ as its culminstion and explanation, the Bible
furnishes the Christian rule of faith and practice.

The Bible answers two questions: What has God done to gave me ? and What muat I
do to be saved? The propositions of Buclid are not invalidated by the fact that he
believed tho earth to be flat. The ethics of Plato would not be disproved by his mistakes
with roegard to the solar gystem, So religlions authority is independent of merely secu-
lar knowledge.— Bir Joshua Reynolds was a great painter, and a great teacher of his
art. His lectures on painting Iald down principles which have been aocepted as author-
ity for gonerations. But Joshusa Reynolds illnstrates his gubject from history and
pelence. It was a day when both history and aclence were young. In gome unimpor-
tant matters of thid sort, whick do not in the least affect his conclusions, 8ir Joshua
Reynolds makes gn aceasional slip ; his statements are inaccurate. Does he, therefore,
©ease to he an authority in matters of his art  — The Duks of Wellington said onee that
no human being knew at what time of day the battle of Waterloo began. One histor-
ian gets his story from one combatant, and he pute the hour at eleven in the morning.
Another historian gets his information from another combatant, and he puts it at noon.
tthall we say that this diserepaney argues error in the whole acconnt, and that we have
no longer any certainty that the battle of Waterloo was ever fought at oli?

Such slight imperfections are to be frecly admitted, while at the same time we inslst
that the Bible, taken as a whole, is incomparably superior to all other books, and 13
+ghle to make theo wiso unte salvation'{2 Tim. 3:t5). Hooker, Eccl. Polity: * Whatsoever i3
spoken of God or things pertaining to God otherwise than truth is, though it seem an
honaor, it i3 an injury. And as incredible praiscs given unto men do often abate and
impair the credit of their deserved commendation, so weo muost likewise take great heed
lest, in attributing to Scripture more than it can have, the incredibility of that do
cause even those things which it hath more abundantly to be loss reverently eateomed.”
Bagter, Worky, 21: 348—* Those men who think that these buman imperfections
of the writers do extend further, and may appear in some passages of chronologies or
history which are no part of the rule of faith and life, do not hereby destroy the Chris-
tian cause. For God might enable his apostles to an infallible recording and preach-
ing of the gospel, even all things necessary to salvation, though he had not made them
infallible in every by-passage and ciroumstanos, any more than they were indefoctible
in life.”

The Bible, says Beet, * containg possible errors in small details or allusions, but it
gives us with absolute certainty the great facts of Christianity, and upon thess great
faots, and npon these only, our faith is baged.” Fvans, Bib. Scholarship and Inspira-
tion, 15, 18, 86 —* Teach that the ahell is part of the kernel and men who find that they
cannot keep the ghell will throw away shell and kernel together. . . . This overptate-
ment of inspiration made Renan, Bradlavgh and Ingereoll sceptics. . . . If in oreation
God can work out a perfect reanlt throoph imperfection why cannot he do the like
in inspiration ¥ If in Christ God can appear jn human weakness and ignorance, why
not in the written word ? ™ .

Weo therefore take exception t0 the view of Watts, New Apologetio, 11— Lot the
theory of historical errors and seientific errors be adopted, and Christianity must share
the fate of Hinduism. If itginepired writers err when they tell ua of earthly things,
none will believe when they tell of heavenly things.” Watts adduces instances of
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Bpinoze's giving up the form while claiming to hold the gubstance, and in this way
reducing revelation to a phenomenon of nutaralistic pantheism, Wo reply that bo a
priori thoory of perfection in divine inspiration must blind us to the evidence of actual
Imperfection in Seripture. As in ereation and in Christ, so in Seripture, God hnblea
himself to adopt human and imperfect methods of self-revelation. See Jonathan
Edwards, Diary: * I obgervo that old men seldom have any advantage of new diseov.
eries, because they are boaide the way to whick they have been so Jong nsed. Itesolved,
if ever I live to years, that I will be impartial to hear the reasone of all pretended dis-
coveries, and receave them if rational, however long soever I have been nsed to another
way of thinking.”

Bowne, The Immmanence of God, 109, 110~ Those who would ﬂnd the source of cer-
tainty and the geat of authority in the Beriptures alone, or in the church alone, or rea.
son and eonsgience glone, rathersthen in the complex and indivisitle coworking of all
these factors, should be reminded of the history of religlous thought. The atiffest doc-
trine of Beripture inermney has hot prevented warving interpratations ; and those who
would place the seat of authority in reagon and conscience are forced to admit that
outside llumination may do much for both. In soma sense the religion of the spirit i
& very important faot, but when it sets up in oppesition to the religion of a boolz, the
light that isin it is apt to turn to darkness,”

10. "While inspiration constitutes Seripture an suthority more trust-
worthy than are individual reason or the ereeds of the church, the only
ultimate suthority is Christ himself,

Christ has not so constructed Beripture as to dispense with his personal
presence and teaching by his Spirit. The Seripture is the imperfect mivror
of Christ. It is defective, yet it refleets him and leads to him, Authority
resides not in it, but in him, and his Spirit enables the individual Christian
and the collective church progressively to distinguish the essential from
the non-essential, and so fo perceive the truth as itis in Jesus. In thus
judging SBeripture and interpreting Scripture, we are not rationalists, but
are rather believers in him who promised to be with us alway even unto
the end of the world and to lead ug by his Spirit into all the truth,

James speaks of the law as a mirror ( James 1: 23-25—"1ike unto & man heholding his natural facs in
8 WITPor . . . Jooketh iute the perfeet law''); the law conviets of sin bocause it reflects Christ.
Paul speaks of the gospel as a mirror {2 Gor. 3:18—*“wae all, baholding 2a in & mirror the glory of the
Lord"}; the goapel transforma us because it refiects Christ, Yet both law and gospel
are imperfect ; they are like mirrors of polished metal, whose surface i often dim, and
whose images ave obacure ; (1 0. 13 : 12—"For now we seein a mirrer, darkly; but then fa00 to faca™ ) ;
even Inapired men know only in part, and prophesy only in part. Scripture itself s tho
conception and utterance of a child, to he done away when that which i perfect is
come, and we pee Christ ag he is.

Authority 1sthe right to impt ge beliefs or to command cbedience. The only ultimate
authority is God, for he is truth, justice and love, Dut he can Impose bellefs and com-
mand obedience only ashelsknown, Authority belongs therefore only to God revealed,
and because Chrigt 18 God revealed he can say: “ All authority hath been given unto me in heaven
and on earth'* {Mat. 28:18), The final authority in religlon 18 Jesus Christ. Hvery one of
his revelations of God is authoritative. Both nature and human nature are such reve-
lations. He exercises his aunthority through delegated and subordinate authoritics,
such as parents and civil government, Thege rightfuily claim obedience so long as
they hold to their own respective apheres and recognize their relntion of dependence
upon him, *“The powera that be are ordsined of God ' (Eom. 18:1), even though they are imperfect
rnanifestations of his wisdom and righteousnesd, The decislons of the Supreme Court
are authoritative even though the judges are fallible and come phort of establshing
nbsolute justice. Authority is not infallibility, in the government either of the family
o of the state,

The charch of the middle ages waa regarded as possessed of abaolute authority. But
the: Protestant Reformation showed how vain were thess pretengions. 'The churchis
an authority only e it recognizes and oxpresses the suprome authority of Christ, The
EReformers felt the necd of some exiernal anthority in placs of the church. They sub-
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stitated the Soripture. The phrase “the word of God,” which designates the fruth
orplly uttered or affecting the minds of men, came te signify only & book, Supreme
authority was ascribed to it. It often usurped the place of Christ. While we vindicate
the proper authority of Scripture, we would show that its authority is not immedi-
ate and absolute, hut mediate and relative, through hbuman and imperfect records, and
needing & supplementery and divine teaching to interpret them. The authority of
Scripture is not apart from Christ or above Christ, but only in subordination to him
and to his 8pirit, He who ingpired Seripture must enable ug to Interpret Scripture.
This is not a doetrine of rationalism, for it holds to man’s absolute dependence upon
the enlightening Bpirit of Christ. It is not o doctrine of mysticism, for it holds thay
' Chirist teaches ua only by opening to us the mcaning of his past revelations, We do not
oxpeet any new worlds fn our astronomy, nor do we expect any new Seriptures in our
theology. DIut we do expect thet the game Christ who gave the Beriptures will give us
new insight into their meaning and will enable us to make pew applications of their
teachings.

The right and duty of private judgmoent with regard to Scripture bolong to no
2cclesiastical caste, but are inalienable Hihertiea of the whole ¢hurch of Christ and of
each Individual member of that church, And yet this judgment is, from asnother
point of view, ho private judgment. Itis not thejudgment of arbitrariness or caprice,
It does not make the Christian consciousness supreme, if we mean by this term the
oongclousness of Christiang apart from tho indwelling Christ. When onee we come to
Christ, he joins us to himself, he seats us with him upon his throne, he imparts to us his
8pirit, he bids us usc our reason in hisservice. Injudging Seripturc, wemake not our-
selveg but Christ supreme, and recoghize him as the only nltimate and infallible anthor.
ity in matters of religion. We can believe that the total revelation of Chrigtin Seripture is
an authority superior to individual reason or to any single afirmation of the church,
while yet we belleve that this very authorily of Scripture has its limitation, and that
Christ himself must teach us what this total revelation is. So the judgment which
Scripture encourages us to pass upon 1ts own limitations only induces a final and more
implicit reliance upon the Hving and pergonal S8on of God. He haa never intended that
Seripture should be a substitute for his own presence, and it is only his Bpirit that is
promized to lead ua into all the truth.

On the suthority of Scripture, see A. H. Strong, Christ in Creation, 113~186 — **The
gource of all authority 18 not S8cripture, but Christ. . . Nowhers are we teld that the
Scripture of itself is able to convinee the ginper or to bring him. to God, It isa glitter-
ing sword, but itis ‘ihe sward of the Bpirit’ ¢ Eph, 6:17}; and unless the Spirit use it, it will never
pierce the heart. It ia a heavy hammer, butonly the 8pirvit can wielditgo thas it breaks
in pieces the flinty rock, It is the typc locked in the form, but the paper will never
roceive an impression until the Spirit shall apply the power. No mere instrument
shall have the glory that belomgs t0 God. Every soul ghall fesl its entire depeodence
upon him. Only the Holy Spirit can turn the outer word into eninner word. And the
Holy Spirit is the Bpirit of Christ, Christ comes into direct contact with the soul. He
himeelf gives his witness to the truth. He bears testimony to Beripture, even more
than Seripture bears testimony to him.»

11. The preceding discussion enables us at least to Iay down three ear-
dinal principles and to answer three common questions with regard to
inspiration,

Principles : (@) The human mind can be inhabited and energized by God
while yet attaining and retaining its own highest intelligence and freedom.
(&) The Scriptures being the work of the one God, as well as of the men
in whom Glod moved and dwelt, constitute an articulated and organic unity.
(¢) The unity and authority of Seripture as & whole are entirely consis-
teut with its gradual evolution and with great imperfection in its non-essen-
tial parts.

Questions : () Is any part of Seripture uninspired? Answer : Every
port of Seripture is inspired in its connection and relation with every
other part. (&) Are there degress of ingpiration? Answer : Theve are
degrees of value, but not of inspiration. Each pert in its connection with
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the rest is made completely true, and completeness has no degrees. (c)
How may we know what parts are of most value and what is the tesching
of the whole? Anawer : The same Spirit of Christ who Inspired the
Bible is promised to take of the things of Christ, and, by showmg them to
ng, to lead us progressively into all the truth.

Notice the value of the 01d Testament, revenling as it does the natural attributes of
God, 23 8 bagig and background for the revelation of merey in the New Testament.
fievelation was in many parta (wedvpepds—Hob, 1:1) as well 88 in many ways. **Each
individual oracls, taleen by itself, was partial and incomplete ” ( Robertson Smith, 0. T.
in Jewish Ch,, 21). But the person and the words of Christ #um up and complete the
revelation, 80 that, taken together and in their connection witly him, the various parte
of Beripture constitute an Infallible and sufficlent rule of faith and practice. Sce
Browne, Inspiration ot the N. 'T.; Bernard, Progress of Doctrine in the N. 1\; Stanley
Leathes, Strocture of the Q. T.: Rainy, Dellvery and Development of Doetrine. See
A, H, Btrong, on Method of Ingpiration, in Philofophy apd Beligion, 148-155,

The divine influence upon the minds of post-biblicul writers, leading to the composi-
tion of such allegories as Pilgrim’s Progress, and such drumas as Macbeth, is to he
denominated llumination rather than inspiration, for the reasong that these writings
contain error as well as truth in matters of religion and morals ; that they add nothing
esgentinl to what the Beriptures give ug; and that, even in their expresgion of truth
previously made known, they are not worthy of a place in thésacred canon. W.H. P,
Faunce; * How faris Banyan's Plgrim’s Progress true to present Christian experience ¥
Itis untrue : 1. In its despalr of this world. The Pilgrim bas to leave this world in
order to be saved., Modern experience longs to do God's will here, and to save others
instead of forsaking them. 2. In it agony over sin and frightful conflict. Bunyan
illustrates modern experience better by Christiana and her children who go through
the Valley and the Shadow of Deathin the dayiime, and without confliot with Apollyon.
3. In the constant uncertainty of the lssue of the Pilgrim’s fight. Christian enters
Doubting Castle and meets Giant Despair, even after he has won most of hia victories,
In modern experience, “at evening time there skall b light ' —{Zech.14:7), 4, In the constant
convietion of an abgent Christ. Buuyan’s Christ is never met this side of the Celestinl
City. The Cross at which the burden dropped is the symbol of a sacrificial act, but it
is not the Savior himself. Modern experience has Christ living in ug and with ua
alway, and not gimply a Christ whom we hope to see at the end of the journey.”

Beyachlag, N. 'T. Theol,, 2:18 — * Paul declares his own prophecy and ingpiration to
be ¢esentinlly imperfeet (1 Cor, 13:9, 10, 12; &f, { Gor, 12:10; 1 Thess, 5:19-31), This admission
Jjustifies & Christian criticism even of his views. He cah proncunce an anathema on
those who preach ‘a different gospsl ' (Gal. 1:8, §}, for what belongs to simple faith, the facts
of salvation, are absoluteiy certain. But where prophetic thought and speech go
beyond these facts of sulvation, wood and straw may be mingled with the gold, silver
and preciouastones built upon the one foundation. 8o he distinguishes his own modest
yupt from tho émrayh supiov (i for. 7:25 40).* Clarke, Christian Theology, 44 —* The
authority of Beripture is not oné that binds, but one that gets free, Paul is writing of
Bexipture when he says : ‘Not that we kave lordskip over your falth, but are helpers of your joy : for in faith
yo gtand fast' (2 Cor. 1:24).

Cremer, in Herzog, Rerleneya., 198-203—**The ckurch doctrine is thal the Seriptures
are ingpired, but it has never been determined by the church how they are ingpired.”
Butler, Analogy, part 11, chap. 111 —** The only question concerning the truth of Chris-
tianity 18, whether it be a real revelation, not whether it be attendod with every cir-
cutatance which we should have looked for; and concerning the authority of Seript-
ure, whether it be what it claima fo be, not whether it be & book of such gort, and so
promulgated, as weak men are spt to fancy a book contmining a divine revela-
tion ehonid. And therefore, nelther obscurity, nor seeming inaccuracy of style, nor
various readings, nor earty dlsputes about the authors of particular parts, nor any
other things of the like kind, though they had beon much more considorable than they
are, could overthrow the authority of the Scripture ; unless the prophots, aposties, or
our Lord had promised that the book containing the divine rovelation should be gecure
from these thinga.”” W. Robortson 8mith: ** If I am asked why I receive the Scriptures
23 the word of God and as the only perfect rule of faith and life, I answer with all the
Fathers of the Protestant chuech ; ¢ Decanse the Bibleiathe only record of the redcom-
ing love of God ; because in the Biblealone I find God drawing nigh to men in Jesus
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Christ, and declaring tig will for our salvation. And the record I know to be true by
the witness of his Spirit in my heart, whoreby I am agsured that none other than God
himself i3 able to speak such words fo my soul.” The gospel of Jegus Chrigt is the
dmaf Aeybpevor of the Almighty. See Marcus Dods, The Bible, tts Origin and Nature;
Bowne, Tha Immanence of God, 68-115.

V. Osprzcrions 10 TEE DoorRINE OF INSPIRATION.

In connection with a divine-hnman work like the Bible, inzoluble diffi-
culties may be expected to present themselves. So long, however, as its
inspiration is sustained by competont and sufficient evidence, these diffieul-
ties cannot justly prevent our full acceptance of the doctrine, any more than
disorder and mystery in nature warrant us in setting aside the proofs of its
divine authorghip. These difficulties are lessened with time ; some have
alresdy disappesred ; many may bo dune to ignorance, and may be removed
hereafter ; those which are permanent may beintended to stimulate inquiry
and fo discipline faith,

It is noticeable that the coramon cbjections to inspiration are urged, not
so much against the religious teaching of the Soriptures, as sgainst cerfain
errors in gecular matters which are supposed to be interwoven with it. But
if these are proved to be errcrs indeed, it will not necessarily overthrow
the doctrine of inspiration; it will only compel us to give a larger place
to the human element in the composition of the Scriptures, and to regard,
them more exclusively as a text-book of religion., As a rule of religious
faith and practice, they will still be the infallible word of God. The Bible
is to be judged as & book whose one mim I8 men's rescue from sin and
reconciliation to God, and in these respects it will still be found a record
of substantial truth. This will appear more fully as we examine the objec-
tions one by one.

“The Scriptures are given to teach us,; not how the heavent go, but how to go to
heaven.,” Their alm iy certainty not to teach seience or history, except ao far ag sclence
or history is essentiel to their moral and religious purpose. Certain of their doctrines,
like the virgin-birth ¢f Christ and his bodily resurrcetion, are histerical facta, and cer-
tain facts, ke that of creation, ure also doctrines. With regard to these great facta,
we claim that inspiration has given us accounts that arc éssentially trustworthy, what-
ever may be their imperfections in detall. To undermine the scientific trustworthiness
of the Indian Vedas {s to undermine the religion which they teach. But thiscnly
because their scientific dootrine is an essential part of thelr religions teaching. In the
Bible, religion isnot dependent upon physical geience. The Scoriptures aim only to
declars the creatorship and lordship of the personal God. The method of his working
may be desceribed pletorially without affecting this substantial truth. The Indian cos-
mogonles, on the other hand, polytheistic or pantheistic as they are, teach essential
untruth, by deseribing the origin of things as due to a serles of senselega transforma-
tions without basis of will or wisdor.

Bo long as the difficulties of Scripture are difficulties of form rather than substance,
of ita inecidental features rather than its main doetrine, we may say of its obscurities aa
Isporales spid of the work of Heraclitus: " What I understand of it I8 so excellent
that I can draw conolugions from it concerning what I do not understand.” *‘If Ben-
gel finds things in the Bibie too hard for his critical faculty, he finds nothing too hard
for his believing faculty.” With John Smyth, who died at Amsterdam in 1612, we may
say: I profess I have changed, and shall be rendy gtill to change, for the better ; and
with John Robingon, in his farewel: addrass to the Pilgrim Fathers; I am verily per-
suaded that the Lord hath more fruth yet to break forth from his holy word.” See
Lutheardt, Saving Truths, 206 ; Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 206 4. ; Bap. Rov., April, 1851
art. by O. P. Eaches; Cardinal Newman, in 16th Century, Feb. 1884,
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1. EBrrors in matters of Science.
Upon this objection we remark :

{#) Wae do not admit the existence of seientific error in the Scripture.
What is charged s such is simply truth presented in popular and impres.
give forms.

The common mind receives a more correct iden of unfamiliar facts when
these are narrated in pheromensl langnage and in summary form than
when they are described in the abstract terms and in the exact detail of
science.

The Beripture writers unconsclously cbserve Herbert Spencer’s principle of style:
Economy of the reader’s or hearer’s attention,—the more energy is expended npon the
form {he less there remains to grapple with the substanes ( Resays, 1-47), Wendt,
Teaching of Jesus, 1:180, brings out the prineiple of Jesus' atyle: **The greatest olear-
nesd in the mmallest compass.” Hence Seripture uses the phrazes of common lite
rether then sclentific terminology. Thus the language of appearance is probably used
in Gen. 7:19—""all the high mouniaing that ware ynder the whols hesven wera covered "—guch would be the
appearance, even it the deluge were local instead of universal ; in Josh. 10: 12, 13 — ' and the
sun siood gtill = such would be the appsarance, even if thesun’s rays were merely refrac-
ted so as preternaturally to lengthen the day; in s, 93:1— 'The world also is established, that it
sannot be moved ' —guch is the appearance, even though the earth turna on ite axig and
maoves round the sun. In narrative, to gubstitute for *sunset ”’ some scientific descrip-
tion would divert attention from the main subject. Would it he preferable, in the
0.T.,, if we should read: ** When the revelution of the earth npon its axis caused the rays
of the golar luminary to impinge horizontally upon the retina, Isase wont out fo mediiate” ( Gen.
2:83)7 *“Le seceret d’ennuyer est de tout dire,” Charles Dickens, in his Ameriean
Notes, T2, describes & prairie sunset: *The decline of day here wag very gorgeous,
tinging the firmament deeply with red and gold, up to the very keystone of the arch
above ue™ (quoted by Hovey, Mannal of Chrlstian Theology, 97). Did Diokeng there-
fore belove the irmament to be a plece ot golid masonry 7

Canon Driver rejeets the Bible atory of creation because the distfnetions made by
modern seience cannot he found inthe primitive Hebrew., He thinks the.fluid state of
the earth’s substance should have been called **surging chaos,” Inastead of * walers” { fan,
1:%). “An admirable phrage for modern and cultivated minds,” replies Mr., Gladstona,
“but a phrase that would have left the pupils of the Mosaic writer in exactly the gon-
dition out of which it was his purpose to bring them, namely, astate of utter ignorance
and darkness, with possibly a little ripple of bewilderment to boot” ; see Bunday School
Times, April 26, 1880. The fallacy of holding that Scripture gived in detail all the facts
connected with a historieal narrative has led to many curious arguments. The Gre-
gorian Calendar which makes the yenr begin in January was opposed by representing
that Eve was tempted at the outset by an apple, which was possible only in case the
year began in Beptember; gee Thayer, Change of Attitude towards the Bible, 46,

(5) Itis not necessary to a proper view of inspiration to suppose that
the human authors of Scripture had in mind the proper seientifie interpre-
tation of the natural events they recorded.

Tt is enongh that this was in the mind of the inspiring Spirit. Through
the comparstively narrow counceptions and inadequate langnage of the
Seripture writers, the Spirit of inspiration may have seeured the expres-
sion of the truth in such germinal form as to be intelligible to the times
in which it was first published, and yet eapable of indefinite expansion ag
science shonld advence. In the minintnre pioture of creation in the firs}
chapter of Genesis, and in ity power of adjusting itself to every advence of
scientific investigation, we have s strong proof of inspiration.

The word “dsy” in Genedia 1 ig an ingtance of this general mode of expression. It would

be sbaurd to teach early races, that degl onlyin gmall numbers, about the myriads of
years of creation, The child's object-icsson, with ite graphic suramery, convays to his
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mind more of truth than elaborate and exact statement would convey. Conant ( Genesie
2:10) says of the description of Eden and ita rivers: ‘‘ Of course the author’s object is
not & minute tepographical deseription, but a general and impresgive coneepticn aga
whole.” Yet the progress of selence only shows that these accounts are not less but
more true than was supposed by those who firet received them, Neither the Hindu
Shasters nor any heathen cosmogony can hear such eomparison with the results of
gclence. Why change our interpretations of Scripture 8o often? Answer: We do not
agsume to be original teachers of science, but only to interpret Scripture with the new
lights we have. 8ee Dana, Manual of Geology, T41-746 ; Guyot, in Bib. Sae., 1855 :824;
Dawson, Story of Earth and Man, 82,

This conception of early Scripture teaching aselementary and sirited to the childhood
of the race wonld make it possible, if the facts 8o vequired, to interpret the early chap-
ters of Genegis as mythical or legendary, God might condegcend to * Kindergarten for-
mulag." Goothe sald that * We should deal with ehildren as God deals with ust weare
happiest under the influence of innocent dclusions.” Longfellow : “ How beautiful is
vouth! how bright it glenms, With its illzeions, aspirations, dreams! Book of begin-
nings, story without end, Each maid a heroine, and each man a friend!” We might
hold with Goethe and with Longfellow, il weonly excluded from God’s tegching all
epgentipgl exror, 'The narratives of Scripture might be addressed to the imagination,
and go might tale mythical or legendary form, while yet they conveyed substantial
truih that conld in no other way be so well apprehended by early man ; see Robert
Browning’s poem, “ Development,” in Asulando. The Koran, on the other hand, leaves
no room for imagination, but fixes the numher of the stars and declares the firmament
to be golid, Henry Drummond : * Evolution hag given ue a new Bible. . . . The Bibile
i8 not & book which has been made, - it has grown.”

Bagehot telis us that *“ One of the moat remarkable of Father Newman's Oxford ser-
mone explaing how science teaches that the earth goes round the sun, and how Seript.
ure teaches that the sun goes round the earth; and it ends by advising the discreet
believer to accept both.” Thisis mental bookkeeping by double entry ; see Mackintosh,
in Am, Jour. Theology, Jan. 1899 :41. Lenormant, in Contemp, Rev., Nov, 1879 =4 While
the tradition of the deluge holds go considerable a place in the legendary memortesy of
all branohes of the Aryan race, the monuments and original texts of Bgypt, with their
many cosmogonic epeculations, have not afferded any, even distant, allusion to this
cataclysm.” Lonormanthere wrongly assumed that the language of Scripture is solen-
tiflo language. If it i3 the languageof appearance, then the deluge may be a looal and
Dot & universal catagtrophe. G, . Wright, Tee Age in North Ameries, guggests that
the numerous traditions of the deluge may have had their origin in the enormous
flpods of the receding glacier, In South-western Queensland, the standard guage at
the Meteorological Office registered 10g, 20, 354, 104 inches of rainfall, in all 773 inches,

in four auccessive days,

(c) Tt may be safely said that science has not yet shown any fairly
interpreted passage of Beripture to be unirne.

‘With regard to the antiquity of the race, we may eay that owing to the
differences of reading between the Septuagint and the Hebrew there is room
for doubt whether either of the received chronologies has the ssnction of
inspiration, Although ecience has made probable the existence of man
upon the earth at a period preceding the dates assigned in these chronol-
ogies, no statement of ingpired Seripture is thereby proved false.

Usher’s scheme of ghronology, on the basis of the Hebraw, puts the oreation 4004
yeard hefove Christ. Hales’s, on the bagis of the Septuagint, puts it 5411 B. 0, The
Fathers followed the LXX. But the genealogies hefore and after the flood may pre-
sent us only with the names of *“leading and representative men.” Some of these
named seem to etpnd, not for individuals, but for tribes, e. g.: Gen. 10:16 — where Canaan
is said to have begotten the Jebusite and the Amorite; 20 ~ Joktan begot Ophir and
Havilgh. In 8w 10:8, we read that Mizraim belonged to thegons of Ham, But Mizraim
i3 & dual, coined to degignate the two parts, Upper and Lower Egypt. Hence a gon of
Ham: could not bear the name of Mizraine. Gen, 10:13 resds : “And Mizraim begat Tudim”  But
Ludim is a plural form. The word signifies a whole nation, and *begat" isnot employed
{n a literal sense, Ho im verses 15,16: "' Penasn begat . . . the Jabusits," @ tribe; the ancestors of
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shich would have been called Jebus. Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, however, ¢ r¢ names,
0ot of tribes or nutions, but of individuals ; eee Prof. Bdward Kinig, of Bonn, in 8. 8.
Times, Doc. 14, 1901.  E. G. Robinson ; “ We may pretty mafely go back to the time of
Abraharm, but no further.” Bib. Sac., 1509 : 403 —* The lists in Genesis may relate to
families and not to individuals.”

G. F. Wright, Ant. and Origin of Human Race, lect. 1T —* When in David’s time it
1g sald that ‘Shebuel, the son of Gershom, the son of Mosss, way ruler over the treasures’ (1 Chron. 23:16;
26:24), Gershom wag the Immediato gon of Moses, but Shebuel was separated by many
generations from Gershom. So when Scth is suid to have begotten Enosh when he was
105 years old { Gen. 5:8), it 18, according to Hebrew usage, capable of meaning that Enosh
waa deacended from the branch of Seth’s line which set off at the 103th year, with any
number of intermediate links omitted.” The appearance of completeness in the text
may be dne to alteration of the text in the course of centuries ; see Bib. Com., 1:30.
In the phrase 'Jesus (brish, the son of David, the son of Abrsham ™ (Mab. 1:1) thirty-eight to forty
generations are omitted, It may he so In some of the Old Pestameni genealogies,
Thers I8 room for s hundred thousand years, if necessary ( Conant). W, H. Green, in
Bib. Sac., April, 1880 ; 303, and in Independent, June 18, 1891 —** The Seriptures furnish
us with no data for a chronological eomputution prior to the life of Abraham. The
Mosalc recorde do not fix, and were not intended to fix, the precise date of the Flood
or of the Creation . . . They give a series of specimen lives, with appropriate numbers
attached, to show by aclected examplea what was the original term of haman life. To
mgke them s complete and continuous record, and to deduce from them the antiquity
of the race, is to put them to a use they were never intended to serve.”

Comparigon with gecular history also shows that no auch length of time as 100.000
years for man’s existonce upon earth geems necessary. Rawlingen, in Jour. Christ.
Philosophy, 1883 : 336-384, dates tho beginning of the Chaldean monarchy at 2400 B. C.
Lenormant puts the entrance of the Sanskritic Indiang into Hindustan at 2300 B. C.
The earliest Vedas are hetween 1200 and 1000 B. C. ( Max Miiller), Qall of Abraham,
probably 1843 B. C. Chinese history possibly began as early as 2336 B. C. (Legee).
The old Empire in Egypt posaibly began as early 932650 B. C. Rawlinson puts the flood
st 8600 B. C., and adds 2000 years between the deiuge and the ereation, making the age
of the world 1886 4 3600 + 2000 = 7486. 8. R. Pattison, in Present Day Tracts, 3 : no. 14,
concludes thal *‘a term of abont 8000 yeara is warranted by deductions from history,
reology, and Scripture.” Seo also Duke of Argyll, Primeval Man, 76-128; Cowles on
Grenesis, 49-80; Dawson, Fosail Men, 246; Hicks, in Bap, Rev., July, 1884 (15000 years};
Z8ckler, Urgeschichte der Erde und dos Menschen, 13{-163. On the critieal side, gee
({rooker, The New Bible and ita Uses, 80-102.

Evidence of & geologien! nature seems to be accumulating, which tends to prove
man’s advent upon earth at {east ten thonsand years ago. An arrowhead of tempered
eopper and a number of human boned were found in the Rocky Point mines, nesr Gil-
man, Colorado, 460 feet beneath the surface of the carth, embedded In a vein of silver-
bearing ore, More than a hundred doliars worth of ore clung te the bones when they
weore removed from the mine. On the age of the earth and the antiguity of man, see
4. F. Wright, Man and the Glaeial Epoeh, lectured T and X, and in MeClure’s Maga-
zine, June, 1001, and Bib. Sac., 1803 ;: 81— ** Charles Darwin first talked about 800 million
yeara as 4 mere trifle of geologic time. Hisson George lmits 1t to 50 ox 100 million ;
Croll and Young to 60 or 70 milllon; Wallace to 28 millions Lord Kelvin to 24
million ; ‘Thompron and Newoomb t0 only 10 million,”” Sir Archibald Geikie, at the
Britigh Associgtion at Dover in 1883, said that 100 million years suficed for that smull
portion of the earth’s history which I3 registered In the stratified rocks of the crust.

Bhaler, Interpretation of Nature, 122, considers vegetable life to have existed on the
planet for at least 100 million years. Warren Upham, in Pop. Science Monthly, Dec,
1863 : 153 — * FHow o0ldis the earth ? 100 million years.” D.G. Brinton, In Foraom, Dec.
1893 ; 454, pute the minimum Hmit of man’s existence on carth at 50,000 years. G.F.
Wright does not donbt that nan'a presence on this continent was preglacial, say eleven
or twelve thougand years ago. He asserts that there has beon a subsidence of Central
Asia and Sonthern Russlp since man’s advent, and that Arctic seuld are still found in
Lake Baikal in Siberia. While he grants that Hgyptian civilization may go back to
EOO0 B. C., he holda that no more than 800 or 7000 years before this are needed ag prepara~
tion for history. Le Conte, Elements of Geology, 613-—* Men saw the great glaciers of
tha gecond glacial epooh, but there iz no reliable evidence of their existence before the
first glecial epoch. Deltas, implements, lake shores, waterfalls, indicate only 7000 to
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10,000 years." Recent caloulations of Prof, Prestwich, the most eminent living geolo-
glat of Great Britain, tend to bring the close of the glacial epoch down to within 10,000
or 15,000 years.

(@) Even if error in matters of scienee were found in Seripture, it would
not disprove inspirsticn, since inspiration concerns itsalf with science only
80 far a8 correct seientific views are necessary to morals and religion.

Great harm results from identifying Christian doctrine with apeeific theories of the
universe. The Roman church held that the revolution of the sun around the earth
was taught in Beripture, and thet Christian faith required the condemnation of Gali-
leo ; John Wesley thought Christirnity to be inseparable from a belief in witchorafts
oppogers of the higher oriticism regard the Mogaic authorship of the Pentateuch a3
“artioulus stantis vel cadentis ecolesise.” We mistake greatly when we link Inspi-
ration with scientific doctrine. The purpose of Scripture is not to teach science, but to
tench religion, and, with the exception of God's creatorship and preserving agency in
the universe, no geientific tristh 18 essential to the gyatem of Christian doctrine. Ingpi-
ration might leaye the Scripture writers in possession of the sclentific ideas of their
time, while yet they were empowered correctly to declare both ethical and religious
truth. A right spirit indeed gains some insight into the meaning of nature, and g0 the
foripture writera seem to be preserved from incorporating into their productions
wuch of the solentific error of their day. But entire freedom from such eyror must
0t be regarded as & necegeary sccompaniment of ingpiration.

2. Brrors in matters of History.
To this objection we reply :

{a) What ave charged a8 such are often mere mistakes in transeription,
and have no force a8 srguments against inspiration, unless it can first be
shown that inspired documents are by the very fact of their inspiration
exempt from the operation of those laws which affect the transmission of
other ancient documents.

‘We have no right to expect that the inspiration of the original writer will be followed
¥ & miracle in the cage of every copyist. Why believe Ininfallible copyists, more than
in infallible printers? God educates us to care for his word, and for its correct trans-
migslon. Reverence hag kept the Seripturce more free from various readings than
are other ancient manuscripts. None of the existing variations endanger any impor-
tant article of faith, Yet gome migtakes in trangeription there probahly are. In i Chron,
22 14, instead of 100,000 talents of gold and 1,000,000 talonts of silver (= $3,760,000,000),
Josephus divides the sum by ter. Dr. Howard Osgood : * A French writer, Revillout,
has accounted for the differing numbers in Kings and Chkronicles, just as he aecounts
Tor thesame differences in Fgyptian and Assyrian later accounts, by the change in the
value of money and debasement of issues. He shows the change all over Western
Anla.'* Per conira, see Bacon, Genesis of Genesis, 45.

In % Chron, 13:3, 1%, where the oumbers of men in the armies of little Paleatine are
stated as 400,000 and 800,000, and 500,000 are sald to have heen slain in a single battle,
#gome ancient copica of the Vulgate and Latin translations of Josepbus have 40,000,
80,000, and 50,000 ; gee Annotated Paragraph Bible, in loce. In & Chrow 17: 14419, Jehosha- *
phat's army aggregates 1,160,000, besides the garrizona of his fortresees, It s
poseible that by crrors in tranecription these numbers have been multiplied by ten.
Another explanation however, and perhaps a more probable ons, is given under {d)
below. Similarly, compare | Sam, §; {9, whore 50,000 are slain, with the 70 of Josephua;
2 Sam, 8 : &— "1, 700 Rorsemen,” with { fhron, 18 ¢ 47,000 horssmen’; Esther 9: 16— 75,000 giain by the
Jews, with LXX —15,000. I Mal 27:9, we have “Jeremiah™ for *leharizh " —this Calvin
mllows £0 be a mistale; and, if & mistake, then one made by the fivat copyist, for it
appears in all the uncials, ail the manuseripts and all the versions except the Syrisc
Peshito where it is omiited, evidently on the authority of the individual transeriber
and translator., In Acts7:18—'*{the tomb that Abreham bonght " — Hackett regards “Abraham’ as
& clerical error for “Jaceb™ (cvmpare Gen 33118, 19). Bee Bible Corm., 3 ; 165, 249, 251,
17,
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{5) Other so-called errors are to be explained as a permissible use of
round numbers, which eannot be denied to the sacred writers except upon
the principle that mathematical aceuracy was more important than the
general impression to be secared by the narrative.

In Nambers 25:9, we read that there fell in the plagme 24,000 1 dar, 10: 5 says 23,000, The
actual number was possibly somewhere betweon the two. Upon a similar principle, we
do not seruple to celebrate the Landing of the Pilgrims on December 22nd and the
birth of Christ on December 25th, We speak of the battle of Bunker Hill, although at
Bunker Hill no battle was really fought. In Ex. 12:40, 41, the sojourn of the Israslites in
Egypt ig declared io he 430 years. Yet Paul, in al, 3:17, gays that the giving of the law
through Moses was 430 years after the call of Ahraham, whereas the call of Abrgham
took place 216 years before Jacob and his gons went down into ¥eypt, and Paul should
have said 645 years instead of 430, Franz Delitzsch: * The Hebrew Bible counts four
centuried of Egypiian gojourn (Gen. 15:13-18), more accurately, 430 years ( Ex. 12:40 ); but
according to the LXX (Br. 12:40 ) this pumber comprehends the sojourn in Cansan and
Egypt, 80 that 215 years come to the pllgrimage in Canaan, and 216 to the servitude in
Egypt. This kind of calculation is not exclusively Hellenistic ; it is also found in the
oldest Palestinian Midrash. Paul gtands on this side in Gal. 3:1% making, not the immi-
gration into Egypt, but the covenant with Abraham the ferminug ¢ guo of the 430 years
which end in the Exodus from Egypt and in the legislation ™ ; see alse Hovey; Com. on
Gel 8:1%. Tt was not Paul's purpose to write chronology,—so he may follow the LXX,
and call the time between the promise to Abraham and the giving of the law to Moses
430 years, rather thanthe actual 600. If he had given the larger namber, it might have
lad to perplexity and discussion about & matter which had nothing to do with the vital
question in hand. Inspiration may have employed current though inacouratestate-
mente a8 10 matters of higtory, because they were the begt avallable means of impress-
ing upon men’s mindg truth of & more important sort. In G, 15:13 the 430 years is
called in reund numbers 400 years, and 80 in it 7: 6.

( ¢) Diversities of stafement in aceounts of the same event, so long as
they touch no substantial truth, may be due to the meagreness of the
narrative, and might be fully explained if some gingle fact, now unrecorded,
were only known, To explain these apparent discrepancies would not only
be beside the purpose of the record, but would destroy one valuable
evidence of the independence of the several writers or withesses

On the Stokes trial, the judge spoke of two apparentiy confiicting testimonies as
neither of them necessarily false. On the difference hetween Matthew and Luke as
to the scene of the Sermon on the Mount ¢ ¥al, §:1; ¢f, Luks 6:17) see Btanley, Sinal and
Pajestine, 880. Asto one blind man or two (Msi 20:30; of. Luke 18:35 ) gee Blise, Com. on
Luke, 275, and Gardiner, in Bib, Rac., July, 1878; 513, b14 ; Jesus may have healed the blind
men during & day’s exeursion from Jericho, and it might be described as * when they
went gut,” or *' a8 they drew nigh to Jeriche." Prof. M. B. Riddle: “ Luks 18: 35 describes
the general movement towards Jerusslem and not the precise detail preceding the mir-
aole; Kat, 20:30 intimates that the miracle ocourred during an exoursion from the olty,—
Luke afterwards telling of the Anal departure ' ; Calvin holde to two meetings; Godst
t0 two cities; 1f Jegus healed two blind men, he certainly healed one, and Luke did not
need t0 mention more than one, even if he knew of hoth ; see Broadus on Mat. 20:30, In
Mai. 8:28, where Matthew hastwo demoniacs at Gadara and Lntke has only one af Geraga,
Broadus supposes that the village of Gerasa helonged to the territory of the city of
Gadara, a few miles to the Southeast of the lake, and he quutes the case of Lafayette
*In the year 1824 Lafayette visited the United States and was welcomed with honors
and pageants. Bome higtorisng will mention only Ihfayette, but others will relate the
game viglt a8 made and the same honors ad enjoyed by two persons, namely, Lafay-
etto and his son, Will not both be right?” On Christ’s last Passover, see Bobingon,
Harmouy, 212; H. H. Bears, Fourth Gospel, Appendix A ; Bdergheim, Life and Times
of the Meagiah, 21507, Augustine: * Looutiones varise, sed non contraxvie: diverss, sed
non adverss."” ’

Bartleti, in Princeton Rev., Jan, 1880 : 46, 4¥, givea the following modern illustrationss
Winslow’s Journal (of Plymouth Plaptation)speaks of a ship sent out *hy Master
Thomas Weston.” But Bradtord in his far briefer narrative of the matter, mentiong 14
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a4 gent *hy Mr. Weaton and another.”” John Adams, in his letters, tells the story of the
daughter of Otld about her father’s destruction of his own manuseripts. At one time
e maltea her gay: “In one of his unhappy moments he committed them all to the
flames " ; yet, in the second letter, she is made tosay that ** he was several days in doing
it, One nowepaper says: President Hayes attended the Bennington centennialj
ancother newspaper says : the Pregident and Mrg, Hayea; a third: the President and his
Cabinet ; & fourth: the PresiGent, Mrs. Hayes and a wajority of his Cabinet. Archibald
Forbes, in his account of Napoleon I11 at Sedan, points out an agreement of narratives
as t0 the salient points, combined with * the hopeless and bewlldering discrepancies as
to details," even as these are reported by eye-witnesses, including himself, Rismarclc.
and General Bheridan whoe was on the ground, ns well as others.

Thayer, Change of Attitude, 52, speaks of Luke's * plump anachronism in the matter
of Theudas " — Asts 5: 38 — “ For before those days rose up Thevdas" Josephus, Antiquities, 20:5:1,
mentions an insurrectionary Theudas, but the date and other incidents do not agree with
thowe of Luke. Josephus however may have migtaken the date as easily 83 Luke, or he
may refer to another man of the same name. The inscription on the Cross i given in
Mark 15:26, &8 **The King of the Jews " ; im Luke 23:38, ng “Thia is the King of the Jows" ; in Mat. 27:37, ag
17 This i Josus the King of the Jaws'; and in John 9:19, ag “Jesus of Nasaxeth the Xing of the Jows," The
entive paperscription, in Hebrew, Greek and Latin, may have contained every word
given by the several evangeliats combined, and may have read “Thig is Jesns of Naza-
reth, the King of the Jews,” and each separate report may be entirely corroot so far as
it goes. Fee, on the general gubject, Haley, Alleged Digcrepancies; Fisher, Beginninga
of Chrigtianity, 406-412,

{d) While historical and srchmological discovery in many important
particulars goes to sustain the general correctness of the Scripture narrs-
tives, and no siatement essentin]l to the moral and religious teaching of
Seripture hag been invalidated, inspiration is still consistent with much
imperfection in historicsl detsil and its narratives ‘““do not seem to be
exempted from possibilities of error,”

The words last guoted are thoge of Sanday. In his Bampton Lecturea on Ingpiration,
400, he remarks that * Inspiration belongs to the historical books rather as conveying a
religious lesgon, than as histories; rather as interpreting, than agnarrating plain matter
of fact, The crucial issue is that in these lust respects they do not seem 10 be exempted
from possibilities of error,” R. V. Foster, Systematic Theology, ( Cumberiand Preshy-
terian): The Scripture writers * were not inspired to do ofberwise than to take these
gtatements as they found them.” Inerrancy is not freedom from misstatements, but
from error defined gs * that which misieads In any serious or important sense,” When,
we compare the sccounts of { and 2 Chronices with those of 1 and 2 Kings we find in the for-
mer an exaggeration of aumbers, sauppression of muterial unfavorable to the writers
purpose, and an emphasis upon that which is favorable, that contrasts strongly with
the method of the latter. Thege charucteristics are go continuous that the thoory of
mistpkes in trangcription does not seem sufheient to account for the facts. The
author’s alm waa to draw out the religious lessons of the story, and historical detatls
are to him of comparative unimportance.

H. P. Smith, Bib. 8cholarship and Inspiration, 108—* Inspiration did not correct the
Chronicler’s historical point of view, more than it corrected hig seientifio point of view,
which no doubt made the earth the centre of the solar aystem,. If therefore left him
open to receive documents, and to use them, which idealized the history of the pagt,
and described David and Solomon according to the ideas of later times und the priestly
class. David’s slne are omitted, and numbers are multiplied, to give greater dignity to
the earlier kingdom.” As Tennyson’s Idylls of the King give a nobler picture of King
Arthur, and a more definite aspect to his history, than actual records justify, yet the
picture teaches great moral and religiowus lessons, so the Chronicler seems to have man-
ipulated big material in the interest of religion. Matters of arithmetic were minor
matters. * Majoribus intentus est.* .

E. G, Robinson ; * The numbers of the Bible are charscteristic of a semi-barbarous
age. The writers took care to guess enough. The tendenocy of sich ab age is always
to exaggorate.” Two Formosan savages divide five pleces between them by taldng two
aplece and throwing one away, The lowest tribes can count only with the fingers of
their hands ; when they use their toes as well, it warks an edvance in civilization. To
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the modern child & hindred is just a8 great & number 88 a million. So the early Seript-
ures seern to use numbers with 8 childlike ignorance &g to their meaning. Hundreds
of thousands can be substituted for tens of thousands, and the substitution seems
only a proper tribute to the dignity of the subject. Gore,in Lux Mundi, 333 —* This
was not consciona perverslop, but unconscious Idealizing of history, the reading back
into past records of a ritual developweni which was really later, Tuspiration excludes
congeious deception, but it appears to be quite consistent with thig sort of idealizing ;
alwaye supposing that the result read back into the earlier history does reprosent the
real purpose of God and only anticipates the reslization.”

There are some who contend that these higtorical imperfections are dus to tranacrip-
tion and that they did not helong to the original documents. Watbts, Now Apologetic, 71,
111, when asked what is grined by contending for infallible original autographs if they
have been since corrupted, replles: ¥ Just what we gain by eontending for the original
perfection of human nature, though man hag since corrupted it. We must believe
God’s own testimony about his own work. God may permit others to dowhat, aga
holy righteous God, he eannot do himself,” When the objector declarcs it a matter of
little consequence whether a pair of trousers were or were not originally perfoct, so
long as they are badly rent just now, Watts replieg: “The tajlor who made them
would probably prefer to have it understood that the trousers did not lesve his shop in
their present, forlorn conditlon. God drops no stifches and sends out no imperfect
work.” Waetts however geems dominated Ly an. & pwiori theory of ingpiration, which
blinds him to the actual facts of the Bible.

Evans, Bib, Scholarship and Inspiration, 40 —** Does the present error destroy the
inspiration of the Bible ag we have it? No. Then why should the origingl error destroy
tho inspiration of the Bible, a8 it was firs6 given? There are spots on yonder sun; do
they stop its being thesun? Why, the sua is all the more a sun for the spots. So the
Bible,” Inspiration seems to have permitted the gathering of such material 28 was at
hand, very much ag 8 modern editor might construct his account of an army move-
ment from the renorta of a, number of cheervers ; or as a moedern higtorian might com-
bine the vecords of & past age withall thelrimperfections of detail. In the case of the
fAoripture writers, however, we maintain that ingpiration has permitied no sacrifice of
moral and religious truth in the completed Seripture, but bas woven its historical
material together into an organic whole which teaches all the facts essential to the
knowledge of Christ and of gelvation.

‘When we come to examine in detuil what purport to be historical narrptives, we
mugst be neither eredulous nor scepticel, but simpiy eandid and open-minded. With
regard for example to the great age of the Old Testament patriarchs, we are no more
warranted in rejecting the Scripture accounts upon the ground that life in later times
i8 80 much shorter, than we are to reject the testimony of botanista as to trees of the
Sequola family between four and five hundred feet high, or the testimony of geolo-
g15t3 a8 to S8auriang & hundred feet long, upon the ground that the treqs and reptiles
with which we are acquainted are so much smaller. Every specics at its introQuetion
seems t0 exhibit the maximum of size and vyitality, Weismann, Heredity, 6, 80—
“ Whales live sormne hundreds of years; elephants two hundred — their gestation taking
two years. Giants prove that the plan upon which man i3 constructed can also he
carried out on o scale far larger than the normal one,” E. Ray Lankester, Adv, of
Science, 205-237, 258 — agrees with Weismann in his general theory, Sir George Corne
wall Lewis long denied centenarigm, buf at lagt had to admit it.

Charleg Dudley Warner, in Harper's Magezine, Jan, 1895, gives instances of men 137,
140, and 192 years old. The German Haller agserts that * the uliimate imit of human
life does not exceed two centuries: to fix the exact number of years is exceedingly
difficult.” J. Normsan Lockyer, in Nature, regards the years of the patriarchs ag lunar
yerry, In Egypt, the sun being used, the unit of time wag 8 year; but in Chaldea, the
unit of time was a month, for the regson that the gtandard of tlme was the moon.
Divide the numbera by twelve, and the lives of the patriarchs eeme out very much the
game Jength with lives at the present day. We may ssk, however, how this theory
would work in shortening the lives bo.wcen Nosh and Moses. On the genealogies in
Matthew and Luke, see Lord Harvey, Genealogles of our Lord, and big art, in Smith’s
Bible Dictionary ; per contra, see Androws, Life of Christ, i5e¢. On Quiriniug and the
enrollment for taxation (Luke 2: %), see Pres. Woolsey, in New Englander, 1889, On the
general subject, see Bawlinson, Historical Evidences, and essay in Modern Scepticism,
published by Christian Evidence Society, 1: 265; Crooker, New Bible and New Uses,
102-128,
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3. KErrors in Morality.

(@) What are charged as such are sometimes evil acts and words of good
men — words and acts not sauctioned by God, These are narrated by the
inepired writers as simple matter of history, and subsequent results, or the
story itself, is left to point the moral of the tala.

Tnatances of this sort sre Nosh's drurkenness { Gen. 91 20-27); Lot’s inceat (Gen, 19:30-38);
Jacob's falsehood  Gen, 27: {9-24 }; David's adultery ( 2 Swm, 11:1-4}; Poter's denial { Mat. 26:
69-76). Bee Lee, Inspiration, 265, note. Esther's vindictiveness 18 not commended, nor
are the characters of the Hook of Bather sald to have acted in obedience to a divine
command, Crane, Religion of To-morrow, #41—*In law and psalm and prophecy we
behold the influence of Jehovah working as leaven smohg a primitive and barbarouas
people, Contemplating the Old Bcriptures In this lght, they become luminous with
divinity, and we are furnished with the principle by which to diseriminate between the
divine and the human in the book. Particularly in David do we see a rugged, half-
clvilized, kingly man, £full of gross errors, fleshly and impetuous, yet permeated with a
divine Spirit that lifts him, struggling, weeping, and warring, up to some of the Jofti-
est conceptions of Delty which the min€ of man has conceived. As an angelic being,
David is & caricature; as s man of God, 88 an example of God moving upon and raising
up & most human man, he is & saplendid example, The proof that tho church is of God,
is mot it8 imnpecoabllity, but its progress.”

{ &) Where evil zets appear at firstsight to be sanctioned, it is frequently
some right intent or accompsnying virtue, rather than the ast itself, upon
which commendation iy bestowed,

As Rahab’s faith, not her duplicity (Josh B: 1-24: cf. Hob, H: 31 and James 8: 25 ) ; Jael's
patriotism, not her treachery (Judges 4:17-22; of. 5: ). Or did they cast in their lob
with Israel and use the common stratagems of war (see next paragraph)? Herder:
~The limitations of the pupil are also limitations of the teachey,” While Dean Stanley
praizes Solomaon for tolerating idolatry, James Martinean, Study, 2: 137, remarks: “ It
would be a ridiculous pedantry 1o apply the Irotestant pleas of private judgment to
puch communities as anclent Egypt and Assyria. ... It i3 the survival of eoercion,
after conscience has been born to supersede it, that shocks and revoits us in persecii-
tion.”

{¢) Ceortain commands and deeds are sanctioned as relatively just —
expressions of justice such as the age could comprehend, and are fo 'be
judged as parts of a progressively unfolding system of morality whose key
and culmination we have in Jesus Christ.

Rx, 20: 25~ I gave them ptafules that ware not good ' — gz Moses' permission of divores and
retallation (Dent. 24:1; cf, Mat 5: 84, 3%; 19:7-9. Fx 21:24; of. Mat. 5:38,38). Compare Blijah's
calling down fire from heaven (% L 1:10-12) with Jesus’ refusal to do the same, and
hig mtimation that the spirit of Eltjah was not the gpirit of Christ (Luke 9:52-56); of.
Mattheson, Moments on the Mount, 263-255, on Hat. 17: 8— "Jesus only " : ** The strength
of Ellas paled befors tim, To shed the Ilood of enermnies requires Jess strength than to
shed one's own blood, and to conguer by fire is easier than to conquer by love.” Hovey :
*In divine revelation, it is first starlight, thon dawn, finully day." George Washings
ton once gave directions for the transportation to the West Indies and the sale there of
a refractory negro who had given him trouble. This was not at variance with the
best morality of his time, but it would not suit, the improved ethical standerds of to-
day. Theuse of force rather than moral suasion is sometimes needed by children and
by barbariens., ‘We may {llustrate by the Sunday School acholar's unrliness which
‘was oured by his classmsates during the week. * What did you saytohim 7" asked the
teacher. * Wo did n't say nothing ; we Just punched his hend for him." Thig was Old
Testament righteousness. The appeal In the O, T. to the hope of earthiy rewards was
suitable to a stage of development not yet instructed as to heaven and hell by the com-
ing and work of Christ; compare Ex, 20: 12 with Mat, 5: 10; 25: 46, The 0ld Testament
almed to ix in the mind of & selected people the idea of the unity and holiness of God ;
o order to exterminate idolatry, much other teaching wus postponed. See Peabody,
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Eeligton of Nature, 43; Mozley, Ruling Tdeas of Barly Ages; Green, in Presb. Quar.,
April, 1877 221-252; Mellvaine, Wisdom of Holy Scripture, 528-388; Brit. and For.
Fveng. Rev., Jan. 1878: 1-32; Martinean, Study, 2: 137,

When therefore we find in the inspired song of Deborah, the prophetess (Jndge5: 30),
&n allugion to the common apoils of war— " dumsel, two damsels to every man ™ or fn Prov, 3
& 7 — ' Give strong 4rink unto him that is ready to perish, and wite unte the bitter inscul. et him drink, and
Torget his poverty, and remember his misery 1o mors” —we do not need to maintain that these pus-
sages furnish standards for our modern eondugt, Dr. Figher ¢alls the latter “ the worst
advice to & person in afliction, or dispirited by the loss of property.” They mark past
stages in God's providential leading of mankind. A higher stage indeed is already Inti-
mated in Fov. 81 4—*it is aot Jor kinga te drink wine, Hor for princes to sxy, Where is streng drink 7" We
seo that God conld use very Imperfect instrumente and could Inspire very imperfect
men, Meany things were permitted for men's “hardness of heart” (Mat. 19: §). The Sermon
on the Mount is a great advance on the law of Moges (Mat. 5: 21 — * Ya have heard that it was eaid
1o thesn of old time '} ¢f, 22— “Rut I eay unte you ™'}

Robert G, Ingersoll would have logt hig stock in trade if Christians had generally rec-
ognized that revelation is gradual, and i completed only in Christ. This gradualoess
of revelation i conceded in the common phrase; ** the new dispensation.” Abraham
Lincoln showed his wisdom by never going far shead of the common sense of the peo-
ple. God similarly adapted his legislation to the eapacities of each successive age. The
command to Abraham to sacrifice his son (Gen. 3: 1-19) was a proper test of Abrahnm’s
fuith in g day when human sacrifice violated no common ethical ptandard because the
Hebrow, like the Roman,* patria potestas ™ did not regard the child a8 having a separate
individuality, but Inciuded the child in the parent and made the child equailly respons-
ible for the parent's sin. But that very command wag given only ns a test of faith, and
with the intent to make the intended obedience the occaslon of revealing God’s pro-
vision of & substitute and so of doing Away with buman sacrifice for all future time,
Weo may well imitate the graduainess of divine revelation in our treatment of dancing
and of the lguor trafiic. .

{ @) God’r righteous sovereignty affords the key to other events. He hag
the right to do what he will with hiy own, and to punish the transgressor
when and where he will ; and he may justly make men the foretellers or
executors of his purposes.

Foretellers, a8 in the smprecatory Psalms (127: 9; of. In 13: 1518 and Jr 50: 16, 29) ¢
executors, as in the destruction of the Canaanites ( Deut.7: % 14). In the former case the
Pealit was not the ehultition of personat anger, hut the expresston of judictal indigna-
tion againgt the enemies of God. We must distingutish the subsiance from the form.
The substance wes the denunciation of God's righteous judgments; the form was
taken from the ordinary customs of war in the Psalmist’s time. BSee Park, in Blb. 8ac.,
1862; 1653 Cowles, Com, on Pa, 157; Perowne on Psalms, Introd., 813 Presb, and Ref.
Rov., 1807 480508 ; of. & Ym, 4: 14— “the Lord will render to him Bocording to his works " =& proph-
ecy, DoY) & Oures, diebdaea, Not droddy, ae in A. Y, In the latter case, an exterminating
war was only the benevolent surgery that amyutated the putrid limb, and so saved the
religions life of the Hebrew nation and of the after-world, Bee Dr.Thomas Arnold,
Eseay on the Right Interpretation of Scripture; Fisher, Beginning# of Christianity,
1124,

Another interpretation of those events has been proposed, which would make them
mtrations of the principle ladiceted in {c¢} above : E. G, Roblngon, Chrigtian Theol-
ogy, 46— * M was not the imprecations of the Pgalm that were inspired of God, but his
purposed and ideas of which these were by the timee the necegsary vehicle; just az the
adultery of David wag not by divine command, though through it the purpose of God
&6 10 Christ's descent was accomplished.” John Watson { Ian Maclaren ), Cure of Souls,
143 —** When the massacre of the Conannites and certain proceedinga of David are flung
1t the face of Christians, it i3 no longer necessary to fall back on evasions or gpecial
pleading, Iican now be frankly admitted that, from our stundpoint in this year of
grace, auch deeds were atrocious, and that they never could have been ascording to the
mind of God, but that they must be judged by thelr date, and considered the defects of
elementary moral proceszes. The Bible 15 vindicated, because 1t is, on the whaole, &
gteady ascent, and becnuse it culminates In Chriat.”*

Lyman Abhott, Thoology of an Evolutionist, 56— * Abrabham mistook the voice of
oonacience, calling on himn 0 conséerate his only 8on to God, and interpreted it a8 &
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command to slay his 8on a8 g bhurnt offering, TIsrael miginterpreted his righteons fndig-
nation at the cruel and Justful rites of the Canaanitish religion asa divine suwmmons to
deatroy the worship by putting the worshipers to death ; a people undeveloped in moral
sudgment could not distinguish between formal regulations regpecting eamp-life and
eternel principles of righteougness, guirch ag, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,
ut embedied them in the same code, and seemed to regard them ae of equal authority.™
‘Wilkinson, Epic of Paul, 281—" If s0 be such man, so placed . .. did in some part
That untterance make his own, profaning it, To be hig vehicle for sense not meant By
the august supreme inspiring Will"’ —4. ¢., putting some of his own sinfi2l anger into
God’s calm predictions of judgment. Compure the stern last words of * Zecharish, the son of
Johoiada, the priest” when stoned to death in the temple court: “Jehovsh look upea Ets,ndreguiro it"
{2 Chrom. 24 :20-22), with the last words of Jesus: “Father, forpive them, for they know net what they do™
{Luke?3: 34 ) and of Stephen : “Tord, iay not this sin te their charge ™ (Aets 7:60),

{e)} Otherapparent immoralities are due to unwarranted interpretations.
Bymbol is gometimes taken for litersl fact ; the language of irony id under-
stood as sober affirmation ; the glow and freedom of Oriental deseription
are judged by the nnimpassioned style of Western liferature ; appeal to
lower motives is taken to exelude, instend of preparing for, the higher,

In Hosea1: 2, 3, the command to the prophot t0 marry a harlot was probably received
and execueted in vigion, and was intended only as symbolic: compare Jer, 35 : 1618 — ¥ Take
thig cup . , . . end oause all the nationg , . . . to drink” Literal obedience would have made the
prophet contemptibie to those whom he would ingtruet, and would require so long a
tirne a8 to wealken, if not dostroy, the dcsigned offect; see Ann. ¥ar. Bible, inloco. In
2L §:1% Elsha's deception, so called, was probably only ironical and benevolent; the
enemy dared not resist, hecause they were completely inhis power. In the Song of Solomon,
we have, a8 Jewish writers have aiways held, a highly-wronght dramatic degeription of
the union between Jehovah and his people, which we must judge by Eustern and not by
Weatern literary standards.

Francis W. Newman, in hig Phases of Faith, accused even the New Testament of
presenting low motives for buman obedicnce. It is true that all right motives are
appenaled to, and gome of these motlves are of & higher sort than are others. Hope of
heaven and fear of hell are not the highest motives, but they may be employed as
preliminary incitements to action, even though only love for God and for holiness will
engure galvation, Buoh motives are urged both by Christ and by hig apostied ¢ Mak, §: 20
— “lay up for yourselves treasnres in heaven s 10 : 38 — “fear him who is able to destroy hoth soul agd bady in kel ;
Jude 23 — “soma save with foar, snatching thew out of the fre* Yo this regpect the N. T. does not
differ from the O, T. George Adam Smith has pointed out that the royalists got their
texts, “fhe powars that be" (Rom.13:1)} and "the king as suprema™ (1 Pet, 2:13), from the N. T.,
while the (. T. furnizhed texts for the defenders of liberiy. While the 0. 'I. deals with
national life, and the discharge of social and politicat functions, the N. T. deals in the
main with individuals and with thelr relations to God. On the whole subject, gee
Hessey, Moral Difficulties of the Bitle; Jeilett, Moral Difficulties of the @, 'T.; Faith
and Free Thought { Lect. by Christ. Bv, Soc.), 2:173; Rogers, Eclipse of Faith ; Butlex,
Analogy, part ii, chap. iii ; Orr, Problem of the O. T., 466-453.

4. Errors of Reasoning.

(@) What ave charged as such are generally to be explained as valid
argument expressed in highly condensed form. The appearance of error
may be due to the suppression of one or more links in the reagoning.

In Mat 22: 82, Christ’s argument for the resurrection, drawn from the fact that Ged is
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, is perfectly and obviously valid, the moment
wo put in the suppressed premise that the living relation to God which is here implied
cannot properly be eonceived as something mercly apiritnal, but necessarily requires a
new and restored life of the body. If God is the God of the living, thon Abraharm,
Iseac, and Jacob shallrise from the dead. See morefull exposition, under Eachatology.
HBome of the Scripture arguments are enthymemes, and ap eathymeme, according to
Arxbutbhnot and Pope, is *a syllogism in which the major 8 married to the minor, ang
the marringe is kopt sccret.”
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() Where we cannot see the propriety of the conclusions drawn from -
given premises, there is greater reason to attribute our failure to ignorance
of divine logic on our part, than o accornmodsation or ad hominem argu-
ments on the part of the Seripture writers,

By divinelogic we mean simply & logic whose elements and processes are correct,
thovgh not understood by us. Tn Eeb. 7:9, 10 ¢ Levi's paying tithes in Abrabam ), there is
probably a recognition of the organie unity of the family, which in miniature illus-
trakes the organic unity of the race. InGal 3:20— ‘s mediator is not & mediator of ona; but God is
one"— the law, with its two contracting parties, s contragted with the promise, which
proceeds from the sole fiat of God and iy thersfore unchangeable, Paul's argument
hererests on Chrigt's divinity as its foundation —otherwise Christ would have been a
mediator in the same sense in which Moses was s mediator (see Lightfoot, i lose). In
Gal. 4:2-8), Hagar and Ishmasel on the one hand, atd Sarak and Isdac on the other, illus-
trate the excluaion of the bondmen of the law from the privileges of the apiritusl seed
of Abraham. Abraham’s two wives, and the two clagses of people in the two song,
represent the two covenants (so Calvin), IiJobn £0:34 —Isaid, Yo ara gods," the implica-
tion is that Judaism was not g system of mere monotheism, but of theigm tending to
theanthropism, a real union of God and man { Westcott, Bib. Com., i loco). Godet
well remarks that he who doubts Paul’s logic will do well first to guspect his own.

{¢) The adoption of Jewish methods of reasoning, where it could be
proved, wonld not indicate error on the part of the Seoripture writers, but
rather an inspired sanetion of the method agapplied te that partienlar case.

In Gal. 3:16 — “He saith not, And 1o sseds, a5 of many ; bud a9 of ons, And to thy seed, which is Obrist.” Here
it is intimated that the very form of the expression in Gen, 2218, which denotes unity,
waa selected by the Holy Spirlt as significant of that one person, Christ, who was the
trie geed of Abraham and in whom all nations weretobe blessed. Argument from the
form of a aingle word is in thiy case corract, although the Rabbins often made more of
alngle words than the Holy Spirit ever intended. Watts, New Apologetic, 68—"F. W,
Farrar asgerts that the plural of the Hebrew or Greek terms for *seed’ iz never nsed
by Hebrew or Greek writers as a designation of human offspring. But gee Sophooles,
{Edipus at Colonus, 598, 600-— yfis éxfis amprddqy mpbs Thr énovrod crepudTwr —° I was driven
away from my own country by my own offgpring,” ”  Inffor, 10;1-6 — " snd the rock wes Christ '’
~~the Rabbinio traditicn that the smitten reck followed the Israslites In thelr wander-
ings 18 declared to be only the absurd literslizing of a epiritual fact—the continual
pragence of Christ, as preBxistent Logos, with hissnolent people. Per conitd, 8oe Row,
Rev. and Mod, Theories, 93-128,

(d) If it should appear however upon further investigation that Rab-
binical methods have been wrongly employed by the apostles in their argu-
mentafion, we might still distingnish between the fruth they are seeking
to convey and the srguments by which they support it. Inspiration may
coneeivably make known the truth, yet leave the expression of the truth to
human dislectic 2s well as to human rhetorie,

Johnson, Quotations of the N. T, from the 0. 1, 187,188—* In the utter absence of
all evidence to the contrary, we ought to suppose that the allegories of the N, T. are
lixe the allegories of literature in general, merely luminous embodimenta of the truth,
- « « « If these allegories are not presented by thefr writers as evidences, they are none
the less precious, sinee they illuminate the truth otherwise evinced, and thus render it
at once clear to the apprehengion and asttractive to the taste.” If however the pur-
pouse of the writers was to uge these nllegories for proof, we may still gee shining
through the rifts of their traditional logic the truth which they were atriving to set
forth, Inapiration may have putthem in posgession of this truth withoutaltering their
ordinary acholastic methods of demonstration and expression. Horton, Insplration,
108 —* Discrepancies and illogical reasonings were but imequalities or cracks in the
mirrors, which did nof maferiaily distort or hide the Person ™ whose glory they sought
to refleot. Luther went even further than this when he said that a certain argument
in the epistle was ** good enough for the Gelatiang."
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b. Errorsin quoting or interpreting the Old Testament.

(@) What are charged as such are commonly interpretations of the
meaning of the original Seripture by the same Spirit who first inspired it.

In Bph. 5:14, % arise from the dead, and Christ shall shine upon thee™ 18 an inspired interpretation of
Ta, 60 ;% — " Ariss, ghine; for thy light is come.”  Pg. 6818~ Thon hast received gifts among men ™ —is quoted
in Bph. 4:8 ag “gave gifis tomen" The words in Hebrew are probably & conelse expression
for * thou hast taken spoil which thou mayest distribute as gifts to men.” Fgph. 4:8
agrees exactly with the sense, though not with the words, of the Psalm, InHeb. 11:3,
“Jaeoh . . . . worshiped, leaning upon thetop of hisstaff'* (LX X J; @on, 47:21 has “bowad himself wpon the
bed'a hasd.” ‘The meaning is the same, for the staff of the chief and the spear of the war-
rlor were set at the bed's kead. Jacob, too feeble to rise, prayed in his bed. Here Cal-
vin says that © the apostle does not hesltate to accommodate to his own purpose what
wad commonly roceived, —they were not so sorupulous' a8 to detalls. Even Gordon,
Minigtry of the 8pirit, 177, speaks of **a reshaping of his own words by the Author of
thern.” We prefer, with Calvin, to see in these quotations evidence that the sacred
writera were insistent upon the substance of the truth rather than upon the form, the
apirit rather than the letter,

(5} Where anapparently false translation is quoted from the Septuagint,
the sanction of inspiration is given to it, as expressing a part at least of the
fulness of mesning contained in the divine original —n fulness of meaning
which two varying franslations do not in some cases exhaust.

Pa 414~ Helb.: ¥ Trembls, and gin not " (= no longer ) ; LX3 ; “Bo yo angry, and gin not.” Eph, 4:28
quotes the LXX. The words may originelly have been addressed 10 David's comrades,
exhorting them to keep their anger within hounds. Both translations together are
nesded to bring out the meaning of the original. Fs. 40:6-8— " Mine sars hast thou opexed ™' i3
translated in Heb, #0:5-7— “a body didst thon prepara for me.” Here the Epistle quotes from the
LXX. Butthe Hebrew means literally : ' Mine ears hast thou hored "— an allusion to the cus-
tom of pinning a alave to the doorpost of his master by an nwl driven through his ear,
In token of his complete suhjection. The sense of the verse Is therefore given in the
Eplatle: * Thou hast made me thine in hody and soul—Io, I come to do thy will,”
A, C. Eendrick ; * Davld, Just entering upon hig kingdom after persecution, is o type of
Christ entering on his earthly mission., Hence David's words are put Into the mowth
of Christ. For ‘eurs’ the orguns with which we hear and obey and which David ¢con-
cetved to be hollowed ont for him by God, the author of the Hebrews substitiutes the
word ‘hedy,” as the general instrument of doing God's wil)'' (Com. on Heb. 10:5-7),

(¢) The freedom of these inspired interpretations, however, does not
warrant us in like freedom of interpretation in the case of other passagoes
whose meaning has not been anthoritatively made known,

We have no reason to helisve that the searlet thread of Rehab (Josh. 2:18) wag a
designed preflguration of the plood of Christ, nor that the three measures of meal in
which the womgn hid her leaven (Mst, 13:38) gymbolizod 8hem, Ham and Japheth, the
three divigions of the human race. C. . M., in his hotes on the tabernacle in Exodus,
tells us that “‘the loops of hiue= heavenly grace; the taches of gold=-the divine
energy of Christ; the rams’ skins dyed rod-—Christ’s consecration and devotedness ;
the badgers' skins=Lis holy vigilaneo mgainst femptation ! 'The tabornacle was
indeed a type of Chriat (John 1:18—dowsjrwaer, 2:19 2l — “in threa days I will raiss ibup , . , . but
o epake of the temple of his body ™) ; yet it doea not follow that every detall of the structure
wag slgnificant. Bo each parable feaches some one main lesson,~the particulars may
be mere drapery ; and while we may use the parables for illustration, wo should never
aseribe divine authority to our private impressiona of their meaning.

Nal. 25 :1-13 -~ the parable of the filve wise and the five foolish virging— has been made
to teach that the number of the saved precisely equals the number of the lost. Augns-
tine defended persecntion from the words fn Lnke14: 25— " constrain them to wmein.” The
Inquisition was justified by Mat 13; 30 —*“bind them in bundles to Yurn them” Innogent ITI
denied the Seriptures to the laity, quoting Heb, 12 ; 20— *“J{ sven 2 beast tonch the mountain, it shal.
be stoned” A Plymouth Brother held that he would be safe on an evangelizing journey
because he read in John 19; 36— A bane of him shall not be broken." Mat. 17 8~ thoy saw no one, save Jogs
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anly"—has been held to mean that we should trust only Jesus. The Epistle of Burnabag
digcovered in Abraham’s 818 gervants a prediction of the crucified Jesus, and others
haveseen In Abraham’s three days’ journey to Mount Moriah the three stagesin the
development of the soul. Clement of Alexandris finds the four natural elements in
the four colors of the Jewish Tabernacle. All thie is to make a parable *run on all
fours.” While we call a hero a Hon, we do not need to find in the man something to
correspond to the Jion’s mane and clawas. Bee Toy, Quotations in the N, T.;: Franklin
Johngon, Quotations of the N. T. frotn the O. T\ ; Crooker, The New Bible and ita New
Uses, 126-188.

++ {d) While we do not grant that the New Testament writers in any
proper sensge misquoted or misinterpretad the Old Testament, we do not
regard abrolute eorrectness in these respects as essential to their inspira-
tion, The inspiring Spirit may have commnuieated truth, and may have
secured in the Seriptures as & whole a record of that truth sufficient for
men's moral and religions needs, without imparting perfect gifts of scholar-
ghip or exegosis,

In gnswer to Toy, Quotations in the N, T., who takes & generally unfavorable
view of the correctness of the N. T. wrlters, Johnson, Quotations of the N. T. from tha
0. T., maintaind their correctness. On pages x, xi, of his Introduction, Johnson
remarka: “Ithink 1t Just to regard the writers of the Dible as the creators of a great
literature, and to judgo and Interpret thera by the laws of Mterature. They have pro-
duaced all the ghief forms of literature, a8 history, hiography, anecdote, proverb, ora.
tory, allegory, poetry, fiotion. They have needed therefore all the resourccs of human
gpooch, 1t8 sobrlety and scientifle precision on one page, its ruinbow hues of fancy and
imagination on another, its fires of passion on yet another. They could not have
moved and guided men in the best manner had they denied themselves the utmost
force and freedom of language; had they refused to employ itg wide range of expres-
slond, whether exact or poetic; had they not borrowed without etint ita many forms
of reagon, of terror, of rapture, of hope, of joy,of peace. So also, they have needed the
usual freedom of lterary allusion and oltation, in order {o commend the gospel to the
{udgment, the tastes, and the feelings of their readers.”

6, Errorsin Prophecy.

{ @) What ara charged as such may frequently be explained by remem-
bering that mueh of prophecy is yet unfulfilled.

It is sometimes taken for granted that the book of Revelation, for example, refers
entirely to evenig already past, Moses Stuart, in his Commentary, and Warren’s Par-
ousis, represent this preterist interpretation. Thus judged, however, many of the pre-
dictions of the book might geem to have failed.

{5) The personal surmises of the prophets as to the meaning of the
prophecies they recorded mey have been incorrect, while yet the prophe-
aies themselves are inspired.

In i Pat.1:10, 14, the apostle declares that the prophets pearched ¥ what tima or what mannar
of time the Spixit of Christ which was in tham did point unto, when it testified beforehand the sufferings of (hrist and
{he glorios that ghould follow them.” Bo Faul, although he does not announce it as certain,
goems to have had some hope that he might live to witness Christ’s gecond coming,
See 2 Oar, 514 — “nof for that we would be unelathed, but that we wonld be clothed upon ™ ( émevivonrdoi—
put on the spiritual body, ad over the present one, without the intervention of death);
1 Thess. 4:15, 17— *we that are alive, that sre lefi unto the soming of the Lord.” B0 Met. 2:15 quotes from
Hosea 1 :1— * Out of Bgypt did T eall my son,” and applies the prophecy to Christ, although Hosea
was doubtless thinking only of the exodus of the people of Israel.

(¢} The prophet’s earlier ntterances are not o be severed from fhe Iater
utterances which elucidate them, nor from the whole revelation of which
they form a part. It is unjust fo forbid the prophet to explain his owm

meaning.
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2 Theasaloniang was writton expressly to correct wrong inferences as to the apostle's teachs
ing drawn from hig peculiar mode of speaking in the fret epistle. Im 2 Thess 2:2-5 he
removes the impression “ihat the day of the Lord is new present™ or “mstathand "'; declares that “i
will nat be, exeapt the falllng saway vome first, and the man of sin be revealed " ; reminds the Thessalonians :
4 when I was yot with you, I feld you thess things” Yetatill, in verse , he apeaks of *the coming of our
Lord Jesus Christ, and our gribering together unto him."”

These paseages, taken together, show: (1) that the two apisties are onein their teach-
ing; (2) that in neither epistle 18 there any prediction of the immediate coming of the
Lord; (23) that in the second epistle great events are foretold a8 intervening before
that coming ; {4} that while Paul never taught that Christ would come durlag his own
lifetime, he hoped at Iesst during the enrlier part of his life that it might be ko —a hope
that seems to have been dissipated in bis Iater years. (Bee 2 Tim, 4:6-—1am already baing offered,
sud the time of my depariure is come.” )} 'We must remember, however, that there was g *eoming
of the Lord "' in the destruction of Jerusalem within three or four years of Paul’s death,
Henry Van Dyke: * The peint of Paul's teaching in 1 and 2 Thess, js not that Christis
coming to-morrow, but thet he is surcly coming.”” The absence of perspective in
prophecy may explain Paul's not at first defining the preelse time of the end, and so
leaving it to be misunderstood,

The second Epistle to the Thesgalonians, therefore, only makes more plain the mean-
ing of the first, and pdds new items of prediction. It is important to recognize in Paul’s
epigtied a progress in prophecy, in doctrine, in church polity. The full etatement of the
truth was gradually drawn out, under the influence of the Spirit, upon cccasion of
successive outward demands and inward experiences., Much i3 to be lenrned by study-
ing the chronologleal order of Paul's epistles, ag well a8 of the other N. T. books, For
evidence of similar progress in the epistles of Peter, compare 1 Pat. 4:7 with 2 Pet, 3:4 ¢g.

( d) The character of prophecy as a rough general sketeh of the futare,
in highly figurative language, and withont historieal perspective, renders
it peculiarly probable that what at first sight seem to be errors sre due
to & misinterpretation on our part, which confounds the drapery with the
substance, or applies its language fo events fo which it had no reference,

James 5:9 and Phil 4:5 are instances of that large prophetic spesch which regards the
distant future as near at hand, because go ceriain to the faith and hope of the churech,
Handay, Inspiration, 876-878 —*“ No doubt the Chrigtians of the Apostolic age did live in
immediste expectation of the Becond Coming, and that expectation culminated at the
crigla in which the Apocalypee was written, In the Apocelypse, as in every predictive
prophecy, there is  double element, one part derived from the circumstances of the
present and another pointing forwards to the future. ... All these things, in an
exact and lteral sense have fallen through with the postponement of that great event
in which they centre. From the first they were but meant as the imagioative pictorial
‘and symbolical clothing of that event. What measure of real fulfilment the Apoca-
lypse may yet be destined to receive wo canpot tell. But in prodictive prophecy,
even when most closely verifled, the essence lics less in the prediction than in the eter-
nal laws of moral and religioug truth which the fact predicted reveals or exemplifies,”
Thus we recognize both the divinity and the frecdom of prophecy, and reject the
rationaligtic theory which would relate the fzll of the Beaconsfield government in
Matthew's way: ** That it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Cromwell, gaying:
¢ Get you gone, and make room for honest men }*'"* Seethe more full statement of the
nature of prophecy, on peges 132-141. Algo Bernard, Progress of Doctrine in the N, T,

7. Certain books wnworthy of a place in inepired Scripture.

{2) This charge may be shown, in each single case, fo rest upon a mis-
apprehensgion of the sim and method of the book, and its connection with
the remainder of the Bible, together with a narrowness of nature or of
doctrinal view, which pravents the eritic from appreciating the wants of the
peculinr class of men to which the book is espeeially gerviceable.

Tasther called James * a vight strawy epistle.” His constant pondering of the dootrine

of justification by faith alone mede it difficult foxr him to grasp the complementary
truth that we are Justified only by such faith ag brings forth good works, or to per-
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weive the essential agreement of James and Paul. Prof. R. E. Thompson, in S, 8. Times,
Dec. 8, 1898 : 803, 804 —** Luther refused canonical authority to hooks not actually writ-
ten by apostles or composed {as Mark and Luke } under their direction. Ho he rejocted
from the rank of canonical authority Hebrews, James, Jude, 3 Peter, Revelation.
Bven Calvin doubted the Petrine authorship of 2 Peter, excluded the book of Revela-
tion from the Scripture on which he wrote Commentaries, and algo thus ignored 2 and 8
Jobn.” . P. Fisher in 8. 8, Times, Aug. 20, 1891 —* Luther, in his preface to the N. T.
{ Edition of 1522), gives & ligt of what he considers as the principal books of the N. T.
These are Jobn's Gospel and First Epistle, Paul’s Epistles. egpecially Romans and Gala-
tians, and Peter's First Epistle. Then he adds that *St. James' Epistle is a right
strawy Epistle compared with them ' —* ein rechi strohern Epistel gegen sie,’ thus charao-
tetizing it not absolutely but only relatively.,” Zwinglo even said of the Apocalypse:
‘It is not a Tiibllcal book.” 8o Thomas Arncld, with hisexaggerated love for historical
accuraey and 'definite outline, found the Oriental imagery and sweeping vigions of the
book of Revelation so bizarre and distasteful that he doubted their divine authority.

(?) TThe testimony of church history and general Christian experience
to the profitableness and divinity of the disputed booksis of greater weight
than the personal impressions of the few who criticize them.

Instance the testimonies of the ages of persecution to the worth of the prophecies,
which assure God's people that his cause shall surely triumph. Ilenney, Studies in The-
ology, 226—" It is at least as likely that the individusl should be insensibie to the divine
message in a book, as that the church should have judged it to contain such a message
if it did not do go,”* Milton, Areopagitica: *The Bible brings in holiegt men pasalon-
atcly murmuring against Providence through all the arguments of Epicurug.™  Bruce,
Apologetica, 420—* Q. T. veligion was gquerulous, vindictive, philolevitical, hostile
toward forelgners, morbidly self-congeionus, and tending to self-rightecusness. Roolesi-
astes shows us how we ought nof to feel. To go sbout crying Vanitas/ ia to miss the
lesson it was meant to teach, namely, that the Old Covenant was vanity —proved to be
vanity by sllowing a son of the Covenant to get into s0 despairing a mood.”” Chadwick
says that Ecclesiagtes got into the Canon only after 1t had received an orthodox post-
seript, .

Pfieiderer, Philos. Religion, 1: 193 —* &lavish fear and self-rightecus reckoning with
God are the unlovely features of this Jewish religion of law to which the ethical ideal-
ism of the prophets had degenerated, and these traits strike us most visibly {n Phaisia-
iam. . . . It was this side of the O. T. religion to which Christirnity took a critical and
destroying attitude, while it revealed a new and higher krowledge of God. For, says
Fan), *ye roosived not the spirit of bondage again unto fear; but ye ressived the spirit of adoption® (Rom. 8 115).
In unity with God man does not loge his soul but preserves it, Godnot only commands
but gives,” Isn Maclaren (John Watson), Cure of Souls, 144—* When the book of
Feclesiagtes id referred to the days of tho third century B. C., then its note is canght,
and any man who has been wronged and embittered by political tyranny and social
corruption has his bitter cry Included in the hook of God."

(¢) Such testimony can be adduced in favor of the value of each one of
the books to which exception is taken, such as Esther, Job, Song of Solo-
mon, ¥colesiastes, Jonah, James, Revelation,

Esther iz the book, next to the Pentateuch, held in highest reversnce by the Jews.
“ Job was the discoverer of infinity, azd the firat to see the bearing of infinity on
righteousness, It was the return of religion to nature. Jcob heard the voice beyond
the Sinal-voide " (Bhadow-Croes, 86). Inge, Christian Mysticiem, 43— As to the Song
of Solomon, i8 influence upon Christian Mysticism has been simply deplorable. A
graceful romance in honor of true love hag been digtorted into a precedent and sanc-~
tion for giving way to hysterical emotione in which gexual imagery hes been freely
used to symbolize the relation between the poul and its Lord.”” Chadwick says that
the Song of Bolomon got into the Canon only after it had received an allegorical inter-
pretation. Gladden, Beven Puzzling Bible Books, 165, thinks if imposasible that * the
addition of one more inmate to the harem of that royal rake, King Sclomon, should
have heen made the type of the spiritual affection between Chriat and his church,
Instead of this, the book is a glorification of pure love. The Shulamite, transported to
the court of 8olomon, remaing faithful to ber shepherd lover, and is restored to him.™
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Brues, Apologetics, 821 —“The Song of Solomon, literally interpreted as & story ot
frue love, proof agninst the biandighinents of the royal harcem, is rightfully in the
Canon as a buttresa to the true religion ; for whatever made for purity in the relations
of the sexes made for the worship of Jehovah —Basl worship and impurity being
ologely associated.”” Rutherford, McCheyne, and Spurgeon have taken more texts
from the Song of Solomon than from any other portion of Seripture of like extent.
Charles G. Finney, Autobjography, 378 —* At this time it seetned as if my soul was
wedded to Christ in g semwe which I hever had any thought or conception of befare.
The langnage of the Bong of Solomon was as natural to me as my breath, I thoughtI
could understand well the state he was in when he wrote that Song, and concluded then,
a3 I have ever thought since, that that Song was writtcn by him after he had heen
realaimed from his great backeliding. I not only had all the fulnese of my first love,
but a vast accession to it. Indeed, the Lord lifted me up 8o much above anything that
I had experienced before, and taught me s6 much of the meaning of the Bible, of
Chriat’s relationy and power and willingness, that T found myse'f spying to him : I had
not known or conceived that any such thing was true.” OnJonah, see R, W. Dale, in
Expositor, July, 1882, advoeating the non-historical and allegorical character of the
book. Bib. Bae,, 10:787-7éé¢— * Jonah represents the nation of Israel as emerging
through a miracle from the cxile, in order to carry out ite mission to the world at
large. It teachea that God is the God of the whole carth; that the Ninevites as well ag
the Israelites are dear to him ; that his threatenings of penalty are conditional.”

8. [Portions of the Seripture books writien by others than the persons
to whom they are ascribed.

The objection rests upon a misunderstanding of the nature acd object of
inspiration. It may be removed by considering that

(&) In the cese of books made up from presxisting documents, inspira-
tion simply preserved the eompilers of them from selecting inadequate or
improper material. The fact of such eompilation does not impugn their
valite as records of & divine revelntion, pince these books supplement each
other’s deficiencies and together are sufficient for man’s religious needs.

Luke distinetly informs us that he secured the materials for his gospel from the
reports of others who were eye-witnesses of the events he recorded (Luke1:1-4), The
book of Genesis hears marks of having incorporated docwments of earlier times. The
gecount of creation which beging with Gen, 2: 4 is evidently written by a different hand
from that which penned{:1-31 and 2:1-3. Instances of the same gort may be found in
the books of Chronicles. In like manner, Marshall’s Life of Washington incorporates
documents by other writera, By thus incerporating them, Marshall voucheas for their
truth. Bee Bible Com.,, 1; 2, 22,

Dornper, Hist. Prot, Theology, 1: 243—* Luther aseribes to falth critical authority with
peference to the Canon. He denies the canonleity of James, without regarding it as
spurious. 80 of Hebrews and Revelation, thongh later, in 1545, he passed a. more favor-
phle Judgment apon the latter. He even says of a proof adduoed by Paul in Galatiana
that it is too weak to hold. He allows that in external matters not only S8tephen but
even the gacred puthors contain inaccuracies. The authority of the O. T. does not seem
to him invalidated by the admission that severnl of ity writings bave passed through
revising hands. What would it matter, he asks, if Moses did not write the Pentateuch ?
The prophets studied Moses and ong another. If they built in much wood, hay and
gtubble along with the rest, still the foundation abides; the fire of the great day shall
conaume the former; for in this wanner do we treat the writings of Augustine and
others, Kingsig far more to be believed than Chronicles. Ecclesiastes is forged and
canpot come from Solomon. Esther is not cunonical. The church may have erred in
adopting » boolk into the Canon, Faith firet requirea proof. Henoe he ejesots the Apooe-
ryphbal books of the 0. T. from the Canon. So some parte of the N. T. receive only a
secondary, dettlerceanonical position. There is & difference between the word of God
and the holy Scriptures, not merely in reference to the form, but also in reference to
the sublect matter.”

H. P. 8mith, Bib. Scholarship and Inspiration, #4 —* The Editor of the Minor Proph-
etaunited in one roll the prophetie fragments which were in oirculation in his time.
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Finding a fragment withoot an author's naine he inserted it in the series. It would not
have been distinguished from the work of the author immediately preceding. So Zeh
9:1-4 came t6 go under the name of Zechariah, and Iz 40-86 ynder the name of Isaiah,
Reuss called these * anatomical studies,’** On the aythorship of the book of Dandel, see
W. O, Wilkinson, in Homiletical Revicw, March, 1802 : 208, and Oct. 1902 : 3053 on Paul,
see Hom. Rev., June, 1802 : 501 ; on 110th Psalm, Hom. Rev., April, 1802 : 302,

(%) In the case of additions to Seripture books hy Iater writers, it in
reazonable to supposethat the additions, as well as the originals, were made
by inspiration, and no essential truth is sacrificed by a.llomg the whole to
go under the name of the chief author.

Mark 16:9-20 appears to have been added by alater hand { see English Reviged Version}.
The Eng. Rev. Vers. also brackets or segregates a part of verse 3 and the whole of varse 4 In
John 5 { the moving of the water by the angel ), and the whole passage John 7:53—8:11 (the
woman takeninadultery ). Westcott and Hort regard the latter passage asan interpo.
lation, probably * Western " inits origin ( soalso Mark 16:9-20), Othersregard it asauthen-
tie, though not written by Jobm. The closing chapter of Deuteronomy was appar-
ently added sfter Moses' death—perhaps by Joghua. If criticiem should prove other
portions of the Pentateuch to have heen composed after Moscs' time, the inspiration
of the Pentateuch would not be fnvalidated, so long as Moses was ita chief aquthor
or even the originel source and founder of its legislation (Jshn 5: 46 —'ha wrots ofme™ ).
Gore, In Iaix Mundl, 355 — * Deutsronomy may be a republication of the law, in the
gpirit and power of Moges, and put dramatically inte his mouth."”

Atiagpot near the Pool of Siloam, Manasseh is said to have ordered that Isaiah should
be sawn asunder with a wooden gaw. The prophet is again sawn asunder by the recent
criticlsm, But his prophecy opens (Is 1:1) with the statement that it was composed
during a peﬂod which covered the relgns of four kings — Uzziak, Jotham, Ahaz gnd
Hezelish —hearly forty years. In solongatime the atyle of & writer greatly changes.
COhaplers 40-66 meay have been written In Teaiah’s later age, after he had retired from publie
life. Compare the change in the style of Zechariah, John and Paul, with that in
Thomas Carlyle and George Willlam Curtie. On Isaish, see Bmyth, Prophecy & Prepar-
ation for Chriat; Bib, S8aec., Apr. 188] ; 230-253; alap July, 1381; Btanley, Jewish Ch., 2:
848, 847 ; Niigelsbaoh, Int. to Lange's Isalah.

For the view that there were two Isaiahs, see George Adam Smith, Com. on Tsaish,
231262 Isa.iah fourished B. (. 740-700. The last 27 chapters deal with the eaptivity
(598-538) and with Cyrus (550), whom they name. The book is not one continuous
prophecy, but a humber of separate orations. Some of tanese claim to be Teaiah's own,
and have titles, such as * The vision of Isajah the son of Amaz™ (%11); * The word that Teainh the sen of Amos
mw" (2:1). But such titlea describe only the indivfdual prophecies they head. Other
portions of 'the book, on other subjects and in dnferent styles, have no titles ab all.
Chapters 40-88 do not claim to be his, There are nine citations in the N. T. from the dig-
puted chapf;etrs, but none by our Lord, None o¥ these eltations were given in answer
to the question: Did Isaiah write chapters 4-607 Isaiah’s name in mentioned only for the
sake of reférence. Chapters 44-66 set forth the exile and caplivity as aiready having
taken placa, Israel s addressed as ready for deliverance, Cyrus is named as deliverer.
There ia no grammar of the future like Jeremiah’s, Cyrus is pointed out as proof that
former prophecies of deliveranee axve at last coming to pass. He 18 not prosonted sa a
prediction, but a8 8 proofl that prediction i being fulfilled. The prophet could not
have referred the heathen to Oyrusas proof that prophecy had been fulfilled, had he
not been vigible to them in all his weight of war. Babylon has still to fall before the
exiles can go free. But chapiers 40-8 speak of the coming of Cyrus as past, and of the
fall of Babylon a8 yet to come. 'Why not use the prophetie perfeet of both, if both
were yet future? Local color, lIangnage and thought are ail consigstent with exilo
authorship, All guits the exile, but all is forelgn to the subjects and methods of Isaiah,
for example, the use of the terms right and right. Calvin admits exilio
suthorship (onIs §5:3), The passage 56 : 9-57, however, 1s an exception and is pre#xilic.
4048 are certainly by one hand, and may be dated 556-585. 2nd Iseiah 13 not @ unity,
but conglsts of g number of pleced written before, during, and atter the exlle, to come-
fort the peopls of God,
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(e) It is unjust to deény to inspired Soripture the right exercised by
ol historiang of infroducing certain documents snd sayings as siraply his-
torical, while their complete trathfulnessis neither vonched for nor denied.

An Instance in point 18 the letter of Claudius Lysiag in Aots 23: 26-30—a letier which rep-
resents hig conduct in & more favorable light than the faots would justify — for he had
not learned that Paul wasa&Roman when he rescued him in the temple { Aots 26:31-38; 22:26~
28). An incorrectstatement may be correctly reported. A set of pamphlets printed in
the time of the French Revoluntion might be made an appendix to some history of
France without implying that the historinn vouched for their truth. The saeored his-
torians may similarly have been insplred to use only the material within their reach,
leaving thelr readers by comparison with other Scriptures to judge of its truthiuui-
ness and value. This seema to have been the method adopted by the compiler of 1 and 2
Uhronidles. The moral and religlous lessons of the history are patent, even though there
is inacouracy in reporting some of the facts, So the assertions of the authors of the
Pealms cannot be taken for ahsolute tricth, The authors were not sinless models for the
Chrigtian,— only Ohrigt i8 that, But the Psalma present us with a record of the actual
experience of believers in the past. It hag ite human weakness, but we can proflt by
it, even though it expresses itself at times in imprecatiops. Jeremish 20:7—*(Lord, thon
hast dessived me "—may possibly be thus explained,

9. Scepticnl or fictitious Narratives.

(#) Descriptions of human experience may be embraced in Seriptare,
not a8 models for imitation, but as illastrations of the doubts, struggles, and
needs of the soul. In these eases imspiration may vouch, not for the eor-
rectness of the views expressed by thoss who thus describe their mental
history, but only for the ecrrespondence of the deseription with actual fact,
and for its ugefulness as indirectly tenching important moral lessons,

The book of Ecclesiagtes, for example, is the record of the mental struggles of agoul
eeeking satisfaction without God, If written by S8olomon during the time of his relig-
ious declension, or near the close of i, it would eonstititte a most valuable commentary
upon the inspired history. Yet it might be equally valuable, though composed by some
later writer under divine direction and itdpiration. H. P. Smith, Bib. Scholarship and
Tnspiration, 97 —** To suppose Solomon the author of Eeclesisates is like supposing
Bpenger to bave written In Memoriam.”* Luther, Eeil, Delitzach, Ginsburg, Henggten=
terg all declare it to be a production of later tirnes (830 B. C.). The book showd experi=
ence of misgovernment. An earlier writer cannot write in the style of a later one,
though the later can imitate the eaxler. The eariy Latin and Greek Fathers quoted
the Apocryphal Wisdom of Bolomon ag by Bolomon; see Plumptre, Introd. to Ecclesi-
agtes, In Cambridge Bible. Gore, in Lux Mundi, 355 —* Beclesiasted, though like the
book of Wisdom purpeorting to be by Solomon, may he by another anthor, ,..'A
pious fraud ' cannot be inspired ; an idealizing personification, asa normal type of liter-
ature, can be inspired.” ¥et Bernhard Schiifer, Das Buch Koheleth, ably maintaing
the Bolomonto authorship.

(&) Moral truth may be put by Scripture writers inte parabolie or dra-
matic form, and the sayings of Satan and of perverse men may form parts
of such & production. In snch eases, inspiration may vouch, not for the
historical fruth, muckh less for the moral truth of each separate statement,
but only for the ocorrespondenca of the whole with idesl fact ; in other
words, inspiration may guarantee that the story is trme $o nature, and iz
valuable a8 conveying divine instruetion.

It is not necessary to suppose that the poetical sapeeches of Job's friends wereactuaily
delivered in the words that have come down 10 us. Though Job never had had a his-
torfeal existence, the book would still be of the utmoss value, and would gonvey to us

& vagt amount of true teaching with regard to the dealings of God and the problem of
evil, Factislocal; truth is universal, Some novels contain more truth than can be
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found In some histories, Other books of Seripture, however, assure ug that Job was an
acturl historieal character (Be. 14:14; James 5:11). Nor is it necessary tosuppose that our
Lord, in telling the parable of the Prodigal Son (luke 15:11-32) or that ot the Unjust
Stowsrd (18:1-8), had in mind aoctual persons of whom eamch parable was an exact
desgeription.

Fietion is nat an unworthy vehicle of spiritual truth. Parable, and even fable, may
convey valuable lesaons, Inludges 9:14,15 the trees, the vine, the bramble, all talk. If
truth can be trapnsmitted in myth and legend, surely God may make use of these
methods of eommunicating it, and even though fen. 1-3 were mythical it might still be
ingpired. Aristotle said that poetry is truer than history. The latter only tells us that
certain things happened. Poetry presents to us the permanent passions, aspirations
and deeds of men which are behind all history and which make it what it 13; see Dewey,
Psychology, 187. Though Job were a drama and Jonah an apologue, both might be
ingpired. Dawid Copperfield, the Apology of Socrates, Fra Lippo Lippl, werenot the
authors of the productions which bear their names, but Dickens, Plato and Browning,
rather, Impersonstion i A proper method in Hterature. The epeeches of Herodotud
and Thucydides might be analogues to those in Deuteronomy and in the Aectd, and
vet these last might be inspired.

Tha book of Job could not have been written in patriarchal times, Walled cities,
king#, courts, lawsuits, prisons, stocks, mining enterprizes, are found init. Judges
are bribed by the rich to decide against the poor. All this belongs to the latter years
of the Jewish Kingdom, Isthen the book of Job all a lie? No more than Bunyan’'s
Pilgrim's Progress and the parable of the Good Samaritan are all a lle. The book of
Job i8 & dramatic poem. Like Macheth or the Ring and the Book, it is founded in fact,
H. P. 8mith, Bihlical Bcholarship and Inspiration, 10 — * The value of the book of Job
les in the spectacls of & human soul in ita direst afliction working through its doubts,
and at lsst humbly confessing its weakness and sinfulness in the presence of {ts
Maker., The iherranoy is not in Job's words or in those of his friends, but in the truth
of the picture presented. If Jehovah's words at the end of the book are true, then the
first thirty-five ohapters are not infallible teaching.”

Gore, in Lux'} Mundi, 355, suggests in a slmilar manner that the books of Jonah and of
Daniel may be‘ dramatic compositiond worked wup upon 4 basis of history. George
Adam Smith, m the Expositors’ Bible, tells ua that Jonah flourished Y80 B. C,, in the
reign of Jembonm II. Nineveh fell in 808, The book implies that it was written after
this {3 :3 — “Nileveb wae ap exeeeding great aity "), The book does not cisim to be written by
Jonah, by an ebre-witneas. or by & contemporary. The lapguage has Aramale formg,
The date is probably 800 B, C. There id an absence of precise data, such a8 the ain of
Nineveh, thejdurney of the prophet thither, the place where he was cast out on land, the
name of the Agsyrian king. The book illustrates God's misslon of prophecy to the Gen-
tiles, ks care for them, their susceptibility to his word. Israel flies from duty, but ia
delivered to ca:t'ry salvatjon to the heathen. Jeremish hed represented Isracl asswal-
lowed up and éast out (Jer. 51: 234, 44 pg, —“ Nebuchadneezar the king of Bebylon hath devowredme, | . . ,
bo ik, like 5 monsier, swallowed o up, he hath filied his maw with my dolicacics ; he hath cast we out, , . . [ will
bring forth out of hip month that which he hath swallowed up” Some tradition of Jonah’s proclaiming
doom to Nineveh may have furnished the basis of the apologue, Our Lord uses the
story as amerdi illustration, like the homfiletic use of Shakespeare's dramas, “As Map-
beth did," * As Hamlet said,” do not commit us to the historical reality of Macbeth or
of Hamlet. J¢sus may say as to questions of critleism : " Msy, who made me 2 judge or & divider
over Jou?™  ©1 oaime 2ot %o fmdge ¢he world, but io save the world” (luke 12:14; kba12:47% He had no
thought of conﬁrmmg, or of not confirming, the historie clm!‘acter of the story. It is
hard to conceive the compilation of a psalm by a man in Jonah’s position. It is mot
the prayer of One inside the fish, but of one already saved. More than forty years ago
Pregident Woolsey of Yale conceded that the book of Jonah was probablyan apologue,

{c} Inndne of these cases ought the difficulty of distingnishing man's
words from God’s words, or idesl truth from actual truth, to prevent our
acceptance of the fact of inspiration ; for in this very variety of the Bible,
combined with the stimulus it gives to inquiry and the general plainness of
its lessons, we have the very characteristics we should expect in a book
whose authorship was divine,

16
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The Scripture s a stream in which * the lamb may wade and the elephant may swim.”
Thers i3 need both of literary sense and of spiritual insight to interpretit. This gense
and this insight can be given only by the 8pirit of Christ, the Holy Spirit, who inapired
the various writings to witness of him in various ways, and who is present in the world
to talre of the things of Christ and show them to ua ( Mat, 26:20; Joha 16:13, 14). In a subor-
dinate sense the Holy Spirit inspires us to recognize inspiration in the Bible. Inthe
sense here euggested we may assent to the words of Dixr, Charles H, Parkhurst at the
inauguration of Willlam Adems Brown as Professor of Systematic Theology in the
Union Theologleal feminary, November 1, 1808 — * Unfortunately we have condemned
the word *inspiration ' to 8 particular and isolated fleld of divine operation, anditis a
treapass upon current nsage to employ it in the full urgency of its Scriptural intent in
conneotion with work like your own or mine, But the word voices & reality thatlies go
close to the heart of the entire Christisn matter that we can ill afford to relegate it to
any single or technical function. Just as much to-day ss back at the first beglnnings
of Christinnity, those who would declare the truths of God must be inepired to behold
the truths of God. . . . The only irresistible persussiveness is that which is born of vis-
iom, and ft iz not vision to be able merely to describe what some seer has seen, though
it were Moses or Paul that was the seer.'”

10. Acknowledgment of the non-inspiration of Seripture feachers
and their writings.

This charge rests mainly upon the misinterpretation of fwo particular
poassages !

(a) Acts 28:5 (**I wist not, brethren, that he was the high priest™)
may be explained either as the language of indignant irony : T would nof
recognize such a man as high priest™; or, more naturally, an actual con-
fession of personal ignorance and fellibility, which does not affect the inspi.
ration of any of Paul’s final teachings or writings.

01 a more repréhensible sort was Peter's dissimulation st Antioch, or practicsl dis-
avowal of his convictions by seperating or withdrawing himeelf from the Gentlle
Christiang (Gal 2:11-{3}). Here was no public teaching, but the influence of private
example, But neither in this case, nor in that mentioned above, did God sufler the
error t0 be a final one. Through the agency of Paul, the Holy Spirit set the matter
right,

{8) 1Cor 7:12,10 (T, notthe Lord™ ; **not I, butthe Lord”), Here
the contrast is not between the apostle inspired and the apostle uninspired,
but between the apostle’s words and an actual saying of our Lord, as in
Mat. 552 ;19 :3-10; Mark 10 :11 ; Luke 16 :18 (Stanley on Corinthiana).
The expresgions may be paraphrased :—¢ With regard fo this matter no
express command was given by Christ before hisascension. As one inspired
by Christ, however, I give you my command.”

Meyer on 1 Cor, 7:10 —* Paul distinguishes, therefore, here and in verses 12, 25, not
between his cown and inspired commands, hut between those which proceeded from his
own { God-inspired ) subjectivity and those which Christ himself supplied by his objec-
tive word.” **Puul knew from the living voice of tradition what commands Christ had
given concerning divorce.” Or if it should be maintained that Paul here digclaims
ingpiration,— s suppositicn contradicted by the Tollowing foxid — * | think that I also have the
Bpirit of Ged"” { verse 40),— it. only proves a single exception to his inspiration, and since it is
expressly mentioned, and mentioned only once, it implies the Inspiration of all the rest,
of his writinga. We might iliustrate Paul’s method, if this were the case, by the course
of the New York Hersld when it was first published. Other journals had stood by
their own mistakes and had never been willing to acknowledge error, The Herald
gained the confidence of the public by correcting every mistake of its reporters. The
result was that, when there was no confession of error, the paper was regarded as abso-
lutely trustworthy. So Paul's one acknowledgment of non-inspiration might imply
that in all other cases hig words had divine authority, On Authority in Religion, see
Wilfred Ward, n Hibhert Journal, July, 1903 ; 877092,



PART IV.

THE NATURE, DEQREES, AND WORES OF GOD.

COHAPTER L

THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD,

In contemplating the words and acts of God, es in contemplating the
words and acts of individual men, we are compelled to assign uniform and
permanent effects to uniform and permanent causes, Holy acts and words,
we argue, must have their source in a principle of holiness; trathful acts
and words, in & settled proclivity to truth ; benevolent acts and words, in a
benevolent disposition,

Moreover, these permanent and umform sourees of expression and action
to which we bave applied the terms principle, proclivity, disposition, sineo
they exist harmoniously in the same person, must themselves inhere, and
find their unity, in an underlying spiritusl substance or reality of which
they are the inseparable charneteristics and partial manifestations.

Thus we are led naturally from the works to the attributes, and from the
attributes to the essenee, of God.

For all practical purposes woe may use the words essence, substance, being, natures, ad
synonymous with each other. So, too, we may speak of attribute, quality, character-
istic, principle, proclivity, disposition, &8 practioaily one. As, in cognizing matter, we
pass from its effects in sensation to the qualities which produce the sensations, and
then to thematerjal gubstance to which the qualities belong ; and ag, in cognizing mind,
we pass from its phenomena in thought and sction to the faculties and dispositions
which give rise to these phenomena, and then to the mental awbstance to which these
facuities and dispositions bolong ; 50, in cognizing God, we pass from his worde and
acts to his qualities or attributes, and then to the substance or essence to which these
qualities or attributes belong,

The'teacherin & Young Ladies’ Seminary described substance as a cusghion, into which
the attributes as pins aro etuck., But pins and cushion alike are substance,—neither
one is quality. The opposite error is illustrated from the experience of Abraham Lin-
coln om the Ohio River. * What is this transcendentelism that wehesr so much ahout?*
asked Mr. Linooln. The answer came: “You'see those swallows digging holes in
yonder bank? Woell, takeaway the bank from sround those heles, and what 1s left is
transcendentalism.” Bubstance is often represented ag heing thua transcendental. Tt
such representations were c¢orrect, metaphysics would indeed be “ that, of which thoze
who listen understand nothing, and which he who speaks does not himeelf understand,”
and the metaphysician would be the fox who ran into the hole and then pulled in the

hole after him. Sybatancesnd tes are correlates,— neither one i poasible wi
o t the other There ig no Lit: t does not qualify aomething;
h.,Sv ialor gpiritual Wthat can he GF oaD exist wi ng_gggune.s.to
dtﬁ’er'é“ﬁfm“ TSN tﬁfﬁ"? “Ih applying the SategoMer sy nsitance ce angd abisl-
S TR 11 65 e el elripha SRR CU A TTon, TUTTYrmEs 116ld to the Resms-

ed of ra?:ional thought and show how we mist th th{m weé think at6lly See
h d"'m‘s‘fﬁi-y of Doctrine, 11240 Kahnis, Dogmaﬂ“” TR
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I. DgFINITION OF THE TERM ATTRIBUTES,
The attributes. of God. gre those distinguishing characteristics of the

divihe nature which are inseparable from the ides of God and which con-

stitite the basis and ground Yo His varions Maniestations to his creatures.

“Wa sl thei “attribites, becausé we Hrs abmpelled o attiihute thent to
God as fundamental gualities or powers of his being, in order to give
rational account of eertain eonstant facts in God's self-revelations.

II. RELATION OF THE DIVINE ATTRIRUTES TO THE DIVINE EssENOE,

1. The attributes have an objeclive existence. They are not mere
ngmes for human conceptions of God - conceptions which have their only
ground in the imperfection of the finite mind. They are qualities objeo-
tively distinguishable from the divine essenee and from each other.

The nominslistic notion that God is a being of absclute simplicity, and
that in his nature there is no internsl distinetion of qualities or powers,
tends directly to pantheism; denies all reality of the divine perfections ;
or, if these in any sense still exist, precludes all knowledge of them on the
part of finite beings. To say that knowledge and power, eternity and holi-
ness, are identical with the essence of Glod and with each other, is to deny
that we know God at all.

The Seripture declarations of the possibility of knowing God, together
with the manifestation of the distinet atiributes of his nature, are conelu-
give againat this false notion of the divine simplicity.

Avristotle says well that there i3 no such thing ag a sclenca of the unique, of that
which has no analogies or relations, Knowing is distinguishing ; what we cannot dis-
tinguisk from other things we cannot know. Yet a faise tendeney to regard Godasa
belng of absclute simpiicity hag come down from mediseval scholasticiam, has infected
much of the pogt-reformation theology, and is found even 8o recently ag in Schleier-
macher, Rothe, Olshausen, and Ritachl. E. G. Robingon defines the atiributes as " our
methods of concelving of God,” But this definition is influenced by the Kantian doc-
trime of relativity and implies that we cabnot know God's essence, that ia, the thing.
in-iteelf, God's real being. Bowne, Philosophy of Thelam, 141 —* This notion of the
divine simplicity reduces God to & rigid and lifeless stare. . . . The One is manifold
without being many.”

The divino simplicity is the starting-point of Philo: God i8 s being absolutely bare
of gquality. All quality in finite beings has limitation, and no limitation can be predi-
cated of God who ia eternal, unchangeable, simple substance, free, self-sufficient, better
than the good and the beantiful. To predicate any quality of God would reduee him to
the sphere of finite existence. Of him we can only say thal he ig, not what he is ; seq
art. by Schilrer, In Encye. Brit., 18: 781,

Tilustrations of this tendency are found in Scotus Erigena: ** Deus nescit se quid est,
guin non egt guid ¥; and in Occam : The divine attributes are distinguished neither
gubstantially nor logically from each other or from the divine essence; the only dis-
tinction i8 that of names; 8o Gerhard and Quenstedf. Charnock, the Puritan writen
identifies both knowledge and will with the simple essence of God, BSohleiermacher
malkes all the attributes to be modificationa of power or causality ; in his aystem God
and world = the ‘“‘nafura natursns'’ and * naturs naturata’™ of 8pinoza, There i3 no
distinetion of sttributes and no succession of actg in God, and therefore no real per-
sonality or even spiritual being; see Pfeiderer, Prot. Theol. selt Kant, 110. Bohleier«
macher said: * My God js the Universe.”” (God ig causative force. Eternity, omnia.
clence and holiness are sioiply sapects of causality. Rothe, on the other hand, makes
omnigelence to be the all-comprehending principle of the divine nature ; and Olshau-
sen, onJohn {:1, in & similar manner attempts to prove that the Word of God must have
objective and substantial being, by assuming that knowing = willing; whence il
would seem to follow that, since God wills ail that he knows, he must will moral evil
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Bushnell and others identify righteousness in God with bensvolence, and therefare
cannot se¢ that any atonement needs to be made to God. Ritachl also holds that love
is the fundamental divine attribute, and that omnipotence and even personality are
#mply modifications of love; see Mead, Ritachl’s Place in the History of Dootrine, 8,
Herbert 8pencer only carries the principle further when he concludes God to be glmple
unknowable force,

But to oail God everything is the same a8 to call him nothing. With Dorner, wo egay
that “definition jano Hmitation.” As werise In the geale of oreation from the mere
Jelly-sz0 to man, the homogeneons becomes the hoterogeneous, there is differentiation
of funciions, complexity increases, We infer tkat God, the highest of all, instead of
being simple force, 1& infinitely complex, that he has an Infinite varlety of attributes
and powers, Tennyson, Palace of Art (Hnes omitted in the later editions): “All
nature widens upward: evermore The simpler essence lower liss: More complex is
more perfect, owning more Discourse, more widely wise.””

Jor, 10 :10 — God 18 “the Living God"'; John 5326 — he "hath lifs in himself*' ~unsearchable riches of
positive attributes ; John 17:23 —* thoi lovedst me " — manifoldness in unity. Thia complexity
in God is the ground of blessedness for him and of progresa for us: 1 Tim, {:11-—“the blewsed
God ™ Jor, 9: 23, 24~ ““lot him glory in this, that he kneweth me.” The complex nature of God per-
mits anger at the sinner and compassion for him at the same moment: Px 7:11—“a God
{hat kath indignation every day ™ ; John 3:16 —* God solaved the world™; Pe, 85: 10, 1 —" mercy and truth are met
togothor.” See Julins Miiller, Doct. Sin, 2 : 116 89. ; Schwelzer, Glaubenslehre, 1 : 220-285;
Thomasius, Christi Person und Werk, 1145, 50; Martensen, Dogmatics, 91— *If God
were the simple One, 14 drhis &, the mystic abyus in which every form of determination
weore extinguished, there would be nothing in the Unity to be krown.” Hounce * nomi-
nglism is incompatible with the idea of revelation. We teach, with realism, that the
attributes of God are objective determinations in his revelation and as such are rooted
in his inmogt essence.”

B, The attributes inkere in the divine essence, They are not separate
existences, They are attribates of God.

While we oppose the nominalistic view which holds them to be mere
names with which, by the necessity of our thinking, we clothe the one sim-
ple divine essence, we need equally to avoid the opposite realistic extrems
of making them separate parts of a composite God.

‘We cannot coneeive of atiributes except as belonging to an underlying
esgence which furnishes their ground of unity. In representing God asa
compound of attributes, realism endangers the living unity of the Godhead,

Notice the analogous necessity of attributing the properties of matter to an under-
Iying substance, &nd the phenomena of thought t0 an underlying spiritusl essence;
else matter 18 reduced to mere foree, and mind, o mere sensation,—-in short, all things
are swallowed up in & vast idcalisin. The purely realistic explanation of the attributes
tends to low and polytheistic conceptions of God. The mytholegy of Girecce wag the
repult of personifylng the divine sttributes, The noming were turned into numina,
as Max Mitller says; see Taylor, Nature oo the Basia of Realism, 293. Instance also
Christmag Evang's sermon describing & Council in the Godhead, in which the attributes
of Justice, Merey, Wisdom, and Power argue with one another. Robert Hall called
Christmas Evans * the one-eyed orator of Anglesey,” but added that his one eye coutd
“ light an army through s wilderness ”’; spe Joseph Crosg, Life and Sextnons of Christmas
Evans, 112-118 ; David Rhys Btephen, Memoirs of Christmas Evans, 168-176. 'We must
remember that ** Realism may 80 exalt the attributes that no personal subject is left to
conatitite the ground of unity, T.ooking upon Personality as anthropomorphism, it
falls into & worse personification, that of omnipotence, holiness, henevolence, which
are mere blind thoughts, unless there 18 one who Is the Omunipotent, the Holy, the
Good,” B8ee Luthardt, Compendium der Dogmatik, 70,

5. The attributes belong to the divine essence as such., They are to be
digtinguished from those other powers or relations which do not appertain
to the divine essence universally.
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The personal distinetions { proprietates ) in the natura of the one God
are not to be denominated attributes ; for each of these personal distinetions
belongs not to the divine essence ag such and universally, but only to the
partienlar person of the Trinity who bears its name, while on the contrary
all of the attributes belong to each of the persons.

The relations which God sustains to the world (predicata), moreover,
such as creation, preservation, governmment, are not to be denominated
attributes ; for these are accidentsl, not necessary or inseparable from the
- iden of God. God would be God, if he had never created.

To make creation etornal and necessary ls to dethrone God and to enthrone a fatalis-
tic development, It follows that the nature of the attributes is to be illustrated, not
glone or chiefly from wisdom and holiness in man, which arenot Ingeparable from man’s
nature, but rather from intellect and will in man, without which he would cease to be
man pltogether. Only that 13 an attritute, of which it can be safely said that he who
possesges 1t would, if deprived of it, ccade to be God. Shedd, Dogm. Theol., 1: 338 —
* The attribute is the whole essence acting in a certain way. The centre of unity is not:
in any one attribute, but in the essence. . . . The difference hetween the diviue attri.
bute and the divine person is, that the person Is a mode of the existence of the essence,
while the attxibute is a mode either of the relation, or of the operation, of the eggence.”

4, The atiributes manifest the divine essence, The essence is revealed
ouly through the attributes. Apart from its attributes it is unknown and
unknowable,

But though we can know God only as he reveals to us his attributes, we
do, notwithstanding, in knowing these aftributes, know the being to whom
these attributes belong. That this knowledge is partial does not prevent
its corresponding, so far as if goes, to objective reality in the nature of God.

All God’s revelations are, thorefore, revelations of himself in and through
his attributes. Our aim must be to determine from God’s works and worda
whet qualities, dispositions, determinations, powers of his otherwise unseen
and unsearchable essence he has actually made known to us; or in other
words, what are the revealed attributes of God.

Johy 1 118— "¢ man hath seem Gad ef wny time; the only bepotien Son, who isin the besom of the Father,
he hath deolered him " ; 1 Tim, 6.:16 — " whom no men hath ssen, nor canses''; Mat, b: 8 —* Blessed are the pure
{n heart: for thay shallses God''; 11 : 27—*'neither doth any man know the Pather, save the Son, and he to Whem-
soaver the Son willoth ta roverl him." €, A, Strong: ** Kant, not content with knowing the reality
in the phenomena, was trying to know the reality apart from the phenomenn ; he waa
seeking to know, without fulilling the conditions of Enowledge; in short, he wished
to know without knowing,” So Agnosticism perversely regards God as concealed by
his own manifestation, On the eontrary, in knowing the phenomena we know the
object itsetf. J. 0. O. Clarke, S¢lb and the Father, 8 —*In language, 43 in hature, there
are no verba without subjeets, but we are always hunting for the noun that has no
adjective, and the verb that hag no subject, and the suhject that has no verb. Con-
poicupness 16 necessarily a consciousness of aelf. Idealiam and monism would like to see
all verbd polid with their subjects, and to write *Tdo ' or *Ifesl” in the mazes of a mono-
gram, but consclousness refuses, and before it says ‘Do’ or ‘Feel,” it finishes saying
‘L' J. Gl Hollands Katring, to her Jover: “God i not worshiped in his attributes.
I do not love your attribntes, but you. Your attributes all meet me otherwhere, Blen-
ded in other porgonalities, Nor do I love nor do I worship them, Nor those who bear
thera, H'en the spotted pard Will dare a danger which will make you pale ; But shall
his courage steal my heart from you? ¥ou cheat your consciencee, for you know That
1 maylike your attributes, Yetlove not you.”

ITI, MurHODS OF DETERMINING THE DIVINE ATTRIBUTES.
We have seen that the existence of God is a firet truth. Tt is presup-
posed in all iaman thinking, and is more or less consclously recognized by



CLASSIFICATION OF THE ATTRIBUTES. 247

all men, This intuitive knowledge of God we have seen to be corroborated
and explicated by arguments drawn from nature and from mind. Resson
leads us to a causative and personal Intelligence upon whom we depend,
This Being of indsfinite greatness we clothe, by a necessity of our thinking,
with all the attibutes of perfeetion. The two great methods of determining
what these attributes are, are the Raticnal and the Biblical.

1. The Rational method. This is threefold :—{a) the via negationis,
or the way of negation, which consists in denying to God all imperfections
observed in created beings; (&) the via eminentice, or the way of climax,
which eongiste in attributing to God in infinite degree all the perfections
found in creatures; and (¢) the via causalitatis, or the way of censality,
which consists in predicating of God those attributes which are required in
him to explain the world of nature and of mind.

This rational method explaing God's nature from that of his crestion,
whereay the creation itself can be fully explained only from the nature of
God. Though the method is valuable, it has insnuperable Kmitations, and
its place is a subordinate one. 'While we nse it continually to confirm and
snpplement results otherwise obtained, our chisf meana of determining the
divine attributes must be

2. The Biblical method. This is simply the inductive method, applied
to the facts with regerd to Gtod revesled in the Seriptures. Now that we
have proved the Seriptures to be a revelation from God, inspired in every
part, we may properly look to them as decisive authority with regard to
God’s attributes.

The rational method of determining the attributes of God g sometimes said to have
been originated by Dionysius the Areopagite, reputed to have been a judge at Athens
at the time of Paul and to have died A. D. 86, It is more probably eclectic, combining
the reaulta pttained by many theoiogians, and applying the intuitions of perfection and
caugnlity which lie at the basis of all religious thinking, It igevident from our previous
study of the arguments for God’s existence, that from nature we cennot learn either
the Trinity or the mercy of God, and that these deficiencies in our rational conclugions
‘with respect to God must be supplied, if at all, by rovelation. Spurgeon, Autobiogra-
phy, 186 —**The old saying 13 *Go from Nature up to Nature's God.” Butitis hard
work going up hill. The beat thing I8 to go from Nature's God down to Nature; and,
i you once get to Nature's God and beliove him and love him, it s surprisicg how
easy 1t i to hear music in the waves, and songs in the wild whisperings of the winds,
and o see God everywhere,” See also Kahnis, Dogmatik, 8:181.

IV. CLASSIFICATION OF TEE ATTRIBUTES,

The attributes may be divided into two great classes: Absolute or Imma-
nent, and Belative or Transitive.

By Absolute or Immanent Attributes, we mean attributes which respect
the inner being of God, which are involved in God's relations to himself,
and which helong to his nature independently of his connection with the
universe,

By Relutive or Transitive Attributes, we mean attributes which respect
the outward revelation of God's being, which are involved in God’s relations
to the creation, and which are exercized in consequence of the existence of
the nniverse and its dependence upon him,
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TUnder the head of Absolute or Immanent Attribntes, we make a three-fold
division into Bpirituality, with the attributes therein involved, namely, Life
and Personaliby ; Infinity, with the attributes therein involved, namely,
Helf-existence, Immutability, and Unity; and Perfection, with the abtri-
butes therein involved, namely, Truth, Love, aud Holiness.

Under the head of Relative or Transitive Attributes, we make a three-
fold division, according to the order of their revelation, into Attributes
having relation to Time and Space, as Eternity and Immensity ; Attributes
having relation to Creation, as Omnipresence, Omniseience, and Omnipo-
tence ; and Attributes having relation to Moral Beings, as Verscity and
Faithfulness, or Transitive Truth ; Merecy and Goodness, or Transitive
Love ; and Justice and Righfeousness, or Transitive Holiness.

This elassification may be better understood from the following schedule :
1. Absolate or Immanent Attributes :

-

A. Spiritwﬁt’ys involving % (G) L"fe’

(&) Porsonality.

{(5) Immutability,
{c) Tnity.

{ &) Belf-existence,
B. Infinity, involving z

i

{b) Love,
{ ¢} Holiness.

(a) Truth,
Q. Perfection, involving %

N~
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2. Relative or Transitive Attributes :

(&) Eternity,

A. Related to Time and Bpace — { (53 Tomencity.

B. Related to Creation—

( #) Omnipresence,
% { &) Omniseience,

(¢) Omnipotence,

or Transitive Truth.

(©} Mercy and Goodness,

C. Related to Moral Beings — or Transitive Love,

(¢) Justiceand Righteousness,

(@} Veracity and Faithfulness, 1
or Transitive Holiness. J

It will be obgerved, upon examination of the preceding achedule, that our classification
presents God firet ag Bpirit, then as the infinite Spirlt, and finally aa the perfeet Spirit.
This accords with our definition of the term God (see page 52). It aiso corresponds
with the order in which the atiributes commonly pregent themselves to the buman
mind. Our first thought of God 1a that 6f mere Spirit, mysterious and undefined, over
against our own spirits. Our next thought is that of God's greatness; the quantita-
tive element suggests 1tgelf ; his natural attributes rise before us; we recognize him as
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the infinite One. Finally comes the qualitative element; our moral natures recognize
s moral God ; over againgt our error, selfishness and lmpurity, we percelve his aheclute
pertection.

Tt should also be ohserved that this morel perfection, us it is an tmmeanent atiribute,
involves relation of (fod to himself. Truth, love and holiness, ag they reapectively
imply an exorcise in God of intellect, affection and will, may be conceived of ag God’s
self-knowing, God's sclf-loving, and God's self-willing, The gignificance of this will
appear more fully in the discussion of ihe separate attributes,

Notice the distinction between absolute and relative, between immanent and transi-
tive, attributes. Absoluts—existing in no necegsary relation to things outaide of God.
Relative = existing in such relation. Immanent=—‘remaining within, imited to, God's
own nature in their activity and effect, inherent and indwelling, internal and subjective
—opposed to emanent or transitive.” Transitive = having an object outside of God
himself. Wespeak of transifive verbs, and we mean verbs that are followed byan
object. God’s transitive attributes are so called, becanse they regpect and affeet things
and beings outside of God.

The aim of this classification into Abeolute and Relative Attributes is to make plain
the divine self-suficiency, Cregtion is not a neceasity, for there is a8 mAjpuuc in God
{ Gol. 1:19), oven before he makes the world or becomes Incarnate. And sifpupais not
“the filling material,’” nor * the vesgel filled,” but *that which is complete in itself,”
or, in other words, * plenitude,” * fulness,” ** totality,” “abundance.” The whole uni-
verse is but a drop of dew upon the fringe of God’s garment, or & breath exhsled from
his mouth, He gould creste & universe a hundred times 88 great, Nature I8 but the
symbol of God, The tides of life that ebband flow on the far shores of the universe
are only faint expressione of his life. The Immanent Attributes show ns bow oom-
pletely matters of grace are Creatlon and Redemption, and how unspeakable i3 the
eondescenaion of him who took our humanity and humbled himgelf to the death of the

Cross. P5.8:3%, 4— “When 1 coasider thy beavens , , . . what is men thet thon art mindful of him?* 143:5, 6
— "“Who is Jike unto Johovah our God, that hath his eeat on high, that humbleth himself 7™ Phil.-2 : 8, 7—" Whe,
oxisting i the form of God, . . . . emptied himsalf, teking the form of a sarvant,”

Ladd, Theory of Reality, 88— ‘I know thet 1 am, hecanse, as the basis of all discrime
inations as to whael I am, and ag the core of alisuch self-knowledge, I immediately know
myself as will.” Bo 48 to the non-ego, * that thingsactually are is & factor in my knowl-
edge of them which springs from the root of an experience with myself as a will, at
once aotive and inhibited, a8 an agent and yet opposed by another.” The ego and
the non-ego as well are fundamentally end essentially will. ** Matter muast be, per ae,
Force. Butthisis , . . to bes Will™ (430). We Enow nothing of the atom apart from
ita force (442 ). Ladd quotes from G. E. Bailey: * The life-principle, verying only in
degree, Is omnipresent. There ig but one indivisible and absolute Omnisclence and
Intelligence, and thia thriils through every atom of the whole Cosmod ” {446). " Science
has only made the Bubsirate of material things more and more completely gelf-like "
{449), Spirit i the true and essential Being of what I8 called Naturs (412}, *'The ulti-
mate Being of the world 18 a self~conscious Mind and Will, which is the Ground of all
objects made known in human expericnce’’ (650).

On classification of atiributes, see Luthardt, Compendium, 71; Rothe, Dogmatlk, 71;
Kabnis, Dogmatik, 3 : 162; Thomasius, Christli Person und Werl, 1 : 47, 52, 186, On the
goneral subject, see Charnock, Attributes; Bruce, Bigengchaftslohre.

V. ABSOLUTE OR IMMANENT ATTRIBUTES.

Firat division, —Spirituality, and atirtbules therein involved,

In calling spiritnality an attribute of God, we mean, not that we are jus-
tifled in applying to the divine nature the adjective ¢ spiritual,’” but that
the gubstantive ¢ Spirit * describes that nature ( John 4:24, marg.—*God
is spirit” ; Rom. 1:20 — ¢“the invisible things of him ™ ; 1 Tim. 1317 —
#incorruptible, invisible”; Col. 1:15— ‘“the invisible God™). This
implies, negetively, that (a) God is not matter, Spirit is not & refined
form of matter but en immaterial substance, invisible, uncompounded,
indestruetible, (&) God i8 not dependent upon matter. It cannot be
shown that the human mind, in any other state than the present, is depen-
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dent for consclousness upon its connestion with a physical organism -
Much less is it true that God is dependent upon the material universe as
his pensorium. God is not only spirit, but he is pure spirit. He is not
only not matfer, but he has no necessary connection with matter { Luke
24.:893 — ¢ A gpirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye behold me having ™).

John gives vs the three characteristic attributeas of God when he says thet God 18
#ppirit,” “light," “love " (Jobn 4:24; 1Johm 1:§; 4:8},—not g apfrit, @ light, ¢ love. TeConte,in
Royoe's Conception of God, 46 —* @od ig epirit, for epirit is essential Life and essential
Energy, and essentinl Love, and esgentinl Thought ; in a word, essential Person.” Bie-
dermann, Dogmatik, 681 — '* Das 'Wescn dea Gelstes als des reinen Gegensatzes zur Maf-
erie, ist das reine Sein, dag in sich 45t, aber nichi do ist.” Martineau, Study, 2: 386 —
* The subjective Ego is always frere, a8 opposed to ull else, which is varlously there. . ...
Without loeal relations, therefore, thesoul is inaccessible.” Buri, Martineau continues,
“if matter be but ceptres of force, all the soul needs may be centres from which to
act.” Romanes, Mind and Motion, 34— *° Because within the )imits of humsan experi-
ence mind ig only known as aggocigted with brain, it does not follow that mind cannot
exist in any other mode,” La Place awept the heavens with his telescope, but could
not Aind anywhere a God. *“ He might just as well,” says President Bawyer, * have
gwept his kitchen with a broom.” Since God 18 net & material being, he cannot be
apprehended by any physical means,

Those passages of Seripture which geem to aseribe to God the posses-
gion of bodily parts and organe, as eyes and hends, are to be regarded as
anthropomorphic and symbolie. . When God is spoken of as appearing to
the patrisrehs and walking with them, the passages are to be explained as
referring to God's temporary manifestations of himself in haman form —
menifestations which prefigured the final tabernacling of the Bon of God
in humen flesh, Bide by side with these anthropomerphic expressions
and manifestations, moreover, are specitic declarations which repress any
materializing conceptions of God ; as, for example, that heaven is his throne
and the earth his footstool (Is. 66:1), and that the heaven of heavens can-
not contain him (1 K. 8:27).

Ex. 33 :18-20 declares that man cannot see God and live; 1 for, 2: 7-16 intimates that with-
out the teaching of God's Spirit we cannot know God; all this teaches that God is
above sensuoud perception, in other worda, that he ig not a material being. The second
command of the deealogue docg not condemn seulpture and painting, but only the
raaking of images of God. Tt forbids our conceiving God after the lilkkeness of a thing,
vut it does not forbid our eonceiving God after the likeness of our inward self, §. ¢., a8
personal. This again shows that (tod is o spiritual being. Imagination canbe used in
religion, and great belp can be derived from 16. Yet we do not know God by Imaging-
tion, —imagination only belps us vividly to realize the presence of the God whom we
atready know. We may almost say that some men have not imagination enough to be
religious. But imagination must not lose its wings. In its representations of God,
it must not he confined to a picture, or a form, or a place. Humanity tenda too much
to rest in the material and the sensuous, and we mugt avoid all repregentations of God
which would identify the Being who is worshiped with the helps used in order to real-
ize his presence ; John 4 : 24— *“ihey that worship him must worshipin spirit and truth,"

An Bgyptian Hymn to the Nile, dating from the 19th dynasty ( 14th century B. C.),
¢ontaing these words: **His abode is not known; no ghrine is found with painted fig-
ures ; there is no building thet con contain him * ( Cheyne, Isaiah, 2:120). Thke repudi-
ation of images among the ancient Persians { Herod. 1:131 }, as among the Japanese
Shintog, indicateg the remains of a primitive spiritual religion. The repregentation of
Jehovah with body or form degrades him to the level of heathen gods, Fictures of the
Almighty over the chancels of Romanist cathedrald confine the mind and degrade the
conoeption of the worshiper. We may use iinagination in prayer, picturing God as a
benignant form holding out axme of mercy, but we should regard such pictures only
af geaffolding for the building of our edifice of worship, while we recognize, with the
goripture, that the reality worshiped is immaterial and spiritual. Otherwise our idea of
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God ig bronght down to the low level of man’s material being. FEven man’s spiritual
pature may be migreprogented by physical images, 84 when medieval artists plotured
death, by painting a doil-like figure leaving the body at the mouth of the person dying.

The longing for s tangible, incarnate God meeta ita satisfaction in Jesua Christ, Yet
even piotures of Christ soon lose their power. Luther =aid: “If I have a picture of
Christ In my heart, why not one upon canvas?” We answer: Because the picture in
the heart is capable of change and improvement, as we ourselves change and improve;
the plcture upon canvas is fixed, and holds to 0ld conceptions which we should onrt-
grow. Thomas Carlyle: * Mennever think of painting the face of Christ, tiil they 1cse
the impreesion of him upon their hearts,” Bwedenbors, in modern times, represents
the view that God exists in the ghape of a man—an anthropomorphism of which the
making of idols is only a grosser and more barbarous form; sce H. I3, Smith, Bystem of
Theology, 9, 10. This is also the doctrine of Mormonism ; see Spencer, Catechism of
Zatter Day Saints, The Mormons teach that God isa man; that hehas numerous wives
by whom he peoplesspace with an infinite number of gpirits, Christ was a favorite son
by a favorite wife, but birth as man was the only way he could come inte the enjoy-
-ment of real life. 'These gpirits are all the sons of God, but they can realize and enjoy
their sonship only through birth, They are ahout every one of us pleading to be borm,
Henoe, polygamy.

‘We come now to consider the positive import of the term Spirit, The
spirituality of God involves the two attributes of Life and Personality.

L. Life,
The Scriptures repressnt Clod as the living God,

Tar, 1610 —* He is the Hving God™; t Thess, 1:9—**turned wole God from idels, to sarve o livieg and tros
God*'; John 5 ¢ 28— hath Yife in himealf" ; ef 44:6—"Tam , , , thelifo,” and Heb, 7 ;18— "“the power of un
endlogg Lifa " ; Rav. 11:11— “the Spirit of life.,”

Life is a simple ides, and is incapable of real definition. We know if,
however, in ourselves, and we can perceive the insufflciency or inconsist-
enoy of certain carrent definitions of it. 'We cannot regerd life in God as

(a) Mere process, withont a sobject; for we cannot conceive of a
divine life without & God to live it.

¥ersus Lewes, Problems of Life and Mind, 1:10—YLife and mind are prooesses ;
neither 1s & pubstance ; neither is a force; , . . the namegiven to the whole group of
phenomena becomes the personifieation of the phenomena, and the productis supposed
tohave been the producer,” Here we have & product without any producer— a geries
of phenomena without any substance of which they are manifestations. ¥na similar
manner we read in Dewey, Paychology, 247 —* Belf is an aetivity. It iy not something
which acts; it ig activity. . . . Itfs constituted by activities, . . . Through its sctivity
the go2l 48.” Here it docs not appesr how there can be activity, without any subjeot
or belng that is active, Tho inconsistency of this view is manifest when Dewey goes
on to say: *“The activity may further or develop the self,” and when he speaks of
“the organic activity of the gelf.” 8o Dr. Burdon S8anderson : ** Life 18 a state of coase-
less ohange,— a state of change with permanense ; llving maiter ever changes while 16
is ever the same.” * Plus ¢a change, plus ¢’ est la méme choge.” But this permanent
thing in the midst of change is the subject, the self, the belng, that has life,

Nor can we regard life as

(5) Mere correspondence with outward condition and environment;
for this would render impossible a life of God before the existencs of the
universe,

Versus Herbert Spencer, Diology, 1;58-71-—‘“Life is the defnite oombinstion of
heterogeneons changes, both simmltanecus and successive, In correspondence with
external cotixistences and sequences.” Here we have, at best, s definition of physical
and finite life ; and even this is insufficlent, because the definition recognizes no prigl-
nal souree of activity within, but only a power of reaction in regponse to stimulus
from without, We might as well say that the boillng tea-kettlsis alive ( Mark Hop-



252 NATURE, DECREES, AND WORKS OF GOD,

king ), We find this defect also in Robert Browning’s lines in The Ring and the Book
{The Pope, 1307}: ** O Thou—as represented here to me In such conception as my
sonl allowe-- TUnder thy meagureless, my atom-width | — Man's mind, what {git buta
convex glass Wherein are gathered all the scattered points Picked out of the immen-
gity of aky, To reuunite there, be our heaven for earth, Cur known UUnknown, our God
revealed to man? " Life I8 something more than a passive receptivity.

(¢) Life is rather mental energy, or energy of intellect, affection, and
will. God is the living Grod, as having in his own being a source of being
and activity, hoth for himself aud others.

ILife meang energy, activity, movement. Aristotle: *XLife 18 energy of mind.”
‘Wordgworth, Excurslon, book 5:802—* Life is love and fmmortality, The Being ore,
and one the element. . . . Life, T repeat, i3 energy of love Divine or human.” Prof.
C. L. Herrlck, on Critics of Hthical Moniswm, in Denizon Quarterly, Dec. 1886z 248—
* Foree 18 enefgy under resistance, or gelf-limited energy, for all parts of the universs
are derived from the energy. Energy manifesting itself under self-conditioning or
differentiel forms ig force. The change of pure energy into force is creation.” Prof.
Herrick quotes from 8. T. Coleridge, Anima Foetm : ** Space 18 the name for Ged; itie
the most perfeot image of goul — pure soul being to us nothing but unresisted action.
Whenever action ig resisted, limitation begins —and limitation is the first constituent
of hody; the more emnipresent it 18 in a given space, the more that space is body or
matter; and thus sll body presupposes soul, inasmuch as all resistance presupposes
action,” Schelling : * Life is the tendency to individualism,”

Tt gpirit in man implies life, spirlt in God implies endless and inexhaustible life. The
total life of the universe is only a faint image of that moving energy which we call the
life of God. Dewey, Peychology, 253 — ** The sehise of being alive is much more vivid
in childhood than afterwards. Lefgh Hunt says that, when he was & child, the gight of
gertain palinga painted red gave him keener pleasure than any experience of maghood.”
Matthew Arnold: * Bliss was it in that duwn to be allve, But to be young was very
heaven.” The child’s delight in country scenes, and onr intensified perceptions in brain
fever, show us by contrast how shallow and turbid i3 the stream of our ordinary life.
Tennyson, Two Volces: *“ T s life, whercof our nerves are scant, Oh life, not death, for
which we pant; More life, and fuller, that wo want.” That life the needy human apirit
finds only in the infinite God. Instead of Tyndall’s: * Matter has in it the promise and
poteney of every form of life,” we accept Bir Willlam Crookes’s dictum : * Life has in
1t the promise and potency of every form of matter.” Bes A, H. Strong, on The Living
@Guod, in Philos. and Religion, 160~187,

2. Personality.

The 8criptures represent God as & personsl being. By personslity we
mean the power of self-consciousness and of solf-determination. By way
of further explanation we remark :

{a) Belf-conscionsness is more than conaciousness, This last the brute
may be supposed to possess, since the brute is not an sutomaton. Man is
distinguished from the brute by his power to objectify self, Man is not
only conscious of his own acts and states, but by abstraction and reflection
he recognizes the self which is the subject of these acts and states. {b)
Heli-determination is more than determination. The brute shows determi-
nation, but his determination is the resnld of influences from without; there
is no ioner spontaneity, Man, by virtue of his free-will, determines his
action from within. He determines self in view of motives, but his deter-
mination is not caused by motives ; he himpelf is the canse.

God, as personel, I8 in the highest degree self-consciouns and self-deter-
mining. The rise in our own minds of the ides of God, as personsl,
depends largely upon our recognition of personality in ourselves. Those
who deny spirit in man place a bar in the way of the recoguition of this
sitribute of Clod,
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Br. 3:14—"knd God said unto Moses, I Anf THAT I An: and be eaid, Thus shalt thon say unto the childres of
Tarael, T A hath sont me unte you" God I8 not the everlasting I 18,” or * I was,” but the
overiasting “ I AM " { Moreig, Philosophy and Christianity, 128); “I AM* implies both
personality and presence, 1 for. %:11— ' the things of God wone knowaik, save the Spiritef God''; Epk. 1:8
w=t g00d plassuys which he purposed ' ; 11— the connsel of bis will." Definitions of personality are the
following : Boethius —** Persona est animss rationalis individua substantia '’ ( quoted
in Dorner, Glaubenslehre, 2 :415), F. W.Robertson, Genesis 3—* Personality —seif-
consclousness, will, character.” TForter, Human Intellect, 8286 * Distinet subsistence,
elther actually or latently self-conscious and self-determining.” Harrts, Philos. Basis
of Thelsm : Person = * being, consclous of self, subsisting in individuality and identity,
and endowed with intaitive reagon, rational sensfbility, and free-will.,” See Haxris, 93,
98, quotation from Mansel—“The freedom of the will is so far from being, as it is
generally considered, & controvertible question in philosophy, that it is the fundamen-
tal postilate without which all action and allspeculation, philosophy inali its brenches
and human consciousnesa itaelf, would be impossible.”

One of the most astounding announcements in all fiterature i3 that of Matthew
Arnoeld, in hig ¥ Literature and Dogmas,” that the Hebrew Scriptures recognize in God
only *the power, not ourselves, that makes for righteousness " = the God of pantheism.
The “T AM* of Fr 3:44 could hardly have beenso misunderstood, if Matthew Arnold had
not logt the sense of his own personality and responsibility. From free-will in man we
riga to froedom in God—* That living Will that shall endure, When all that seems shall
suffer shock.” Observe that personality needs to be accompanied by life-—the power
of self-consciousness and self-determination needs to be accompenied by activity —in
order to make up our total 1dea of God as Bpirit. Only this pexsonality of God gives
proper meaning to his punishmenta or to hig forgiveness. See Bib. 8ac., April, 1884
217-233; Eichhorn, die Perstinlichkeit Gottes,

lingworth, Divine and Human Pergonality, 1: 25, shows that the sense of perscbal-
ity has bad s gradual growth ; that its pre-Christian recognition was imperfect; that its
final definition hag been due to ChrisHanity, In 29-53 he notes the characteristics of
personality ag reasgon, love, will. The brute perceives ; only the man apperceives, 4. e.,
recognizes hig perception a8 belonging to himeelf. In the German gtory, Drefuglein,
the three-eyed child, had besides her natural pair of eyes one other to see what the pair
did, and besides her natural will had an additional will to setthe first to going right.
On gonsolousness and self-consuiousness, see Shedd, Dogm. Theol., 1:179-189— “Tn con-
gciousness the object 13 another suhstance than the subject: but in self-consciousness
the chject i3 the same substance as the gubject.” Tennyson, in his Palace of Art,speaks
of * the abygmal depths of personality.” Wo do not fully know ourselves, nor yet our
relation to God, But the divine consclousness embraoes the whole divine content of
being s **ihe Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deop thinge of God ™ (1 Cor, 2:10),

We are not fully masters of ourselves. Our self-determination iz as limited as is
our gelf-congelonsness, But the divine will {a ahsolutely without hindrance; Gol’s
aotivity is congtant, intense, infinite ; Job 23 : 13 —* What his seul desiveth, sven that he dosth *; Jobn 5:
7= "Xy Father worketh even until now, and I wrk” Self-knowledge and self-mastery are the
dignity of man; they are also the dignity of God; Tennyson: * Self-reverence, self-
knowledge, telf-conirol, These three lead life to govereign power,” Robert Browning,
The Last Ride Together: “ What act proved all its thought had been? What will but
felt the fleahly sereen?™ Moberiy, Atonement and Personality, 8, 181, 216-256— ' Per-
haps the root of personality is capacity for affection.” , . . . Our personality 13 Incom-
plete ; we reagon truly only with God helping ; our love in higher Love endures; we
will rightly, only a8 God works in us ¢o wiliand to do; to make us truly ourselvea we
need aninfinite Personality to supplement and energize our own; we are complete only
in Christ (Gl 2:9, 40—*In him dwelleth all the fulnees of the Godbaad bodily, xnd in him ya are mada full.”

Webb, on the Idea of Porsonality as applled to God, in Jour. Theol, 8tudiea, 2:50—
+ galt kmows itself and what is not itgelf as two, just because both alike are embraced
within the unity of its experlence, stand out againgt this backgraund, the apprehon-
gion of which is the very essence of that yationality or personality which distin-
guishes ug from the lower animals, We find that hackground, God, present in us, or
rather, we find ourselvea present Init. Butif I find myself presentin it, then it, 44 more
complets, is gimply more personal than I.  Our not-self is outside of us, o that we ave
flnite and lonsty, but God's not-self is within him, so that there is a mutual inwardness
of love and ingight of which the moeat perfect communion among men is only a faint
symhol, We are ' hermit-spirits,’ a3 Keble says, and we come to union with others
ouly by reallsing our union with God, Personalitv 18 not impenetrgble in man, for
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*in him wa live, and mova, axd have cur heizg' (Aets17:28), and ‘that which hath besn mede ie Iifs in m’
(John1:3, 4)” Palmer, Theologic Definition, 39 —*That which has {ts cause without
itself is athing, while that which hasits cause within itself is & person.®

Second Division,.— Infinity, and attributes therein involved.

By infinity we mean, not that the divine nature has no Enown limits
or bounds, but that it has no limits or bounds, That which has simply no
known limits is the indefinite. The infinity of God implies that he is in
no way limited by the universe or confined to the universe; he is tran-
scendent as well a8 immanent. Transcendence, however, must not be con-
eeived ad freedom from merely spatial restrictions, but rather 28 unlimited
resouree, of which God’s glory is the expression,

Ps, 145 : 3 —'his graatness is nussarohable "; Job 14: 7-9 — “high a8 heaven . . . deaper than Sheol ™' ; Ie. 66 : 1
* Hoavenis mry throne, and the sarth iz my footstool " ; 1X.8:37 —  Heaver and tha beaven of heavens sannet sontain
thee ™" ; Rom, 11: 33 - “‘how nnsoarchabls are his Jndgments, end his ways peet fnding ont.” There can be no
infinite number, since to any assighable number a vnit can be added, whieh shows that
this number was not infinite before, There can he no infinite universe, because an
infinite universe is conceivable only a8 an infinite number of worlds or of minds. God
hiraself is the only real Inflaite, and the universe js but the finite expression or symhbol
of his grestness.

We therefore object to the statement of Lotze, Miorocosm, 1:446—"'The coruplete
system, grasped in its totality, offors an expression of the whole nature of the One.
+ « » » The Cause maires actual exiztence its complete manifestation.” In a similar way
Sehurmgan, Belief in God, 28, 173-178, grants infinity, but denies franscendence: “ The
infinite Spirit may include the finite, a8 the iden of a single organism embraces within o
single life a plurality of members and functions, . . . The world is the expression of
an ever active and inexhaustible will. That the external manifestation is ag boundless
as the life it expresses, science makes exceedingly probable. In any event, we have
not, the glightest resson to contrast the finitude of the world with the inflnity of God.
+ « « « If tho natural order i etornal and infinite, ag there seoms no reascn to doubt, it
will be difficult to find a meaning for ‘beyond’ or *before." Of this illimitable, ever.
existing universe, God i8 the inner ground or substance, There ig no evidence, neither
does any religious need require us to belleve, that the divine Being manifest in the
universe has any actual or posatble existence elsewhere, in gome trapscendent sphere,

... The divine will can express itself only as it does, because no other expression
would reveal what it 18, Of suoh & will, the universe is the eternal expression.”

In explanation of the term infinity, we may notice:

{a) That infinity can belong to butone Being, and therefore cannot be
shared with the universe. Infinity is not & negative but a positive idea.
It does not take its rive from an impotence of thought, but is an intuitive
sonvietion which eonstitutes the basis of all other knowledge.

fee Porter, Human Intellect, 651, 662, and this Compendivm, pages 53-62. Versus Man-
sel, Proleg. Logiea, chap. 1 —* Such negative notions . . . tmply at once an attempt to
think, and a fallurein that attempt.”” On the eontrary, the conception of the Infinite
18 porfectly distingulshable from that of the Anite, and is both necegsary and logically
prior to that of the finite. Thig ig not true of our idea of the universe, of which all we
know 18 finite and dependent. We therefors regard guch utterances as those of Lotzo
and Schurman above, and those ¢f Chamberlin and Caird below, as pantheistic in ten-
dency, although the belief of these writers in divine and human personality gaves
them from falling into other errors of pantheism,

Prof, T. C. Chamberlin, of the University of Chicago : “It is not suflefent to the
modern sclentiflc thought to think of a, Ruler outside of the universe, nor of a universe
‘with the Ruler outside. A supreme Being who does not embrace all the activities and
posgibilities and potencies of the universo scoma something less then the mipremest
Being, and g universe with a Ruler cutside seems something Jess than a universe.
And therefore the thought ig growing on the minds of scientific thinkers that the
supremo Belng i8 the universal Being, embracing and comprebending all things."
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Caird, Bvolutinn of Religion, 2:62—* Religion, if 1t would continue to exist, must
combing the monotheistie idea with that which it has often regarded as its greatest
enemy, the spirit of pantheigm,” We grant in reply that religion must appropriate
the element of truth in punthelsm, samely, that God iy the only substance, ground
and principle of being, but we regard it as fatal to religion to side with pantheism in
ita denials of God's transcendence and of God's personality.

(&) That the infinity of God does not involve his identity with ‘the all,’
or the sum of existence, nor prevent the coBxistence of derived and finite
beings to which he bears relation. Infinity implies simply that God exista
in no necessary relation to finite things or beings, snd that whatever limita-
tion of the divine nature results from their existenceis, on the part of God,
& gelf-limitation,

Ps. 113:5, 6—“ibat humbleth himself to bebold the things that are in heaven and in the earth’’ Tt is
involved in God’s infintty that there should be no barrlers to hiy selflimitation ln croa-
tion and redemption (see page 9, F.). Jacob Boehme sald: **God is infinite, for God is
all”” But this ia to make God all imperfection, as well as all perfection. Harris,
FPhilos, Basis Theism : ' The relation of the absolute to the finite ianot the mathernatical
relation of a total to its parts, but it i3 & dynamical and rational relation.” Shedd,
Dogro. Theol,, 1 :188-191 — ** The infinite is not the total; * the all” ig a pyendo-infinite,
and to assort that it is greater than the simple infinite is the same error that is com-
mitted in mathematics when it 1a asserted that an infinite number plus a vast finite
number is greater than the pimple infinite.” Tullerton, Conceptlon of the Infinite, 80—
*The Infinite, though it involves unlimited possibility of quantity, i8 not itself a quan-
titative but rather a qualitative conception.” Hovey, Btudies of Ethics and Religicn,
B9-47 —* Any number of finite beings, minds, ioves, wills, cannot reveal fully an infinite
Belog, Mind, Love, Will, God must be transcendent as well as immmanent in the uni-
verse, or he ig neither infinite nor an ohject of supreme worship.”

Clarke, Christian Theology, 117 — * Great aa the universe is, God ig not Hmited to it,
wholly absorbed by what he is doing In it, and capable of doing nething more. God in
the aniverse is not like the life of the tree In the tree, which does all that it I8 capable
of id msking the tree what it 18, God in the universe is rather like the spirit of a man
in his body, which is greater than his body, able to direct his hody, and capable of
nctivities in which his body has no share. God is a fres spirit, personal, self-directing,
nnexhauvsted by his present activities.”” The Persian poet sald truiy: ¥ The world is a
bud from his bower of beauty; the sun is & epark from the light of his wisdom ; the
sky 18 a bubble on the rea of his power.” Faber: “For greatness which is infinite
makey room For all things in italap to lla. We should be crushed by a magnificence
Short of inflnity. Weshave in what is infinite ; ' tis onurs, For we and it alike are Thine,
What I enjoy, great God, by right of Thee, Is more than doubly mine.”

(¢) That the infinity of Ged is f0 be conosived of as intensive, rather
than as extensive. We do not attribute to God infinite extension, but
rather inflnite energy of spiritual life. That which sets up to the messure
of its power is simply natural and physical force. Man rises above nature
by virtue of his resexrves of power. But in God the reserve is infinite.
There is a transcendent element in him, which no self-revelation exhausts,
whether creation or redemption, whether iaw or promise.

Transcendence 18 not mere outsideneas,— 1t is rather boundless supply within, God s
not infinite by virtne of existing * extra flammantia moenla mundi* ( Lueretius) or
of AAlling & space outside of space, —he is rather infinite by being the pure and perfect
Mind that passes b-yond all phenomens and conatitiztes the ground of them. The for-
mer coneeption of infinity i3 simply supra-cogmic, the latter slone is properly tran-
soendent ; see Hatch, Hibbert Loctures, 248 * God is the living God, and has not yet
gpolken higlagt word on eny subject” (G W, Northrup ). God’slife* operates unapent.'
Thoere I& * ever more to follow.” The legend stamped with the Pillars of Hercules
upon the old coius of 8pain was Ne plus ultra— “Nothing beyond,” but when Colum-
bus digcovered America the legend was fitly changed to Plus wltrg — * sore beyond,”
80 the motto of the University of Rochester is Meliora —* Better things.”
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Bince God's inflnite regources are pledged to aid ug, we may, as Emerson bids us,
“hiteh our wagen to & star,” and Yelieve in progress. Tennyson, Locksley Hall:
“ Men, my brothers, men the workers, ever resping something new, That which they
have done but earnest of the things that they shaill do." Millet’s I’ Angeius is a wit-
ness to man's need of God's transcendence. Millet's aim was to paiot, not girbut
prayer. We need a God who 1o not confined to nature. As Moses at the beglnning of
hig ministry cried, “Show me, I pray thes, thy glory " ( E1, 33:18), 80 we need marked experiences
8t the peginning of the Christian life, in order that we may be living witnesses to the .
supernatural. And our Lord promises such manifestations of himself: Joha 14:20 —*1
will 16vs bim, and will mepifest myself unio him.”

B, 71:15 — Wy mouth shall o1l of thy righteonsness, And of thy salvaiion all the day; Por I know not the numbers
thersof " on it In infindte. Fa 89:3-=“Morey shell ba built ap forever " = ever growing manffestations
and eycles of fulfilment— first literal, then spivitual, Pa. 113:4-6 — *Jehovah is high sbova all
nations, And his glory above the hervens, Who is like unto Jehovah our Gad, That hath hiz sest o high, That
bumbleth himself [stoopeth down] to behold The thinge thet are in heaven and in the eartk?'" Mal 2:15—
#3id he Dot make one, although ha had the ragidue of the 8pirit ? " = ho might have created many wives
for Adam, though he did actually creute but one. In this *residue of the Spirit,” says Cald-
well, Cities of our Faith, 370, * there yet lles latent —as winds Ne calm in the air of &
summer noon, a8 heat immenge lies cold and kidden in the mountaing of coal —the
blessing and the life of nations, the infinite enlargement of Zion.”

Is. 52 : 10 —* Jehovah hath mads bare his holy arm " == nature does not exhaust or entomd God;
nature is the mantle in which he commonly reveals himself ; but he is not fettered by
the robe he wears —he can thrust 1t aside, and make bare his arm in providential inter-
positions for earthly deliverance, and Io mighty movements of history for the ealva-
tion of the sinner and for the setting up of his own Kingdom. B0 elso Jokni:i6—Tef
his falness wo all receivad, and gracs for grace” = ** Bach blessing appropriated became the foun-
dation of a greater blesing. To have realized and used one measuve of grace was {o
have galned 8 larger measure in exchange for b xdew dierl ydpimos® ; 50 Westeott, in
Bib. Com., {n loce, Chrigt can ever say to the believer, as he said to Nathanael (Jokn
1:50): “thou shalt see groater things than thase.”

Hecause God 18 1nfinite, he can love each believer asg much as if that single soul were
the only one for whom he bad to care. Both in providenes and in redemption the
whole heart of God I8 busy with plans for the intorest and bappiness of the single
Christian. Threatenings do not half reveal God, nor his promises half express the
“otornal weight of glory " (2 Cor. 4:17). Dante, Paradiso, 19:40-83—God “ Could not upon the
universe 80 write The impress of his power, but that his word Must atill be left in dig-
tanco infinite,”” To * limit the Holy One of Isrsal™ (Ps. 78:41 —marg. } ig falsehood as well g3 gin,

This attribute of infinlty, or of transcendence, qualifies all the other attributes, and
80 i8 the foundation for the representations of majesty and glory as belonging to God
(soe B, 83:18; Ps.19:1; Is 6:3; Mat, 6:43; Aota 7:2; Rom 1:23; 9:23; Heb. 1:3; { Pot. 4:14; Rev, 20:23).
Glory is not itgelf & divine attribute ; it is rather a resulf — an cbjective result— of the
pxercise of the divine attributes. This glory exists irrespective of the revelation and
recognition of it in the creation (John17:5). Ouoly God can worthily perceive and rev-
erenoce his own glory. He does all for his own glory, All religion ig founded on the
glory of God. All worship i the result of thig immanent guality of the divine nature.
Eedney, Christian Doctrine, 1:360-373, 2:354, apparently cooceives of the divine
glory s an eternal material environment of God, from which the universe iz fash-
loned, This seems to contradiot both the epirituality and the infinity of God. God's
infinity implies absolute completenoss apart from anything external to bimself, We
proceed therefore to eonsidor the attribites involved in inflnity.

Of the attributes involved in Infinity, we mention :

1. Belf-existence.

By self-existence we mean

{a) That Godis *“ocausa sut,” having the ground of his existence in him-
self. Every being must have the ground of its existence either in or out

of itself. We have the ground of our existence outside of us. God is not
thus dependent. He is @ se; hence we speak of the aseity of God,
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God's self-existence iy implied in the nwme “ Jebovah" (. 8:3) and in the declaration
“1 aAM TEAT I aM ™ (BL 3:14), both of which signify that it 8 God's nature to be. Self-
existence is certainly incomprehensible to s, yet a self-existent personis no greater
mystery than a self-existent thing, such as Herbert S8pencer supposes the universe to
be; indeed it is not so great a mystery, for it is easfer to derive matter from mind than
to derive mingd from matter. See Porter, Humsan Intellect, 661. Joh. Angelus Silesiug:
' Gott ist das was Er ist; Jeh was Ieh durch Yhn bin; Doch kennst du Einen wobl, So
kennet du mich und Thn.” Martineau, Types, 1:308—* A cause may be eternal, but
nothing that is coused can be so.”” He protests againgt the phrase * cousa eud.” 8o
8hedd, Dogm, Theol., 1: 338, objects to the phrase ** Godis hig own cause,” because God
is the uncaused Being. But when we speak of God as “eoasa sud,” we do not attribute
10 him heginning of existence. The phrage means rather that the ground of his exist.
ence {8 not outside of himself, but that he himsgelf is the living spring of all energy
and of all belng,

But lest this should be be misconstrued, we add

(%) That God exists by the neecessity of his own being. Tt is his nature
to be. Hence the existence of God is not a contingent but a necessary
existence. Itis grounded, not in his volitions, bub in his nature,

Julins Miller, Doctrine of Bin, 2:126, 130, 170, seems to hold that God is primarily
will, so that the essence of God 8 his act: * God'sessence does not preceds his free-
dom **; *if the essence of God were for him gomething given, something already pres.
ent, the question *from whence it was given?'’ eould not be evaded ; Glod’s essence
must in this case have its origin in gomething apart from bitn, and thua the true con.
ception of God would beentirely swept away.” But this implies that truth, reason,
love, holiness, equally with God’s essence, are all products of will. If God’s essence.
moreover, ware his act, it would be In the power of God to annihilate himself. Act
presupposes essence ; else there i3 no God to act. The will by which God exisis, and in
virtue of which he 1a causa sui, is therefore not will in the sepse of volition, but will in
the senze of the whole movement of his agtive being. With Mtller's view Thoma-
pius and Delitzsch are agreed. Tor refutation of it, see Phillppi, Glaubenslehre, 2: 63,

God's epgence 18 not his ach, not only because this would imply that he eould Gestroy
himself, but also hecause before willing there must be being. Those who hold God’s
egsence to he gimple activity are impelled to thig view by the fear of postulating soma
dead thing in God which precedes alt exercise of faculty, Bo Miller, Evolution of
Love, 43 —* Perfect gotion, conscious and volitional, is the highest generalization,
the ultimate wunit, the unconditioned nature, of infinite Being'; i. €., God’s nature
is subjective action, while external nature ia hia objective action. A better statement,
however, is that of Bowne, Philos. of Theism, 170— * Whiie there i3 a necessity in the
soul, it becomes confrolling only through freedom; and we may say that everyone
must constiinte himeelf a rational sould, . . . Thisis absolutely true of God."

2. TImmutability.

By this we mean that the naturs, attributes, and will of God are exempt
from all change. Reeson iesches us that no change is possible in God,
whether of increase or decrease, progress or deterioration, contraction or
development. ALl change must be to better or to worse. But God is
absolute perfection, and no changé T better 19 possible.  Change to worse
would be equally inconsistent with perfection. No cause for such changa
exists, either outside of Grod or in God himself.

Poalm 402 : 27— ¥ thon syt the same " ; Mal. 3:6.—* I, Jehovah, changs not "™ ; James 4: 47 — with whom tan he
ho variation, tisithor shadow $hat is casl by turning.” Spenser, Faerie Queen, Cantos of Mutability,
8312 — “Then 'gin I think on that which nature sayde, Of that same time when nomaore
ckange shall be, But steadfast rest of all things, firmly stayed Upon the pitiours of
eternity ; For all that moveth doth in change delight, But henceforth zll shall rest
eternally With him tbat is the God of S8abaoth hight; Oh thou great Sabaoth God,
grant me that Sabbath’sgight!'" Bowne, Philos, of Theism, 148, defines immutability
as “the constancy and continuity of the divine nature which exists through alt the
divine acts as their iaw and source.”

17
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The passages of Scrip{:ﬁre which seem at first sight to ascribe change to
God are to be explained in one of three ways :

(@) Asillustrations of the varied methods in which God manifests his
immutable truth and wisdom in creation.

Mathematical principles receive new application with each puccessive stage of crea-
tion. The law of coheslon gives place to chemiecal law, and chemistry yields to vital
foroes, but through ail these changes there ig a divine truth and wisdom which is
unchanging, and which reducesall to rational order. Jobn Caird, Fund, Ideas of Chrigt-
lanity, 2 : 140 - * hgmutabiiity I notstereotyped semeness, but impowdbility of devia-
tion by one hair's breadth from the course which 15 58s%, A THEN Or-EIEat forcs of
chargoter 1§ gontintally BATIHEHow b ocarTong To% tha fiphitestation and application
of moral principle. In God lufinite consistency I8 united with infinite fexibility.
There is no iron-hound impasaibility, but rather an Infinite originality in him."*

(5) As anthropomorphic representations of the revelation' of God’s
unchanging attvibutes in the changing circumstances and varying morsl
conditions of creatures.

Gon. §: 6— **it repantad Jabovak thai he had made man” — ia to be Interpreted in the lHght of Nuwm,
23:19— * Ood i not & man, that he should lie : neithar the son of man, that he should repent.”  So of. 1 Sam. 15: 1
with 15:2%, God’s unchenging holiness requires him to treat the wicked differently
from the righteous, When the righteous become wicked, his treatment of them muat
change. The sun {snot fickle or partial because it melts the wax but hardons the clay,
~the ¢hange is not in the sun but in the objects it ghines npon, The change in God’s
treatment 0f men i described anthropomorphieally, as if it were & change in God him-
self,—other peasages in close conjunction with the fivst belng given to correct any pos-
sible misapprehension. Threats not fulfilled, as in Jonzh 3:4, 10, are to be explained by
their conditional nature. Hence God's immutability itself renders it certain that his
love will adapt 1tself to every varylig mood A4 ¢ " to

ateps, Sympa’ e ErTowSs, s wer e P Y e Gon 1o
7] mo‘!‘é'q'u" TCkTy than tRO TROTHOLS Tace to the CBADgInE Mooas 0 er Dane.  Godet, in
The Atonement, 838 —* God ie of all beingd the most delicately and infinitely sensitive.”

God’s immutability 18 not that of the stone, that hes pe internal experience, but
rather that of the eolumn of mercury, that riscs and falla with every changé In the
temperature of the surrounding atmosphere. When & man bicycling againat the wind
turns gbout and goes with the wind instead of going against it, the wind seems to
change, though it is blowing justas it was before, The ginner gtruggies againat the
wind of prevenlent grace until he seems to gtrilte against a stone wall, Regenera-
tion 18 God’s conguest of cur wills by his power, ard conversion is our beginning to
turn round and to work with God rather then against Ged. Now we move without
effort, hecause we have God at our back; Phil. 2:12, 13— " work out your own salvation . . , for
it is God who worketh in you." God hag not changed, but we have changed ; Jobs 3: 8 — The wind
bloweth where it will . . . 80 is every cus that iz born of the pirit,” Jacob's firgt wrestling with tho
Angel was the pioture of his lifelong gelf-will, opposing God: his subsequent wrest-
iing in prayer was the picture of a ocnseerated will, working with God (Gen, 32 24-28),
‘We seem to gonquer God, but he really conguers us. He geed to change, but it is we
who change after all.

{¢) As desoribing executions, in time, of purposes eternelly existing in
tha mind of God. Tmmutability must not be confounded with immebility.
This would deny all those imperative volitions of God by which ke enters
into history, The SBeriptures assure usthat crestion, miracles, incarnation,
regeneration, are immediate acts of God. Immutabilily is consistent with
constant sctivity and perfect freedom.

The abolition of the Mosale dispenastion indicates no change in God’s plan; it is
vather the execution of hisplan, Christ's coming and work wereno sudden makeshift,
t0 remedy unforeseen defects in the (ld Testament scheme : Christ came rather in *'tha

falness of the tima™ (Gal. 4:4), to fulfll the “eounsel” of God (Aeta2:23 ) Gen8:1—“God remem-
bared Joak ' = interposed by special act for Neah's deliverance, showed that he remem-
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bered Noah, While we change, God does not. There is no fickleness or inconstancy in
him. Where we once found him, there we may find him sélll, as Jacob did at Bethel
(Gen, 3511, 8 9), Immutability is a consolation to the fafthful, but s terror to God’s ene-
mies (Mal 318~ "1, Johovah, change not; therefors yo, O sons of Jacob, are not consumed " ; Pa.7: 11 — & God dhat
bath indignation svery day"). It in consistent with constant sctivity in nature and in grace
(John 5:17 — ' My Father worketh sven until now, and T work ™ ; Job 83 :13, 44— “heis in one mind, and who ean
tumbhim?, ., Por he parformeth that which in sppoinisd for me: and meny much things sre with kim"). If
God’s immutebility were Immobility, we could not worship him, any more than the
anclent Greeks wero -able t0 worghip Fate. Arthur Hugh Clough: * It fortifies my
soul to know, That, though I perish, Truth i8 so: That, howsce'er I giray and rangse,
Whate’er T do, Thou dost not change. I steadier step when I recall That, if I alip, Thou
dost noti fall.” Omn this sttribute gee Charnock, Attributes, 1:510-3623 Dorner, Geaam~
melte Behriften, 188-87T; translated in Bib, Bac., 1870 ; 26-59, 208-220,

3. Unity.

_ By this we mean ( @) that the divine nature is undivided and indivisible
(unus) ; and ( b) that there isbut one infinite and perfect Spirit (unicus).

Daut, 8:4—'“Hoar, 0 Israel: Jeheveh our Bod i ona Jehovah ' Is, 44 - 6 —""tasides me thers ip no God "
John 5 : 44 —* the enly God " 17:8 — "+the only true God " ; 1 Cor.8:4 —" o Ged butones™; { Tim, 1: 17— * the only
God ' ; 8 15—'the hlessod and only Potentate"; Eph, 4:5, 6~ one Lord, one faith, ons haplimm, ene God and
Tather of all, who is over all, and throngh all, and in all” When we read in Mason, ¥Faith of the
Gospel, 25— *The unity of God is not numerical, denying the existence of s second ; it
s integral, denying the possibility of division,” we reply that the unity of God i
both,—1t includes both the numerical and the integral elements,

Humboldt, in his Cosmos, has pointed cut that the unity and creative agency of the
heavenly Father have given unity to the order of nature,and so have furnished the
impulss to modern phyaical Acience. Ourr faith in a *‘ yniversa’ yests historically upon
the demonstration of God'sunity which has been given by the incarnation and death
of Christ, Tennyson, In Memoriam : * That God who ever lives and loves, One God, one
law, one element, And one far off divine event To which the whole creation moves.™
See A, H, Strong, Christ in Creation, 184-187. Alexander McLaren: " The heathen
have many gods becausge they bave no one that satisfies hungry hearts or corresponda
to their tnconscious ideals. Completenesg is not reached by piecing tugether many
fragmente. The wise merchantman will gladly barter s sack full of ' goodly pearla®
for the one of great price. Happy they who turn away from the mapy to embrace
the Onel* .

Againgt polytheism, tritheism, or dualism, we may urge that the notion
of two or more Gods is self-contradictory ; since each limits the other and
destroys his godhood. Inthe nature of things, infinify and absolute per-
foction are possible only to one. It is unphilosophical, moreover, to
assumme the existence of two or more Gfods, when one will explain all the
facts. The unity of God is, however, in no way inconsistent with the doe-
trine of the Trinity ; for, while this doctrine holds to the existence of
hypostatical, or personal, distinctions in the diviné natare, it also holds
that thiy divine nature is numerically and eternally one.

Polythelsm is man’a attempt to rid himself of the notion of responeibllity to one
moral Tawgiver and Judge by dividing up his manifestations, and attributing them
to peparate willa. 8o Force, in the terminology of some modern theorizers, is only
God with his moral attribates left out. ‘" Henotheistn ' {says Max Miiller, Origin and
Growth of Religion, 285) “oonceives of each individual god as unlimited by the power
of other gods, Eaeh is feit, &t the time, as supreme and absolute, notwithstanding the
limitations which to omr minds must arise from his power belng conditioned by the
power of all the gods."

Even polythelsm cannot rest in the dogtrine of many gods, a8 an exclusive and all.
comprehending explanation of the universe. The Grecks helieved in one supremes
Fate that ruled hoth gods and men. Aristotle : ¥ God, though he fs one, haa many
names, because he is called according to states into which he 18 ever entering anew.*
The doctrine of God's uzity ghould teach men to give up hope of any other God, to
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reveal himself to them or to save them. They are In the handy of the one and only
God, and therefore there is but one law, one gogpel, one salvation; one dectrine, one
duty, one destiny. We cannot rid oursclves of resgponsibility by calling curselves
mere congeries of impresslong or mere victims of eircumstance. Az God Is one, g0
the soul made in Gof's image is one also. On the origin of polytheism, see articles by
Tholuck, in Bib. Repos.,, 2: 84, 246, 41, and Max Mtiller, Science of Religion, 124,

Moberly, Atonement and Personality, 33—*The Alpha and Omegsa, the beginning
and end and gem and mesning of Being, 8 but One. We who believe In a personal
God do not believe in & Iimited God. 'We do not mean one more, a bigger gpecimen of
exigtences, amongst existences. Rather, we mean that the reality of existence itself
i3 personsl : that Power, that Law, that Life, that Thought, that Love, are ultimately,
in thelr very reality, identified in one supreme, and thet necessarily a personal Exist-
ence. Now such supreme Being cannot be muliiplied : it is incapable of a plural : it
cannot be a generic term. There capnot be more than one all-inclusive, more than
one ultimate, more than one God. Nor has Christian thought, at any point, for any
moment, dared or endured the least approach to such & thought or phrase as “two
Gods.” If the Father is God, and the SBon God, they are both the same God wholly,
unreservedly. Godis a partioular, an unigue, not a general, term. Each is not only
God, but i{s the very game ‘gingularig unicus et totug Deus.” They are not both gener-
feally God, ap thorgh *God * could be an attribute or prodicate; but both identically
Guod, the God, the one all-inclusive, indivisible, God. . . . If the thought that wishes
to be orthodox had less tendency to become tritheigtic, the thought that claima to be
free would be less Unitarian.”

Third Division, — Perfection, and attributes therein involved,

By perfection we mean, not mere quantitative completeness, but qualita-
‘tive excellence. The attributes involved in perfection are moval attributes.
Right action among men presupposes & perfect moral organization, a nor-
mal atate of intellect, affection and will. So God's sctivity presupposes s
principle of intelligence, of affection, of velition, in hig inmost being, and
the existence of a worthy object for each of these powers of his nature,
But in eternity past there Iz nothing existing outside or apart from God.
He must find, and he does find, the suflicient object of intellect, affection,
and will, in himeelf, There is a self-knowing, a self-loving, a self-willing,
which constitute his abeolute perfection. The consideration of the fmma-
nent attributes is, therefore, properly concluded with an account of that
truth, love, and holiness, which render God entirely sufficient to himself.

Kat, 5:48 —“Ya thevefore shall be perfect, a8 your heavenly Pather iz perfoot™; Rom. 12;8— “perfect will
of God"; Col. 1:88— "perfect in (hrisd"; of. Dent, 38:4—'The Rook, bis work is parfect'; Pz, {B:30-—"1s
Tor God, his way ia porfont.” :

1. Truth.

By truth we mean that atiribute of the divine nature in virtwe of which
God’s being and God’s knowledge eternally conform to each other.

In forther explanation we remsark :

A. Negntively :

(a) The immanent truth of CGod is not to be eonfounded with that
veracity and faithfulness which partially manifest it 4o creatures. These
are traneitive truth, and they presuppose the absolute and immanent
attribute.
© Dout, 33 :4— " & God of faithfulness and without iniquity, Just and rightis he*'; John 17:8 — " the only tras God ™
{arndewdr); 1 Jobn5:20—~" we know him thet is true” ( vov &Anterdv), In both these passages
&Andivds describes God as the genuine, the real, ps distinguished from dinsdvs, the vera-

¢ious { compare fohu 8:32— "the true bread™; Web. 82— "ihs true tabeynacle’ ). John 14: 8= am
oo thatruth” A8 “Iam ... the life” signifies, mot “I am the living one,” but rather *1



ABSOLUTE OR IMMANENT ATTRIBUTES. 261

am he who is life and the pource of life," so “Iam , . . the truth " gignifles, not 1 pm the
truthful one,” but *I am he who s truth and the source of truth” --in other words,
truth of heing, cot merely truth of expression. So 1 Jokn 5:7—"the Spirit is the truth”
Cf. 1 Esdras 1 : 38— The truth abideth and is forever strong, and it Nveth and ruleth
forever' w=personal truth ? #ee Godet on Jehn 1:18; Bhedd, Dogm. Theol,, 1:181,

Truth is God perfectly revesled and known. It may be likened to the electric cur-
rent which manifests and messures the power of the dypamo. There 38 no reslm of
truth apart from the world-ground, just ps thereis no law of nature that Is independent
of the Author of nature. While we know ourselves only partiaily, God knows himself
fully. Johu Caird, Fund. Idess of Christisnity, 1:192—**In the lifc of God there are
no nunrealized posgibilities. The presupposition of all our knowledge and sotivity ig
that abgolute and eternal unity of knowing and being which ig only another expression
for the nature of God. In one sense, be s all reality, and the opiy reslity, whilst all
finite existence is but a becoming, which never is."” Lowrle, Doctrine of St. Johu,
67-88—* Truth is reality revealed. Jesus ig the Truth, becanse in him the sum of the
qualities hidden in God is presented and revealed to the world, God’s nature in terms
of an actlve force and in relation to hig rational creation.” This definition however
igmores the fact that God I8 truth, apart from and before all oreation. As an imma-
nent attribute, truth implies a conformity of God's knowledge to God’s being, which
antedates the universe; see B. (b) beiow.

(&) Truth in God ig not a merely active attribute of the divine uature,
God is truth, not only in the sense that he is the heing who truly knows,
but also in the sense that he is the truth that is known. The passive pre-
cedes the active ; truth of being precedes truth of knowing.

Plato: *Truth s his ( God’s) body, and light his shadow.” Hollaz {gquoted in Thoma-
glus, Christi Person und Werl, 1:137) says that * truth is the conformity of the divine
essence with the divine intellect.” 8ee Gerhard, loc. ii;162; Kahnis, Dogmatik, 2: %2,
79 8:103— * Distinguigh in God the personal self-conaciousness [ spirituality, person-
ality -—-see pages 252, 258 from the unfolding of thisin the divine knowledge, which can
have no other object hut God himself, So far, now, as gelf-knowing in God is abso-
Iutely identical with his being is he the abaolutely true. For truth is the knowledge
which angwers to the being, and the being which anawers to the knowledge.”

Royce, World and Individual, 1:27/0—* Truth either may mean that about which
wo judge, or it may mean the correspondence between onr idess and their objects.’”
God’s truth ig both object of his knowledge and knowledge of hig object, Migs Clara
French, The Dramatic Action and Motive of King Jobn: * You apell Truth with a
capital, and make it an independent existence to be gought for and absorbed; but,
unlesg truth is God, what can it do for man? It is only a personality that can touch a
personaldity.’ 8o we essent to the pcet’s declaration that ¢ Truth, crushed to earth,
shail rise again,” only because Truth i8 personal. Chrigt, the Revealer of God, is the
Truth. He is not gimaply the medium but also the object of all knowledge ; Eph. 4:20 —
* yo did not se learn Christ” = yo knew more than the doctrine abowut Chrigt,— ye knew Christ
himgelf; Joku 17:3— *this is lifo sternal, thei {hey should know thes the only trae God, and him whem then
didat sand, sven Jemus Christ,”

B. Positively:

{a) All truth among men, whether mathemetical, logical, moral, or
religiouns, is to be regarded as having its foundation in this immanent truth
of the divine nature and as disclosing facts in the being of God.

There is a higher Mind than our mind. No apostle can pey ** I am the truth,” though
each of them can say * X speak the truth.” Truth is not ascientifie or moral, but a
substantial, thing —* nicht Schulsache, sondern Lebensgache,'t Here {a the dignity of
education, that knowledge of truth ig knowledge of God. Tho lawsof mathematics are
disclosures to us, not of the divioe reason merely, for this would imply truth outside
of and before God, but of the divine nature. J. W. A, Stewart: *Bclence is possible
because God is gcientific.”” Plato: “God geometrizes.” Bowne: “The heavens are
crystalized mathematics.” The statement that twoand two make four, or that virtue
1 commendable and vice condemnabie, expresses an everlasting principle In the belng
of (od. Separste statements of truth sre inexplicable apart from the total revelation
gt truth, and this total revelation s inexplicakle gpart from One who ia truth and who
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i3 thus revealed. The separate electrio lights in our streets are Inexplicable apart
from the electrle surrent which throbs through the wires, and this electric current is
{t=clf inexplicable apart from the hidden dynamo whose powor it exactly expresses
and measures, The separate lghta of truth are due to the realizing agency of the
Holy Spirit; the one vnifying current which they partially revenl is the outgoing
work of Christ, the divine Logos; Chriat ia the one and only Revealer of him who
dwells “in light nospproachable ; whom ne man hath seen, nor can see " (1 Tim. 6:16).

Prof, H. E, Webster began his lec¢tures ** by assumimg the Lord Jegus Christ and the
multiplication-table.” But this wad tautology, because the Lord Jesus Christ, the Truth,
the only revealer of Qod, includes the multiplication-table. Bo Wendt, Teaching of
Jesas, 12575 2:202, unduly narrows the scope of Christ’s revelation when he main-
taing that with Jesus trath 18 not the truth which corresponds to reality but rather the
right conduet which corresponds to the duty prescribed by God. “8race snd trath' (John
1:17) then means the favor of God and the righteonsness which God approves. To
understand Jesus is impoasible without being ethically ke him. Heis king of truth,
in that he reveals this righteousness, and finds obedience for It among men. Thig
gthical agpect of the truth, we wonld reply, important as it is, does not exclude but
rather requires for ity complement and pregupposition that other aspect of the truth
a8 the reality to which all being must contorm and the conformity of all heing to that
reality. Bince Christ is the truth of God, we are successful in our search for truth
only a8 we recognize him, Whether all roads lead to Rome depends upon which way
your face Is turned. Follow a point of land out into the zea, and you find only ocean,
With the back turned upon Jesus Christ all following after truth leads only into migt
gnd darknesd, Aristotle’s ideal man ‘wag *“a hunter after truth,”” But truth ean
never be found disjoined from love, nor can the loveless seeker discern it. ** For the
loviog worm within Its clod Were diviner than a loveless God ™ ( Eobert Browning ).
Hence Christ can say: John 18:37-— “Every one that is of tha truth hearsth my veice,”

(&) This attribute therefore constitutes the principle and gnarantes of
all revelation, while it shows the possibility of an eternal divine self-
contemplation apart from snd before all creation. It is to be understood
only in the light of the doetrine of the Trinity.

To &ll this doctrine, however, a great school of philogophers have opposed them-
pélves, Dnms Beotus held that God’s will made truth as well as right. Descartes said
thet God could have made It untrue thattheradii of a circle are all equal. Lord Bacon
sald that Adam's aln conaiated in seckdng a good inlitself, instead of being contept with
the merely empirieal good. Whedon, On the Will, 816— * Infinite wisdom and Infinite
holiness consist in, and result from, God's volitions eternally.”” Wereply that, to make
truth and good matters of mere will, instcad of regarding them as characteristics of
God’s being, ia to deny that anything is true or geod in itself, If God can make truth
to be falgehood, and injustice to be justice, then God is indifferent to truth or false-
hood, t0 good or evil, and he ceases thereby to be God. Truth is not arbitrary,— it is
matter of being —the being of God. Thore are no regulative principles of knowl-
edge which are not transcendental also. God knowa and wills truth, hecause he is
truth, Hobert Browning, A Soul's Tragedy, 214 —* Wore 't not for God, T mean, what
hope of truth — Bpeaking truth, hearing truth—would stay with Man?" God’s will
doee not malke truth, but truth rather makes God’s will. God's perfect knowledge in
eternity past has an object. That object must be himgelf. He ig the truth Known, s
well ag the truthful Knower., But a perfect objective mmst be personal, The doctrine
of the Trinity 18 the necessary complement to the doetrine of the Attributes. Shedd,
Dogm. Theol,, 1;183— * The pillar of cloud becomes a pillar of fire.”” See A, H, Strong,
Chrigt in Creation, 102-112,

On the gueation whether it 13 ever right todecsive, see Paine, HEthnle Trinftics, 300-330,
Plato said that the use of suoh medicines ghould be restricted to physiclans, The
rulers of the etate may lie for the public good, but private people hot: ** officiosum
mendactum.” It is better to say that deception 18 justifiable only where the porson
deceived hag, like a wild beast or 4 criminal or an enemy in war, put himself out of
human seciety and deprived himself of the right to truth, Even then deception is a
sad neceasity which witnesses to an abnormal condition of human affairs. With James
Martineau, when asked what answer he would give to an intending murderer when
truth would mean death, we may say: “Isuppose I should tell an untruth, and then
should he sorry for it forever after.” On truth as an attribule of God, see Bib. 8ac,,
Oct, 1877:736; Finuey, Syst. Theol., 661 ; Janet, Final Causes, 416.
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2. Lovs,

By love we mean that sttribute of the divine natare in virtus of which
God is eternally moved to self-communication.

1 Johng 4:8~—'"“God g love™; 3:36— “heraby dmow wa love, heeauss ke laid down his life for us"; John
17: 24 —" {hou lovaist me befora the founiation of the werld™ ; Rom. 16230 — *the love of the Bpirit.”

In further explanation we remerk :
A. Negatively:
{2) The Immanent love of God is not to be confounded with merey and

goodness toward crestures. These aro its manifestations, and are to be
denominated transitive love.

Thomasius, Christ Person und Werk, 1; 138, 180 — "¢ God's regurd for the happiness of
his creatures Hows from this self-communicating atiripute of hisnature. Love,in the
true genge of the word, 8 living good-will, with impulses to impartation and union 3
self-communication (bonum communicativam sut); devotion, merging of the egoin
anather, in order to penetrate, ll, bless this other with ftself, and in this other, ag in
another self, to possess Itself, without giving up fteolf or losing ltsolf. Lowve id there-
fore possible only between persons, and always presupposes personality. Only as
Trinity has God love, abaolute love; becanse as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost he stands
in perfect self-lmpartation, pelf-devotion, and gcommunion with himself." Julius
Milller, Doct. 8in, 2 : 186 —* God has in himself the eternal and wholly adequate cbject
of his love, independently of his relation to the world.”

In the Greek mythology, Eros was one of the oldest and yet one of the youngeat of
the gods, #o Dante makes the oldest angel to be the youngest, because nearest to God
the fountain of life, IndJehn 2:7, 8, "the old sommandment” of love is evermore ' » new sommand-
nept,” beeause it reflects this eternal attribute of God. * There 18 a love unstained by
gelfishnesy, Th' outpouring tide of seif-abandonment, That loves to love, and deems 1ts
preciousoess Repaid in toving, though no sentlment OF love returned reward ite sacra-
ment; Nor stays to question what the loved one will, But hymna its overture with
‘blessings immanent ; Rapt and sublimed by love's exalting thrill, Loves on, through
frown or smile, divine, immortal still,” Clars Elizabeth Ward: “If I couid gather
every look of love, That ever any human creature wore, And all the looks that joy is
mother of, All looks of grief that mortals ever bore, And ni\ingle all with God-begot-
ten grace, Methinks that I should see the Savior's face,”

(%) Love isnot the all-inclusive ethical altribute of God. It does not
inplude truth, nor does it include holiness.

Ladd, Philosophy of Conduct, 852, very properly denies that benevolence Ia the all-
inclueive virtue. Justness and Truth, he remarks, are not reducibie to benevolence.
In areview of Ladd's work in Bib, Bac., Jan. 19031 185, C. M. Mead adds: ** He comes to
the conclusion that it Is impossible to resolve all the virtues Into the generio one of
love or benevolence without either giving a definifion of benevolence ‘which is unwar-
ranted and virtually nullifies the end aimed at, or fatling t0 recognize certain virtues
which are as genninely virtuea as benevolenece itself, Particularly is 1t argned that the
virtues of the will ( courage, cohstancy, temperance), and the virtuea of judgment
{wisdom, justness, trueness), get no recognition in this attempt to subsume all vir-
tues under the one virtue of love. *The unity of the virtues is due to the unity of a
personality, in active and varied relations with other persons® (881), If benevolence
means wighing happéness to all men, then happinesa ia made the ultimate good, and
endmonism 18 acoepted as the true ethieal philosophy, Butif, on the other hand, in
order to avoid this conclugion, bepevolenes 18 made to mean wishing the highest
welfare to all men, and the highest welfure 18 concelved as a life of virtue, then we
come to the rather Inane conclusion that the essence of virtue is to wish that men
may be virtuoug,” See aiso art. by Vos, In Presh, and Ref. Rev., Jamn, 1802: 1-87,

(¢} Noris God’s love a mere regard for being in genersl, irrespective
of its moral guality.
Jonathan Bdwards, in hig treatise On the Nature of Virtue, defines virtue as regard

for being in general. He considers that God's love 1s first oF all directed toward him-
pelf as having the greatest quantity of being, and only secondarily directed toward
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hig crentures whoge quantity of being is Infinitesimal ne compared with his. But we
reply that belng in general is far too abstract & thing to elicit or justify love. Charles
Hodge said truly that, if obligation i8 primarily due to being in general, then there
is no more virtue in loving God than there i¢ in loving Satan. Virtue, we heid, must
consist, nof in love for being in gencral, but in love for good being, that is, in love for
God as holy. Love has no moral value except 28 it 18 placed upen a right object and i3
proporiloned to the worth of that object. * Loveof being in general” makes virtue
an {rrational thing, because it hag o standard of conduct, Virtue is rather the love
of God as right and as the source of right. )

. 8, Lee, The Shadow-cross, 38— God is love, and law is the way he lovesus. But
it 8 also true that God Is law, and love is the way he xules us.,” Clarke, Chrigtian
Theology, 8§~~* Love is God's desire to impart himaelf, and go all good, to other per-
sons, and to possess them for his own apiritual fellowship.” The intend to communi-
ocate himselt js the intent to communicate holiness, and this i3 the *terminus ad
quem ” of God’s admintstration. Drummond, in hid Ascent of Man, shows that Love
Began with the first cell of life. Evolution is not a tale of battle, but a love-story.
‘We gradually pass from selfism to otherism, Ewolufion is the object of nature, and
altruism is the object of evolution. Man —~nufrition, looking to his own things;
Woman « reproduction, looking to the things of others. But the grestest of theae i3
love. The mammalis - the mothers, last and higheat, care for others. As the mother
giveslove, 80 the father gives righteousness. Law, once g latent thing, now becomes
active. The father makes & sort of conscience for those beneath him. Nature, like
Raphael, is producing s Holy Family.””

Jacob Boehme: “Throw open and throw out thy heart. For unless thou dost
exerciso thy heart, and the love of thy heart, upon every man in the world, thy self-
love, thy pride, thy envy, thy distaste, thy dislike, will still have dominion over thee.
« + » « In the name and in the gtrength of God, love all men, Love thy neighbor a8 thy-
self, and do to thy neighbor as thou doest to thyself. .And doit now. For now is tho
accepted time, and now is the day of salvation.” These expresgions are scriptural and
valueahle, if they arc interpreted ethically, and are understood to inculoats the supreine
duty of loving the Holy One, of being holy as he 18 holy, and of geeking to bring all
Intelligent beings into conformity with hig holinesa.

{d) God’s love in not & merely emotional affection, proceeding from
sense or impulse, nor is it prompted by utilitarian considerations.

Of the two words for love in the N. T,, $uhéw designates an emotional affection,
which 13 not and cannot be commanded (Jshn 1 ; 36— Behold how ke loved him 1), while dyawdw
expresses 4 rational and benevolent affeetion which springs from deliberate choige
{ Tohn 3:16——“ God 8o loved the worid " ; Mal, 19 : 16— “Thon shall love thy neighbor aa thyself'’; 5:44— * Love
your enemies''), Thayer, N. T. Lex., 58— Apaniv * properly denotes a love founded in
admiratlon, veneration, esteem, like the Lat. diligere, to be kindly dispoded to one,
10 wish one well; but ¢:Asiy denotes an inclination prompted by sense and emotion,
Lat. amare. . . . Hence men are sald dyardy God, not $heir.,” In this word dydma,
when used of God, it & already implied that God loves, not for what he can get, but
for what he can give. The rationality of hiz love involvesa moreover a subordination
of the smotional element to 2 higher Iaw than itgelf, namely, that of holineess. Even
Goad's pelf-love must have a resson and norm in the perfecticns of his own being.

B. Positively:
(a) The immanent love of God is a rational and volunfary affection,
grounded in perfect reason and deliberate choice.

Ritgchl, Justifieation and Reconciliation, §: 277 —* Love 18 will, aiming either at the
appropriation of an object, or at the enrichment of its existence, because moved by a
feeling of it worth, ... Lovelsto persons; itisa constant will; it aims at the promotion
of the other's personal end, whether known or conjectured; it takes up the other’s
personal end and makea 1t part of his own. Will, a8 love, does not give itzelf up for
the other’s sake; it aims gt closest fellowship with the other for a common end.” A.H,
Btrong, Christin Creation, 888-405—* Love is not r»ightfully independent of the other
faculties, but i subject to regulation and control. . . . ‘We sometimes say that religion
conafstain love, . . . It would be more strictly true to say that religion conaists in g
new dlrection of our love, a turning of the current toward God which once flowed
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toward self, .. .. Christinnity rectifies the affections, before excessive, impulsive, law-
leas, —gives them worthy and immortal ohjects, regulates their intensity in some due
proportion to the value of the things they rest upon, and teachea the true methods of
their manifegtation, In frue religion love forms a copartnership with reason. ...
God'slove {8 no arbitrary, wild, passionate torrent of emotion. . . . and we become
like God by bringing our emotions, sympathies, affections, noder the dominion of rea~
sonand eonacience,'

(&) Since God’s love iz rational, it involves a subordination of the
emotional element to & higher law than itself, namely, that of fruth and
holiness,

Phil. 1: 9~ *And this I pray, that your love may abound yet mors end more in knowledge and all dissernment.”
True love among men illustrates God’s love. It mergos self in another instead of
making that other an appendage to gelf, Ttseeks the other’s true good, not merely his
present enjoyment or advantage. Tisaim is to realize the divine idea in that other,and
therefore it is exereised for God’s sake and in the strength which Glod supplies, Hence
it is a love for holiness, and lsunder law to holiness. So God's love takes into account
the higheat interests, and makes infinite gacrifice to secure them. ¥or the sake of sav-
ing & world of sinners, God "spared not his own Son, but deliversred him up for 25 all " (Rom. 8:32), and
“ Jehaval kath laid on him the iniquity of us all™ (Ie. 53: 6). Lowe requires a rule or standard for ite
regulption. This ruls or standard i3 the holiness of (od, #o once more we gee that
love cannot include holiness, because 1t 18 subject to the law of holiness. Love Gesires
only the best for its object, and the begt is God. The golden rule does not bid us give
whet others desire, but what they noed: Rouw. 15: 2~ "Tet sach one of ua pleasa his neighbor for that
whivh is good, unte edifying,”

(¢) The immanent love of God therefore requires and finds a perfect
gtandard in his own holiness, and & personsl object in the image of his own
infinite perfections, It is to be understood only in the light of the doc-
trine of the Trinity.

Ag there I8 & higher Mind than our mind, 8o there I8 a greater Heart than our heart.
God is not simply the loving One — he {3 also the Love that ig loved. There is an infin.
ite life of gensibility and affection in God. God hag feeling, and in an infinite degree,
But fecling alone is not love. Love implies not merely reteiving but giving, not merely
emotion butimpartation. 8o the love of God is ghown in his eternal giving, Tumes 1:5
— *God, who giveth," or “the giving 60d" (7oF Sufdvros Beol ) = giving 18 not an epigode in his
belng — it ia hig nature to give. And not only to give, but to give himself. This he
does eternally in the self-communications of the Trinity ; this he does transitively and
temporally in his giving of himself for us in Chriat, and to us in the Holy Spirit.

Jonathan Fdwards, Hssay on Treinity (ed. 4. 1. Fisher}, 79—* That in John God s
lova showa that there are more persons than one in the Deity, for it shows love to be
essential and necessary to the Deity, so that his nature consists in it, and this supposes
that there is an eternal and necessary object, hecavse all love respects another thayis
the beloved. By love here the apostle certainly means something beside that which is
commanly called self-lovo: that is very improperly called love, and is a thing of an
excesding diverse nature from the affection or virtue of love the apostisis speaking
of.” When Noewman Smyth, Chrigtian Ethics, 226-239, makes the firat characteristic of
Jove to be gelf-afirmation, and when Dorner, Ohristian Ethics, 73, makes gelf-assertion
an eggentinl part of love, they violate ling'uistie usgge by inclading under love what
properly belongs to holiness,

{d) The immanent love of (tod constitntes a ground of the divine bless-
edness. Since there is an infinite and perfect object of love, as well as of
knowledge end will, in God's own nature, the existence of the universe is
not necessary to his serenity and joy.

Blessodness ia not ftaelf & divine attributey 1t is rather a result of the exercise of the
divine atiributes. It Is a subjective result of this exercise, a8 glory is an objective
reault. Perfeot faculties, with perfoct objects for their exercise, ensure God's blessed-

negs. But love is especially its source, Aels 20: 37— “Ttis more blessed o give than to receive.”
HEapypiness (hap, happen ) Is grounded in clrcumstunces ; blessedness, in character,
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Love precedes creation and is the ground of oreation. Its object therefore cannot be
the universe, for that does not exist, and, if it did cxist, could not be 8 proper object
of love for the infinfte God. The only sufficlent object of his love 18 the image of his
own perfections, for that slone is equal to himgelf. Upton, Hibbert Lectures, 264 —
* Man most truly realizes his own nature, when he is ruled by rational, gelf-forgetful
love. He cannot help inferring that the highest thing in the individual consclousnesa
i4 the dominent thing in the universe at large.” Here we may asgent, if we remember
that not the love itself but that which is loved must be the dominant thing. and we
shell gee that to be not love but holinesa.

Joneg, Bobert Browning, 213—* Love is for Browning the higheat, ncheet COnORP-
tion man can form. It 1s our ides of that which I8 perfeot; we eannot even imagine
anything better, And the idea of evolution necessarily explains the world as the return
of the highest to iteelf. The universe is homoward bound. . . . All things are poten-
tially gpirit, and all the phenomena of the world are manifestations of love, . . . Man'a
reason 13 not, but man’a love 18, a direct emanpation from the inmost being of Godt
(345). Browning should have applied to truth and holiness the same principle which
he recognized with regard to love. But we gratefully accept his dicta: * He that ore-
ated love, ghall not he love? . . . God! thou art Lovel I bulld my faith on that.”

(e) The love of God involves also the possibility of divine suffering,
end the suffering on account of sin which holiness necesaitates on the part
of God iy itself the atonement.

Christ is “the lamb thet hath besn slain from the fomndation of the warld™ (Rev.13:8); {Pet1:19, 20—
** pregious bloed, ae of & lamb without blemish azd without spot, ovem the blood of Chrigt: whe was farsknewn indeed
bafora the foundation of the world.” While holiness requtires atonement, love providesit. The
blesgedness of God 18 conafatent with sorrow for human misery and sin, God s passi-
ble, or capable of suffering. The permission of moral evil in the decree of creation was
at ¢ost to God, Seripture attributes to him emotions of grief and anger at humsan gin
{Gom 6:6 — *“if grioved him af his heart'" ; Rom. 1;18 — " wratk of God "' ; Eph. 4: 30 — * grieve not the Holy Spirit
of God ™ }; painful saervifice in the gift of Christ (Rem. 8:38—*spared not his own son™*; of, Gon, 22:
16— bast not withheld thy son" ) and participation in the suffering of his people (s 63:9 —“in
il their aflistion he was afflictad ™) ; Jesus Christ in his sorrow aud sympathy, hig tears apd
agony, is the revealer of God's feelings toward the raoe, and we are urged to follow in
hizateps, that we may be perfect, as cur Father in heaven is perfect. We cannot,
Indeed, conceive of love without self-sacrifice, nor of self-sacrifice without suffering.
It would seein, then, that as immuiability is consistent with imperative volitions in
human history, o the blesgedness of God may be consistent with emotions of sorrow,

But does God feel in proportion to his greatness, as the mother puffers morve than the
gick child whom she tends? Does Glod suffer infinitely in every suffering of his crea-
turea? We must remmember that God is infinitely greater than his creation, and that
he aeesall human gin and woe a8 part of his great plan. We are entitled to attribute to
him only such passibleness as 1a consistent with influite perfection. In combining pas-
pibleness with blessedness, then, we must allow blessedness to be the controlling ele-
ment, for our fundamental idea of God is that of abgolute perfection. Martensen,
Togmatics, 101 —* This limitation is swallowed up in the inner life of perfection which
{od lives; in total independence of hiz creation, and in trinmphant prospect of the
fulfilment of his great designs. Wo may therefore say with the old theosophic writers:
¢ In the outer chambera is sadness, but in the inner ones {s unmixed joy.'*” Christ was
“anointed , . , with the oil of gledness ahove Lis fellows,” and * for the joy that was set before him endured the
aroas ' (Heb, 1:9;12:2). Love rejoices even in pain, when this brings good to those beloved.
*Though yvound its base the rolling c¢louds are spread, Eternal sunshine sottles on its
head.” R

In George Adam Smith’g Life of Henry Drummond, 11, Drammond cries ouf after
hearing the confesslons of men who eame to him: “ I am sick of the sing of these men |
How can God bear it ?"* Simon, Reconciliation, 838-848, shows that before the incarna~
tion, the Logos was a sufferer from the sing of men. Thisanffering however was kept In
check and counterbalanced by his conacionsness we w factor in the Godhead, and by the
clear knowledge that men were themselves the causes of this suffering, After he
became incarnate ho suffered without knowing whence all the suffering came. He
had & subconscious life into which were interwoven elements due to the sinful con-
duct of the race whose énergy was drawn from himself and with which 1o addition he
had orgenically united himself. If this ia limitation, it is also self-limitation which
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Christ could have avoided by not creating, preserving, and redeeming mankind. We
rejoice in glving away a daughter in marriage, even though it costs pain. The highest
blessedness in the Christian is coineident with agony for the sculs of others, We par-
take of Christ’s joy only when we know the fellowship of his sufferings. Joy and
sorrow can coéxist, 1ike Greek fire, that burng under waier,

Abbs Gratry, La Morale et la Lo de I'Higtoire, 165, 166—* What! Do you really
suppose that the personal God, free and intelligent, loviag and good, who knowa every
detail of human torture, and hears every sigh —this God who sees, who loves a8 we do,
and more than we do—do you helleve that he is present and looks pitilessly on what
bresks your heart, and what to him must be the gpectacle of Satan reveling in the
blood of humanity ? History teaches us that men 8o feel for sufferers that they
have beon drawn to die with them, so that their own executfoners have become the
next martyra. And yet you represent God, the absplute goodness, as alone impassi-
ble? It is here that our evangelical falth comes in. Our God was made man to suffer
and todiel Yes, here is the trus God. He has suffered from the beginning in all who
have suffered. He has boen hunpry io all who have hungered. He has been immolated
in al! and with all who have offered up their lives. He i3 the Lamb alain from the
foundation of the world." Bimilarly Alexander Vinet, vita] Chrirtinnity, 240, remarks
that * The suffering God 18 not simply the teaching of modern divines, Xt is a New
Testament thought, and it I8 one that answers all the doubts that arige at the sight of
human suffering, To know that God 18 suffering with it makes that suffering more
awftul, but it gives strength and life and hope, for we know that, if God 1sin it, suffer-
ing ig the road to victory. If he sharca our suffering we shall share his crown,” and
wea can ay with the Fsalwist, 63:19—“Blesssd ba God, who daily beareth our burden, sven the God whe is
our aalvation,” and with Isaiah 63: 8 —*In all their affiction he was afilioted, and the sngel of hig presencs saved
them.”

Borden P, Bowne, Atonement: *‘Something like this work of grace was a moral
necessity with God. Jt was an awful responsibility that was taken when our human
race was launched with ite fearful possibilities of good and evil. God thereby put
himgelf under infinite obligation to care for his human family ; and refiections on his
position ag Creator and Ruler, ingtead of removing, only make tnore manifest this
obitgation. 8o long a8 we conceive God as sitting apart in supreme ease and self-
satisfaction, he 1a not love at all, but only a reflection of our setfishness and valgarity.
Ho Iong as we concelve him a3 beatowing blesslng upon us out of hia infinite fulhess,
but at no real eost to himself, he sinks below the moral heroes of our race. There is
ever a higher thought possibie, until we see God taking the world upon his heart,
eptering into the fellowship of our sorrow, and hecoming the supreme bitrden bearer
and leader in gelf-gacrifice. Then only are the possibilities of grace and condescension
and love and moral heroism fllled up, 80 that nothing higher remaing. And the work
of Christ, 8o far as it was a historical event, must be viewed not merely a8 a plece of
history, but also asn manifestation of that eross which was hidden in the divine love
from the foundation of the world, and which is involved in the existence of the human
world at all.”

Royce, Bpirit of Modern Philosophy, 284 —*“The eternal resclution that, if the world
will be tragic, it shail still, in Satan's despite, be 8piritual, i the very essence of the
eternal Joy of that World-Spirit of whose wisdom ours 18 but a fragmentary reflection.
« « - « When you auifer, your sufferings are Giod's sufferings,— not his external work nor
his external penalty, nor the friit of his neglect, buzt identically his own persoual woe.
In you God himgelf suffers, precisely as you do, and has all your resson for overcoming
this grief,”” Henry N. Dodge, Christus Victor: "0 Thou, that from eterndty (Jpon thy
wounded heart hast borpe Each pang and cry of misery Wherewith our human hearta
are torn, Thy love upon the grievous cross Doth glow, the beacon-light of time, For-
ever gharing pain end loss With every man in every clime. How vast, how vast Thy
gacrifice, As eges come and agea go, Stlll waiting till it shall auffice To draw the 1ast
cold heart and slow [

Omn the question, Is God paasible ? sce Bennett Tyler, Sufferings of Christ: A Tayman,
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Works, 4:201-208; Taivbalrn, Flace of Christ, 483-487; Bushnell, Vie, Sacrifice, 59-058;
Eedney, Christ, Doctrine Harmonized, 1:185-245; Edward Beecher, Concord of Ages,
812045 Young, ILife and Light of Men, R0-43, 147-160; Schaeff, Hist, Christ. Church,
2:101; Crawford, Fatherhood of God, 48, 44; Anselm, Prosloglon, cap. 8; Upton, Rib-
pert Lectures, 268; John Caird, Fund. Ide