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THE BIBLICAL CONDITIONS OF SALVATION.

EvERY creed and every philosophy has asked this as the first
question of its catechism, * What is the chief end of man?”
and its answer, whether of epicureanism and pleasure, or of stoi-
cism and virtue, or of Christianity and sacrifice, condemns it or
approves it. I will not delay to ask what are the various answers
that have been given to this question by various philosophies or
religions, but simply what are the answers given in the Hebrew
and Christian Scriptures, for we may be sure that the writers of
these Scriptures, whether we call them inspired or not, had a
special genius to teach the world what is the meaning of the word
duty.

The Old Testament gives just ome answer to the question,
“Lord, who shall abide in thy tabernacle? ” and that answer is
given in the 15th Psalm, and everywhere else in the Jewish Serip-
tures. ¢ He that walketh uprightly and worketh righteousness,
and speaketh the truth in his heart ;” or again, in the 24th Psalm,
when the question is asked: “ Who shall ascend into the hill of
the Lord ? or who shall stand in his holy place?” the same an-
swer is given in other words: *“ He that hath clean hands and a
pure heart, who hath not lifted up his soul unto vanity, nor sworn
deceitfully. He shall receive the blessing from the Lord, and
righteousness from the God of his salvation.” This condition of
life, salvation, takes all the forms of duty known to the Hebrew
world. It appears as the essence of the Ten Commandments.
Honor your God and your parents, do no theft, no adultery, no
murder, no false swearing, and you shall live ; you shall have the
favor of Jehovah. This is the whole condition.
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1841.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 623

in proceedings on appeal. ¢ They [the visitors] are bound on appeal
to hear the cause de novo, and without any regard to antecedent steps
except that the cause shall be regularly brought before them.” Mur-
dock, appellant, 7 Pick. 328, 329. A fortivri when the visitors tuke
original jurisdiction of a complaint the opinion of the trustces who
never heard the complaint cannot be admissible.

I think that the appeal cannot be dispused of on the ground that
the trustees were not made a party to the proceedings betore the vis-
itors, and that it should be considered on its merits so far as under the
Statute of January 17, 1824, this court is authovized to considerit. I
refrain from expressing any opinion on the merits for the reason, among
others, that there may be a new trial of the complaint by the visitors,
and another appeal to this court.

THEOLOGICAL AND RELIGIOUS INTELLIGENCE.

—_—
RESPONSE TO THE CHARGES AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTLED TO
THE PRESBYTERY OF NEW_ YORK.

Mr. MopeErRATOR, MINISTERS, AND EKLDERS OF THE PRESBYTERY OF
NiEw YOrk : |
Gentlemen, — I appear before you at this time in compliance with

your citation, dated October 6, 1891, to plead to the charges and speei-
fications placed in my hands by the Presbytery at that time. It is now
my right, in accordance with the Book of Discipline, § 22, to * file
objections,” if 1 have any, “ to the regulavity of the organization, or to
the jurisdiction of the judicatory, or to the sufliciency of the eharges
and specifications in form and in legal effect, or any other substantial
objection affecting the order or regularity of the proceeding.”

I have no objections to the regularity of tlie organization, nor to the
Jurisdiction of the Presbytery of New York; but it is neeessary, both in
my own interest and in the interest of the order and regularity of the
judicial proceedings in the Presbytery, to file objections * to the suf-
ficiency of the churges and specifications in form”” and * in legal etfect.”

It is far from my purpose to raise any objections of a technieal kind,
that may in any way directly or indirectly delay the probation of eharges
that are approved as sufficient, and specitications that are recognized as
relevant by the Presbytery of New York; bat the order of the Book of
Discipline requires that the question of relecancy should first be decided

1 The Prosecuting Committee, appointed by the Presbytery of New York in
the case of Dr. Briggs, have formulated and taken an appeal from the Pres-
bytery to the next General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the United
States.  The doeument numbers 24 pages.  We should suppose that the first
question for the Assembly to determiue must be, whether such a committee has
any standing before the Assembly ; whether its occupation was not gone when
the Presbytery which appointed 1t dismissed the case.

A complaint of the decision of the Presbytery, addressed to the Synod of
New York, has also been filed. It is signed by Rev. Dr. William G. T. Shedd,
Dr. R. R. Booth, and thirty-two others. It is sufticient for the purposes of
this Review thus to refer to these documents. As we have published the
charges against Dr. Briggs, we give also his response. -— Ep.
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1891.] ° Theological and Religious Intelligence. 625

formulate this grave offense into a charge and specification  sufficient in
form and legal effect.”

(4) That, if it was not deemed best so to do, the report should have
refrained from alleging a grave offense which was not proposed for pro-
bation, the allegation of which might prejudice the decision of those
charges and specifications offered for probation.

The Presbytery are requested therefore to blot out from the report
these insinuations and imputations of doctrinal errors and grave offense.

If I have in any way, directly or indirectly, been the occasion of dis-
turbing the peace of the Church, I deeply vegret it. If I have given
pain and anxiety to my brethren in the ministry, or to the people of
Christ’s Church, by any utterances in the inaugural address, I am very
sorry. But after repeated re-readings of the address, away from the seat
of strife, in a foreign land, I cannot honestly say that there are any such
doctrinal errors in the address as the report alleges, and at the bar of
my own conscience, I feel no guilt as regards the grave offense of dis-
turbing the peace and harmony of the Church.

II. — Tue CHARGEs.

I object “to the sufficiency of the Charges” “in form” and *legal
effect.”

The rules relating to the charge in the Book of Discipline are: (1)
‘The charge shall set forth the alleged offense ” (§15) ; (2) *“ A charge
shall not allege more than one offense ” (§ 16); (3) The supreme court
of the Church has decided that ¢ All charges for heresy should be as
definite as possible. The article or articles of faith impugned should be
specified, and the words supposed to be heretical shown to be in repug-
nance to these articles; whether the reference is made directly to the
Scripture as a standard of orthodoxy; ov to the Confession of Faith,
which our Church holds to be a summary of the doctrines of Scripture ”
(Craighead case, 1824, p. 121).

I object that the charges comply with none of the rules.

(1) Charge I. sets forth “more than one offense.” It alleges ‘ teach-
ing doctrines which conflict irreconcilably with, and are contrary to, the
cardinal doctrine taught in Holy Scripture,” ete. (p. 5). If, as alleged,
more than one doctrine, or a plurality of doctrines is taught, which con-
flict with a cardinal doctrine of Holy Scripture, there is a plurality of
offenses, and each one of these cardinal offenses should be mentioned in
a separate charge. Charge I. alleges several offenses.

(2) Charge I. does not “ set forth the alleged offense.”” It alleges
¢ teaching doctrines that conflict with, and are contrary to,” etc. It does
not specify what doctrine it is, or what doctrines these are which * con-
flict irreconcilably with, and are contrary to the cardinal doctrine.” I
object (@), that I cannot with propriety plead guilty, or not guilty, to
teaching such doctrines, until I know what doctrines the prosecution have
in mind.

() So far as I know, I have never taught any doctrines that conflict
with a cardinal doctrine of Holy Seripture. It is conceivable that I may
be mistaken, and that I might acknowledge my error if such doctrines
were specified by the prosecution.

(¢) The charge is so general, vague, and obscure, that it comprehends
any and every reason that any one may find for judging that my teach-

ings are contrary to my ordination vow, * that the Scriptures of the Old
VOL. XVI. — NO. 96. 41 .
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1891.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 627

court of the Church, in the Harker case, 1765, defined this when it said,
* essential to the system of doetrine contained in our Westiminster Confes-
sion of Faith considered as a system.” These regulations and decisions
of the supreme court of the Presbyterian Church require that nothing
shall be considered as an offense which i8 not contrary to an essential
and necessary article of the Westminster Confession. Charge I. com-
plies with this rule in so far as it represents that the doctrine *that the
Seriptures of the Old and New Testaments are the only infallible rule
of faith and practice ” isa * eardinal doetrine ;”” but Charge I1. does not
comply with the regulations of the Church, in that it negleets to state
what cardinal doctrine, or what essential and necessary article, of the
Westminster Confession of Faith it is with which the doetrine taught by
me is in irreconcilable conflict.

When these two charges are placed side by side, the one exposes the
faults of the other, and conviets 1t of insufticiency. Each is insuflicient
where the other is suflicient. Each is indefinite and vague where the
other is more detinite and specitic. Charge I. defines the doctrine to
which the doctrines taught by me are opposed; Charge I1. makes no
statement at all of any doctrine of Seripture or Confession to which my
teachings are opposed. Charge 11. mentions a general group of doctrines |
tanght by me which, it is claimed, is opposed to Scriptare and Confes-
sion, but Charge I. makes no definition whatever of any doctrines taught
by me. Charge 1I. alleges one offense where Charge I. alleges several.
Charge I. states cardinal doetrine where Charge II. muakes no mention
of cardinal doctrine.  Charges 1. and L1. are therefore “insufjicient in
Jorm and legal effect.”

III. — THE SPECIFICATIONS.

1 ohject to the specifications as irrelevant, “ insufficient in form and
legal effect,” for the following reasons: The law of the specification as
given in the Book of Discipline is that « The specifications shall set
Jorth the fucts relied upon to sustain the charge” (§ 15). The com-
mittee sgeem to have an indefinite coneeption of the nature of specifica-
tions. Nome of the specifications seem to have been framed as if they
were particular items of the general charge, others as if they were par-
ticulars of a still more general charge than that alleged in Charge I.,
and still others as if they were striving to state the facts required by the
rule for specifications in our Book of Discipline. Lest there should be-
obscurity in the minds of the members of the court on this point. I shall
take the liberty of citing from that ancient and eclassic authority in
Presbyterian law, upon which the American Book of Discipline is hased..
The libel in the Scottish law-books comprehends the three parts, —
charge, specification, and judgment.

“ A Libel is a Law Syllogism, consisting of the Proposition or Relevaney,
which is founded upon the Laws of God, or some Ecelesiastical Constitution
agreeable thereto, as, whosoever is absent from publick Divine Service on the
Lord's Day, onght to be censured. The second Part consists of the subsump-
tion, or probation, which condescends on matter of Fact, viz., But such a per-
son did, upon such or such a Lord’s Day, absent unnecessarily from the publick
Worship of God. The third Part consists of the Coneclusion or Sentence,
which contains a Desire, that the Profaner of the Lord’s Day, according to the
Laws and Customs mentioned in the first part, may be ceusured.” — Walter
Stewart, “ Collections and Observations concerning the Worship, Discipline, and
Government of the Church of Scotland,” p. 268.
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1891.]

Charge II. is followed by a heading entitled * Specification;” but in
fact there is no specification whatever, but only the general statement:
*In the said inaugural address, delivered, published, extensively circu-
lated, and republished as above described, Dr. Briggs teaches as follows”

Theological and Religious Intelligence. 629

(p- 39).

to this is made as the second section of the charge.

Turning to Charge I. we find that a statement corresponding

Place the two side

by side and this will be evident at a glance : —

CHarge L

“These hurtful errors, striking at
the vitals of religion, and contrary to
the regulations and practice of the
Presbyterian Clurch, were promul-

ated in an inangural address which

SpecrricaTiox ofF Crarce IL

“In the said inaugural address, de-
livered, published, extensively ecircu-
lated, and republished as above de-
scribed, Dr. Briggs teaches as fol-
lows ” (p. 39).

)r. Briges delivered at the Union
Theological Sewminary in the city of
New York, Jan. 20, 1891, on the oc-
casion of his induction into the Edward
Robinson Chair of Biblical Theology,
which address has, with Dr. Briggs’
approval, been published and exten-
sively cirenlated, and republished in a
second edition with a preface and an
appendix” (p. b).

If such a statement belong to Charge I., it does not belong to the
specification of Charge II. The only item under the so-called speci-
fication of Charge 1I., not corresponding to the statement made under
Charge I., is the clause ‘“teaches as follows.,” In all the previous
specifications, the references under the head of *Inaugural Address”
are a part of the proof; here, however, they are made a part of the
specification. This so-called specification is a heaping up of extracts
from six pages of the inaugural address. I shall admit the correctness
of the citations. If therefore no objection is taken to their propriety in
the specitication, or to their relevancy under the charge, the defendant is
placed in a disadvantageous position as to the verdict which might be
rendered against him on the basis of any one of the thirty-four verses
of Scriptare cited, or any clause of the several extracts from the
Standards.

There is nothing whatever in the specification. It makes no specifi-
cation of fact such as could be admitted or refuted. If the specification
had pointed to any erroneous doctrine taught by me; if I had been
charged with teaching second probation or any probation whatever after
death, — I might have pointed to several of my writings in which this
doctrine is distinctly disclaimed. If the doctrine of purgatory had been
imputed, or regeneration after death, or transition after death from the
state of the condemned to the state of the justified, any and all of these
could have been disproved from my writings. If any insinuation had
been made that I had taught that the redeemed enter the middle state
guilty and sinful, this could easily have been refuted. But no such
doctrines are specified. No specific doctrine whatever is mentioned.
There is nothing in the specification that can be tested by the defendant
or challenged by the Presbytery.

There was no sufficient reason for indefiniteness and vagueness here.
The doctrine taught in the inaugural address is Progressive Sanctifica-
tion after Death. The doctrine alleged to be in conflict with it is Imme-
diate Sanctification at Death.
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1891.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 631

the majority of both committees are the same, one is entitled to ask how
they can reconcile the two reports. What they then, in their first re-
port, made their second charge, and what they then argued as their prin-
cipal offense, namely, the offense against the inerrancy of the original
autographs of Scripture, has been reduced in this report to a specifica-
tion under Charge I. Here was a definite, a distinct ditference of doec-
trine as to the inerrancy of Scripture, which should have been formulated
into a definite charge with specitications, so that the Presbytery might
vote on the question: Does the Westminster Confession teach the in-
errancy of the original autographs of Holy Scripture? The charge
definitely made and argued last May has been depreciated in this re-
port. It has been subordinated as a specification under a different
charge. It has been couched in such general, obscure, and indefinite
language as not to enable a juror to vote on the direct question of the
inerrancy of the original autographs of Scripture; but to induce him to
vote the defendant guilty of a general charge for any private reasons of
ohjection against his doctrine of the Bible, whatever they may be.

Specification  ought to be restored to its original position as given in
the report of the committee to the Presbytery in May last. and made as
a distinet charge, and it should state definitely the issue involved, namely,
what doctrine is it that Dr. Briggs teaches that is irreconcilable with the
cardinal doctrine of Secripture and Confession, as to the inerrancy of
Holy Seripture ?  Is it a cardinal doctrine of Holy Scripture and Con-
fession that the original autographs of Holy Seripture were inerrant? If
such a definite charge had been made, then the Presbytery could test it
intelligently and decide with precision.

3. — SPECIFICATIONS 1 AND 6 OF CHARGE I.

Specifications 1 and 6 may be considered together, because they are
the only two of the eight specifications that can be recognized as in any
sense true and real, as alleging actual facts.

A. — SPECIFICATION 1,

It is a fact that the Inaugural Address declares that there are ¢ his-
torically three great fountains of divine authority, the Bible, the Church,
and the Reason,” but Specitication 1 is illegal in form, in that it intro-
duces an inference from the fact, by the prosecution, that cannot be
recognized as either true or valid. It is not altogether clear what the
prosecution mean to infer by their word * sufficient.”” If they mean to
intimate that the inaugural teaches that the Church and the Reason are
each alike sufficient fountains of divine authority, and that the Church
and the Reason are no less **sufficient to give that knowledge of God
and His will which is necessary unto salvation’ than Holy Secripture,
they infer what they have no right to infer from anything taught in the
inaugural address. It is unlawful to put in specifications inferences of
the prosecution not recognized by the accused, as if they were facts. For
the supreme court of the Church has decided in the Craighead case —

“That a man cannot fairly be convicted of heresy for using expressions
that may be so interpreted as to involve heretical doctrines, if they may also
admit of a more favorable construction: because no one can tell in what
sense an ambiguous expression is used but the speaker or writer, and he has a
vight to explain himself ; and in such cases candor requires that a court should
favor the accused by putting on his words the more favorable rather than the
less favorable construction.  Another principle is, that no man can rightly be
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1891.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 633

Even though ¢ Isaiah did not write half the book which bears his
name,” yet I firmly believe that holy prophets no less inspired than
Isaiah wrote the greater half of the book under the guidance of the
Divine Spirit, so that the book with different authors is as truly one of the
books of Holy Scripture, * the only infallible rule of faith and practice,”
as if it were written by Isaiah alone. The fact adduced has no manner
of relevancy to the charge.

If the Presbytery should decide that these two specifications, 1 and 6,
are relevant to the charge, they would put the accused in a false position
and expose him to the peril of a condemnation on the basis of these two
facts, which, after rejecting the illegal inferences, he must acknowledge
as true, but which he claims need explanation, and are entirely irrelevant
to the charge. If it be true that the Scriptures and the Confession teach
that Moses wrote the Pentateuch, and that Isaiah wrote the whole of the
book which bears his name, these doctrines should be affirmed in charges,
as cardinal doctrines, and the doctrines taught by me should be placed in
such a sufficient legal form that the jurors might vote clearly and directly
upon them.

It is conceivable that I might be proven guilty of teaching doctrines
contrary to the Confession in regard to both Moses and Isaiah, and the
Church and the Reason as fountains of divine authority; but it would
still remain unproven that such teaching was opposed to cardinal doctrines
of the Confession. Much less would it be proven that these doctrines
conflict irreconcilably with the cardinal doctrine “ that the Scriptures of
the Old and New Testaments are the only infallible rule of faith and
practice.”

4. — SPECIFICATIONS 2, 3, AND 4 OF CHARGE I.

Specifications 2, 3, and 4 may be grouped, because the same objections
hold against the three. They all make false inferences and erroneous
statements. It might be proper in a civil court to challenge the proof of
these so-called specifications of fact; but in the ecclesiastical court, ac-
cording to the decision already quoted in the Craighead case, inferences
and statements, not recognized by the accused, are not valid in the speci-
fication of offenses. And it is certainly in the interest of truth and the
saving of valuable time, that exception should at once be taken to them
as irrelevant and invalid specifications under the charge.

A.— BPECIFICATIONS 2 AND 3.

Specification 2 alleges that: —

“ Dr. Briggs affirmns that, in the case of some, the Holy Scriptures are not
sufficient to give that knowledge of God and His will which is necessary unto
salvation, even though they strive never so hard ; and that such persons, set-
ting aside the supreme authority of the word of God, can obtain that saving
knowledge of Him through the Church” (p. 12).

Specification 3 alleges that : —

“ Dr. Briggs affirms that some (such as James Martinean, who denies the
doctrines of the Holy Trinity, the Incarnation, the Atonement, the Resurrec-
tion of the Body, the Personality of the Holy Ghost, who rejects the miracles
of the Bible and denies the truth of the Gospel narratives, as well as most of
the theology of the Epistles), to whom the Holy Seripture is not sufficient to
give that knowledge of God, and of His will which is necessary unto salva-
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1891.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 635

Tt is a cardinal doctrine of the Reformed churches that the Divine
Spirit is free, and is not contined to any one or to all of the means of
grace. This doctrine finds expression in the words of our Confession,
where it says, * the Spirit who worketh when, and where, and how He
pleaseth ” (x. 3).

I have tuken the late Cardinal Newman at his word when he said he
did not tind certainty of divine authority through the Secriptures, but did
find certainty of divine authority through the Church. I have not
aftirmed that Newman found divine certainty without the influence of
the Divine Spirit. I have said that he found divine certainty by the
influence of the Divine Spirit working through Church and Sacrament,
which are means of grace as truly as Holy Scripture. I have not said
that Newman did not find the Scripture sufficient for salvation. New-
man himself never said that. He was always devout in his use of Holy
Seripture. T said that he did not find certitude in the Scripture, but that
in his case the Divine Spirit gave that certitude through the Church as a
means of grace.

So also in the case of Martineau. I did not affirm that he found the
Scriptures insufiicient for his salvation, but I said that he did not gain
certitude either through the Scriptures or the Church; but that he
claimed, and I recognized his clain, that he found this certitude, this
certuinty of divine authority, in the forms of the Reason, using Reason
as Martinean and others have commonly used it, to include the conscience
and the religious feeling.

It is in accordance with the common doctrine of the Reformed
churches, that the Spirit of God may work directly upon the souls of
men apart from Bible, Church. and Sacraments. It is a simple question
of fact whether the Divine Spirit has not thus worked in the case of
Martinean. My judgment may be challenged for accepting Martineau's
own testimony in the case; but my orthodoxy eannot be rightly chal-
lenged for recognizing Martineau as a case, in the category of cases,
recognized by our Confession, of those directly approached by the Spirit,
“who worketh when, and where, and how He pleaseth” (x. 3).

The prosecution, with great impropriety, have inserted in the midst of
the fact so wrongly imputed to me a summary, of their own composition,
setting forth the errors of James Martineau. This is entirely irrelevant.
I have nowhere atlirmed the orthodoxy of Martineau. On the other
hand I selected him, as a man entirely outside of the camps of evangeli-
cals and churchmen, to represent a class of men who found divine cer-
tainty in the Reason. The prosecution may find it difficult to believe
that God would grant certitude to such a man through the Reason; but
they do not, and they cannot, adduee from Holy Scripture or Confession
any evidence to show that God may not in fact grant even such a man as
Martinean access to Him through the Reason, notwithstanding all his
heterodoxy and neglect of the means of grace so necessary to other men.
If I have in the cases of Newman and Martineau taught evroneous doe-
trine when I have said that the one found divine certainty in the Church
and the other in the Reason, when they could not find that certainty in
the Bible, then that passage of the Confession should be pointed out
which teaches as a cardinal doctrine, that the Bible is the only means
used by the Divine Spirit to grant certitude, certuinty, assurance of’ groce,
and saloation ; and that cardinal doctrine, if it can be found, should be
put in a definite charge, sufficient in form and legal effect.
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1891.] Theological and Religious Intelligence. 637

process of logic, be brought under the charge. If there be sufficiency
in form or in legal effect in any of the charges and specifications, the
respondent fails to see it. He submits his objections to the Presbytery,
in the confidence that they will receive due consideration, and that the
Presbytery will take proper action with regard to them.

IV. —Tur Proors.

The objections might be brought to an end here, were it not important
to save the valuable time of the Presbytery by calling attention to all
such faults in connection with the charges and specifications as should be
considered.

The citations from the inaugural, from Holy Seripture, and from the
Westminster Confexsion and Catechisms have the same fault that we have
found in the churges and specifications. There is a general vagueness
and indefiniteness.

I object (1) that it is not in good form o cite any more from the
inangural address than is sufficient for the proof of the specification
under which the citation is made, Under the so-called specilication of
Charge II. a long citation is made from three pages of the inaugural
address, and a second long citation from two pages of the appendix of
said address is given to prove one knows not what fact or charge.

(2) The citutions from the Westminster Confession are commonly
of entire sections. 'The committee do not claim in their charges and
specifications that there is offense against the entire doctrine of these
sections of the Confession. They should be required therefore to limit
their citations to those portions of these sections that furnish probable
proof of the position taken by them; e. g., what possible advantage is
gained from the citation of all the books of the Bible under two differ-
ent specifications, when no charge or specification is made that the inau-
gural address questions any one of these books as a part of the canon
of Holy Seripture ?

(3) Large nwmbers of texts of Holy Seripture are cited, which are
entirely without value for the proof of the specification. It is unneces-
sary to pick and choose, to set this forth. The passages mentioned first
under the specifications will suffice.

(a) Many texts are torn from their context. The first passage cited
is from Isa. viii. 20. The passage is incorrectly translated in the ver-
sion used, for the meaning * there is no light in themn” is not justified.
The Revised Version renders ¢ surely there is no morning for them,”

they have no hope of a dawn of brighter things. The proper rendering
is:—

“ When they say unto you, Seek unto the necromancers and unto wizards ;
Ye chirpers and mutterers, should not a people seek unto their God ?

On behalf of the living will they seck unto the dead for instruction and for
testimony ?

If they say not so, who have no dawn,” ete.

This passage has no reference whatever to the Holy Seriptures, or any
part of them, but is a rebuke of the people of Judah for seeking nec-
romancers and wizards rather than the living God.

(b) Many of the texts are given in King James's Version in cases
where the Revised Version gives the correct rendering. In the first cita-
tion under Specification 2, the passage from 2 Tim. iti. 16 is given from
King James’s Version ; but the Revised Version renders, * Every Serip-
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of the Bible; and these two not to prove, as the specification would use
them, the authorship of the Pentateuch and the Book of Isaiah; but
Luke xxiv. 27, 28, to prove that the Apocrypha are no part of the canon
of Scripture ; and John v. 46, in the original edition of the Confession,
to prove that the Church is to appeal to the original texts of Scripture;
but this last is very properly omitted from the American edition of proof-
texts. This fact that the Westminster divines use only two of the sixty
texts cited by the prosecution for proof of their doctrine of Scripture, and
not one of them to prove that Moses was the author of the Pentateuch,
or that Isaiah was the author of the book that bears his name, ought to
convince you that, even if they are relevant to the specitication, they are
not relevant to any doctrine taught by the Confession.

Indeed, it would be quite easy to show that not a single one of the
large number of Scripture passages adduced has any force for the proof
of the specifications under which they are adduced.

All of these passages of Holy Seripture are accepted and firmly be-
lieved by me, when properly rendered according to the original Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek, which * being immediately inspired by God, and by
His singular care and providence kept pure in all ages, and therefore
authentical,” “in all controversies of religion the Church is finally to
appeal unto them.”

These objections to the sufficiency of the charges and specifications
placed in my hand by ovder of the Presbytery of New York, as to their
form and legal effect, are Lereby respectfully submitted to the Presbytery
for their judgment.

C. A. Briyys.

NoveMBER 4, 1891.

SOCIAL ECONOMICS.

THE OUTLINE OF AN ELECTIVE COURSE OF STUDY IN THREE
PARTS.Y (Concluded.)

ParT III. PAUPERISM.

Toric V. THE SpPHERE OF PRIVATE CHARITY.
1. THE PrINCIPLE OF PRIVATE CHARITY.

IT is voluntary, direct, and personal in its origin, and may be in its
action. When, however, it is said to be voluntary, the obligation to
charity is not to be overlooked, an obligation which increases with the
increase of wealth.

For full discussion of the doctrine of the surplus of wealth, sce review
of Mr. Carnegie’s ** Gospel of Wealth” in June, 1891, number of An-
dover Review.

See, also, North American Review, June and December, 1889. (Car-
negie.)

! For statement of the different parts of the course, and their relation to
each other, see Andover Review, January, 1889, or February, 1891.
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