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One half of the nineteenth century has now passed away.

It has been a period of advance in almost every department of

human activity. The triumphs of industry, art, and education

are such, that the world is invited to send up its trophies for a

general exhibition in the metropolis of England. Should this in-

vitation be generally regarded, a grand display may be expected

as the result—a display at once creditable to the age and to the

distinguished author of the scheme. All nations, all classes, all

customs, all inventions will be there represented : and we may
justly anticipate that the effect of such a celebration will be

highly propitious, not only by showing what achievements have

been made, but by affording facilities of comparison and com-

petition, (the most effective stimuli to inventive effort) which

may lead to still more important discoveries hereafter.

While such occasions are very properly observed by men of

the world, the Church also, we apprehend, may well, in part

at least, imitate this example. She too has been advancing,

and at the close of half a century of unusual prosperity, if she

be not called upon to assemble her representatives for a jubilee
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bring not this doctrine,” whatever other claims to your obedi-

ence and confidence he may assert, “ receive him not into your

house, neither bid him welcome,” xeytrt) much less

believe him and obey him as a spiritual guide
;
“ for he that

biddeth him God-speed (or welcome) is partaker of his evil

deeds.” (ver. 10, 11.)

From these two passages it fully appears that the primary

AIJD PARAMOUNT CRITERION OP AN APOSTOLIC MINISTRY IS CON-

FORMITY OF DOCTRINE TO THE APOSTOLIC STANDARD.

Art. VI .—Remarks on the Princeton Review., Vol. XXII.
No. IV. Art. VII. By Edwards A. Park, Abbot Professor in

Andover Theological Seminary. Bibliotheca Sacra, January
1851. Art. IX.

We are really sorry to find that Professor Park has been so

much pained hy our review of his Convention Sermon. His

reply evinces a great deal of wounded feeling. The trans-

parent vail which he has thrown over his acerbities, only renders

them the more noticeable. A homely face may pass in a crowd

without attracting much attention
;
but if its unfortunate owner

attempt to conceal it by a gauze mask, every eye will be

turned upon him. He had better put the mask in his pocket,

and let his face pass for what it is. Some allowance must be

made for our author. When a man delivers a discourse with

great eclat, it must, we presume, be very painful to find that

the reading public does not confirm the verdict of the admiring

audience. This is a very common occurrence. Instead, how-

ever, of being satisfied with the obvious solution of this fami-

liar fact, the author, if a politician, is very apt to attribute

such unfavourable judgment to party spirit, and if a preacher,

to theological bigotry. We are the more disposed to be charit-

able in the present case, because, in our small way, we have

had a somewhat similar experience. We wi’ote a review which

we intended to make a sort of model of candor and courtesy.

To avoid the danger of misrepresentation, we determined, in-

stead of giving disconnected extracts of the discourse reviewed,
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to present a full analysis of it, as far as possible in the author’s

own words
;
and to guard against discourtesy, we resolved to

abstain from all personal remarks, and to confine om’selves to

the theory under discussion. We fiattered ourselves that we

had been tolerably successful as to both these points. Partial

friends confirm us in our self-complacency. Even opponents,

though dissenting from our opinion of the sermon, acknow-

ledged the courtesy of the review. Judge then of our chagrin

to learn that it is a tissue of misrepresentations, filled with

arguments ad captandum vulgus and ad invidiam, unblushing

in its misstatements,* violating not only the rules of logic, but

the canons of fair criticism, and even the laws of morals, the

ofispring of theological bigotry and sectional jealousy, &c., &c.

All this may be accounted for in various ways, except so far as

the imputation of unworthy motives is concerned. That we are

at a loss how to explain. Does not Professor Park know in his

heart that it would be a matter of devout thanksgiving to all

Old-school men to be assm’ed that their doctrines were taught at

Andover? Does he suppose there is a man among them capa-

ble, from motives conceivable or inconceivable, of wishing that

error should be there inculcated ? If he can cherish such sus-

picions, he is of all Christian men the most to be pitied.

Having failed so entirely to understand the Sermon, we shall

not be presumptuous enough to pretend to understand the Reply.

It is not our pm’pose, therefore, to review it in detail. We
must let it pass and produce its legitimate effect, whatever that

may be. We take a deep interest, however, in the main point

at issue, which is nothing more nor less than this : Is that sys-

tem of doctrine embodied in the creeds of the Lutheran and

Reformed Churches, in its substantial and distinctive features,

true as to its form as well as to its substance ? Are the propo-

sitions therein contained true as doctrines, or are they merely

intense expressions, true not in the mode in which they are

there presented, but only in a vague, loose sense, which the

intellect would express in a very different form? Are these

creeds to be understood as they mean, and do they mean what

* Professor Park says repeatedly his reviewer does not blush to say this, and
does not blush to say that.
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tliey say, or is allowance to be made for tlieir freedom, abate-

ment of tlieir force, and their terms to be considered antiquated

and their spirit only as still in force? For example, when
these creeds speak of the imputation of Adam’s sin, is that to

be considered as only an intense form of expressing “the defi-

nite idea, that we are exposed to evil in consequence of his

sin.”* This is surely a question of great importance.

From an early period in the history of the Church, there

have been two great systems of doctrine in perpetual conflict.

The one begins with God, the other with man. The one has

for its object the vindication of the Divine supremacy and sove-

* Sermon, p. 5.35. In the following article the references to Professor Park’s

sermon are to the edition of it contained in the Bib. Sacra for July 1850; and
those to his remarks on the Princeton Review are the Bib. Sacra for January 1851.

That the point at issue is w'hat is stated in the text will be made more apparent in

the sequel; for the present it may be sufficient to refer to the following pas-

sages. In giving his reasons for the title of the sermon, Professor Park says

:

“ Secondly, the title was selected as a deferential and charitable one. The repre-

sentations which are classified under the theology of feeling are often sanctioned

as ‘ the true theology,’ by the men who delight most in employing them. What
the sermon would characterize as images, illustrations and intense expressions, these

men call doctrines.” “We call one system of theology ‘rational’ or ‘liberal,’

simply because it is so called by its advocates; much more then may we designate

by the phrase ‘ emotive theology,’ those representations which are so tenaciously

defended by multitudes as truth fitted both for the feeling and the judgment.”

Remarks p. 140.

“ A creed, if true to its original end, should be in sober prose, should be under-

stood as it means, and mean what it says, should be drawn out with a discrimi-

nating, balancing judgment, so as to need no allowance for its freedom, no abate-

ment of its force, and should not be expressed in antiquated terms, lest men regard

its spirit as likewise obsolete. It belongs to the province of the analyzing, compar-

ing, reasoning intellect; and if it leave this province for the sake of intermingling

the phrases of an impassioned heart, it confuses the soul, it awakens the fancy and

the feelings to disturb the judgment, it sets a believer at variance with himself by

perplexing his reason with metaphors and his imagination with logic
;

it raises

feuds in the church by crossing the temperaments of men, and taxing one party to

demonstrate similes, another to feel inspired by abstractions. Hence the logo-

machy which has always characterized the defence of such creeds. The intellect,

no less than the heart, being out of its element, wanders through dry places, seeking

rest and finding none. Men are thus made uneasy with themselves and therefore

acrimonious against each other; the imaginative zealot does not understand the

philosophical explanation, and the philosopher does not sympathize with the imagi-

native style of the symbol ; and as they misunderstand each other, they feel their

weakness, and ‘ to be weak is to be miserable,’ and misery not only loves but also

makes company, and thus they sink their controversy into a contention and their

dispute into a quarrel; nor will they ever find peace until they confine their intel-

lect to its rightful sphere and understand it according to what it says, and their

feeling to its province and interpret its language according to what it means, ren.

dering unto poetry the things that are designed for poetry, and unto prose what

belongs to prose.” Sermon, p. 554.
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reignty in the salvation of men ;
the other has for its character-

istic aim the assertion of the rights of human nature. It is

specially solicitous that nothing should be held to be true, which

cannot be philosophically reconciled with the liberty and ability

of man. It starts with a theory of free agency and of the

nature of sin, to which all the anthropological doctrines of the

Bible must be made to conform. Its great principles are,

first, that “all sin consists in sinning;” that there can be no

moral character but in moral acts
;
secondly, that the power to

the contrary is essential to free agency
;
that a free agent may

always act contrary to any influence, not destructive of his

freedom, which can be brought to bear upon him
;
thirdly, that

ability limits responsibility
;
that men are responsible only so

far as they have adequate power to do what is required of them,

or that they are responsible for nothing not under the control

of the will.* From these principles it follows that there can be

• We give from authoritative symbols and writings a few extracts confirm-

ing the account given in the text of the two systems referred to.

Our Relation to Mam,
Apology of the Confession of the Remonstrants, p, Fatentur Remonstrantes,

peccatum Adami a Deo imputatum dici posse posteris ejus, quatenus Deus posteros

Adami eidem malo, cui Adamus per peccatum obnoxium se reddidit, obnoxios nasci

voluit, sive quatenus Deus malum, quod in poenara Adamo infiictum fuerat, in

posteros ejus dimanare et transire permisit. At nihil cogit eos dicere, peccatum
Adami posteris ejus sic fuisse a Deo imputatum, quasi Deus posteros Adami revera

censuisset ejusdem cum Adamo peccati et culpae, quam Adamus commiserat, reos.

Limborch Theol. Christ. 3. 3. 8. Quod itaque imputationem peccati Adami
attinet, qua statuitur, Deum primum Adami et Evae peccatum omnibus ipsorum
posteris ita imputasse, ut omnium peccatum sit omnesque in Adamo peccaverint et

propterea mortis ac conderanationis aeternae rei facti sint, earn impugnamus.
Ibid. 3. 3. 19. Dicimus, Deum innoxios posteros non punire ob peccatum

Adami.
Original Sin,

Apol, Conf. Remonstr. p, 84. Peccatum originale nec habent (Remonstrantes)

pro peccato proprie dicto, quod posteros Adami odio Dei dignos faciat, nec pro
malo, quod per modum, proprie dictae poenae ab Adamo in posteros dimanet, sed

pro malo, infirmitate, vitio aut quocunque tandem alio nomine vocetur. . . .

Peccatum autem originis non esse malum culpae proprie dictae, quod vocant, ratio

manifesta arguit; malum culpae non est, quia nasci plane involuntarium est, ergo
et nasci cum hac aut ilia labe, infirmitate, vitio vel malo. . . . Multo minus
itaque fieri potest, ut sit culpa simul et poena.

Limborch Theol. Christ. 3. 4. 4. Nullam scriptura in infantibus corruptionem
esse docet, quae vere ac proprie sit peccatum. 4. 5. Absurdum est statuere, Deum
homines punivisse corruptione tali, quae vere ac proprie dictum est peccatum, et ex
qua omnia actualia peccata tanquam ex fonte necessario scaturiunt, et deinde

propter illam corruptionem homines denuo punire poena inferni.

Ibid. 4. 7. Nullum peccatum pcena dignum est involuntarium, quia nihil magis
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no such thing as “original righteousness,” that is, a righteous-

ness in which man was originally created. Whatever moral

character he had must have been the result of his own acts.

Neither can there be any “original sin,” i. e. an innate, here-

debet esse voluntarium, quam quod hominem poenae et quidena gravissimae, aeternae

nempe et summorum cruciatuum, reum facit. Atqui corruptio originaria est in*

voluntaria.

Ibid. 3. 4. 1. Inclinatio ilia (ad peccandum) proprie dictum peccatum non est

aut peccati habitus ab Adamo in ipsos propagatus, sed naturalis tantum inclinatio

habendi id, quod carni gratum est.

Pelagius apud .August, de peccato orig. 14. Omne bonum ac malum, quo vel

laudabiles vel vituperabiles sumus, non nobiscura oritur, sed agitur : capaces enim
utriusque rei, non pleni nascimur, et ut sine virtute, ita et sine vitio procreamur;

atque ante actionem propriae voluntatis, id solum in homineest, quod Deus condidit.

Epist. ad Dcmetr. c. 3. Volens namque Deus rationabilem voluntarii boni munere
et liberi arbitrii potestate donare, utriusque partis possibilitatem horaini inserendo

proprium ejus fecit, esse quod velit : ut boni ac raali capax, naturaliter utrumque
posset, et ad alterutrum voluntatem deflecteret. .A. def. 2. Iterum quaeren-

dum est, peccatum voluntatis an necessitatis estl Si necessitatis est, peccatum

non est, si voluntatis, vitari potest. 5. Iterum quaerendum est, utrumne debeat

homo sine peccato esse. Procul dubio debet. Si debet, potest : si non potest,

ergo non debet. Et si non debet homo esse sine peccato, debet ergo cum peccato

esse; et jam peccatum non erit, si illud deberi constiterit.

The maxim, Si debet, potest, has become immortal. It is the ground-work of the

whole system to which it belongs, and is constantly repeated by its advocates, whe-

ther philosophers or theologians. In reference to Kant’s Ich Soil, also kann ich,

Muller pithily answers : Ich sollte freilich konnen, aber Ich kann nicht. Muller’s

Lehre von der Sunde. Band ii. s. 116.

Dr. Beecher in the Spirit of the Pilgrims, 1828, held the following language:
“ The Reformers with one accord taught that the sin of Adam was imputed to all

his posterity, and that a corrupt nature descends from him to every one of his pos-

terity, in consequence of which infants are unholy, unfit for heaven and justly ex-

posed to future punishment.”—“ Our Puritan fathers adhered to the doctrine of

original sin as consisting in the imputation of Adam’s sin, and in a hereditary

depravity; and this continued to be the received doctrine of the churches of New
England, until after the time of Edwards. He adopted the views of the Reformers

on the subject of original sin and a depraved nature transmitted by descent. But
after him this mode of stating the subject was gradually changed, until long since,

the prevailing doctrine in New England (?) has been, that men are not guilty of

Adam’s sin, and that depravity is not of the substance of the soul, nor an inherent

physical quality, but is wholly voluntary, and consists in a transgression of the law

in such circumstances as constitute responsibility and desert of punishment.”

Work of Christ and Justification,

The objections of Socinians against the Church doctrine of satisfaction, says

Bretschneider, led Grotius to refer the satisfaction of Christ to the justitia Dei

rcctoria. According to this theory he says, “ The satisfaction consists in this, that

Christ properly endured no punishment, but innocent in himself voluntarily sub-

mitted to suffering and death, in order that men might not be punished, and that

God was satisfied with this atonement made to his law or government.” Systemat.

Entwickelung, p. 628.

Limborch Apol. thes. 3. 21. Satisfactio Christ! dicitur, qua pro nobis poenas

omnes luit peccatis nostris debitas, easque perferendo et exhauriendo divinae jus-
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ditary, sinful corruption of natui’c. Whatever effect Adam’s

apostasy may have had upon himself or on his posterity ; whe-

ther it left his natm-e uninjm’ed, and merely changed unfa-

vourably his circumstances
;
or whether our nature was thereby

deteriorated so as to be prone to sin, it was not itself rendered

morally corrupt or sinful. Adam was in no such sense the

head and representative of his race, that his sin is the ground

of our condemnation. Every man, according to this system,

stands his probation for himself, and is not imder condemna-

tion until he voluntarily transgresses some known law, for it is

only such transgression that falls under the category of sin.

In regeneration, according to the principles above stated, there

cannot be the production of a new moral nature, principle or

disposition, as the source of holy exercises. That change must

consist in some act of the soul, something which lies within the

sphere of its own power, some act of the will or some change

subject to the will. The influence by which regeneration is

effected, must be something which can be effectually resisted in

the utmost energy of its operation. This being the case, the

sovereignty of God in the salvation of men must of necessity be

given up.

With these views of the natm’e and liberty of man is connec-

ted a corresponding view of the moral government of God.

Sin has entered the world because it could not be prevented in

a moral system. God counteracts and restrains it by every

means in his power consistent with the continuance of that sys-

tem. The obstacle to its extirpation is the free-will of man
;
and

titiae satisfecit. Verum ilia sententia nullum habet In scriptura fundamentum.
Mors Christi vocatur sacrificium pro peccato; atqui sacrificia non sunt solutiones

debitorum, neque plenariae pro peccatis satisfacliones ;
sed illis peractis conceditur

gratuita peccati remissio.

Curcdleus Rel. Christ. Instit. .5. 19. 16. Non ergo, ut putant, satisfecit Christus

patiendo omnes poenas, quas peccatis nostris merueramus ; nani primo istud ad sacri-

ficii rationem non pertinct, sacrificia enim non sunt solutiones debitorum
;
secundo

Christus non est passus mortem aeternam, quae erat poena peccato debita, nam
paucis tantum horis in cruce pependit et fertia die resurrexit. Imo etiamsi mortem
aeternam pertulisset, non videtur satisfacere potuisse pro omnibus totius mundi
peccatis. .

.
Quarto ista sententia non potest consistere cum ilia remissione gratuita

omnium peccatorum, quara Deum nobis in Christo ex immensa sua misericordia

concedere, sacrae literae passim docent.

Ibid. 7. 9, 6. Nullibi docet scriptura, justitiam Christi nobis imputari. Et id

absurdum est. Nemo enim in se injustus aliena justitia potest esse formaliter Justus,

non magis, quam aliena albedine Aethiups esse albus.
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tlie obstacle to its forgiveness is the license which would thereby

be given to transgression. As God governs his rational crea-

tures by motives, the work of Christ is a device to meet both

these difficulties. It presents a powerful motive to man to for-

sake sin, and it makes such an exhibition of God’s displeasure

against sin, as answers in place of its punishment as a means of

moral impression. The work of Christ was not a satisfaction to

law and justice in the proper sense of those terms. Justice in

God is simply “benevolence guided by wisdom.” The accept-

ance of the sinner is the act of a sovereign, dispensing with

the demands of the law. The righteousness of Christ is not

imputed to believers, but as the the sin of Adam was the occa-

sion of certain evils coming on his race, so the righteousness of

Christ is the occasion of good to his people.

From these theoretical views, others of a practical nature

necessarily follow. Conviction of sin must accommodate itself

to the theory that there is no sin but in the voluntary trans-

gression of known law
;
a sense of helplessness must be modified

by the conviction of ability to repent and believe, to change

om’ own heart and to keep all God’s commands. Faith must

regard Christ’s work as a governmental display of certain

divine attributes. Such directions as, receive Christ, come to

him, trust in him, commit the keeping of the soul to him, natu-

rally give place under this system to the exhortation, submit to

God, determine to keep his commands, make choice of him in

preference to the world. The view which this system presents

of the plan of salvation, of the relation of the soul to Christ, of

the natm’e and office of faith, modifies and determines the

whole character of experimental religion.

The system antagonistic to the one just described has for its

object the vindication of the supremacy of God in the whole

work of man’s salvation, both because he is in fact supreme,

and because man being in fact utterly ruined and helpless, no

method of recovery which does not so regard him is suited to

his relation to God, or can be made to satisfy the necessities of

his nature. This system does not exalt a theory of morals or

of liberty over the Scriptures, as a rule by which they are to be

interpreted. It accommodates its philosophy to the facts re-

vealed in the divine word. As the Bible plainly teaches that
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man was created holy, that he is now born in sin, that when

renewed by the Holy Ghost he receives a new nature, it admits

the doctrine of concreated holiness, innate sin, and of infused

or inherent grace.* It acknowledges Adam as the head and

representative of his posterity, in whom we had our probation,

* Our Relation to Adam,
Lutheran Authorities,

Form of Concord, p. 639. Primo, quod hoc hereditarium malum sit culpa seu

reatus, quo fit, ut omnes, propter inobedientiam Adae et Hevae, in odio apud
Deura, et natura filii irae simus.

Form of Concord, p. 643. Seductione Satanae, per lapsum, /wsto Deijudicio (in

poenam hominura) justitia concreata seu originalis amissa est.

Art. Schm. p. 317. Peccatum ab uno homine ortura esse et introiisse in mun-
dum, per cujus inobedientiam omnes homines facti sunt peccatores, morti et diabolo

obnoxii.

Apology for Aug. Con. p. 58. Defectus et concupiscentia sunt poenae [of Adam’s
sin of which the context speaks]; mors et alia corporalia mala et tyrannis diaboli

proprie poenae sunt.

Gerhard, (Tom. II. p. 132, §. 52.) Adam non ut privatus homo, sed ut caput

totius humani generis peccavit; et nos, qui in lumbis Adae peccantis delituimus, in

et cum eo non modo corrupti, sed et rei irae Uei facti sumus.

Quenstedt (vol. II. p. 53.) Peccatum Adami per imputationem nostrum factum

est, qui omnes posteros cum culpae turn poenae implicuit, et ut representator, fons,

caput et seminarium totius humanae naturae suam illis labem aspersit.

Reformed Authorities.

Shorter Catechism, The covenant being made with Adam not only for himself,

hut for his posterity, all mankind descending from him by ordinary generation,

sinned in him and fell with him in his first transgression.

Formula Consensus Helvetica X. Sicut autem Deus foedus operum cum Adamo
inivit non tantum pro ipso, sed etiam in ipso, ut capite et stirpe, cum toto genere

humano. . . . Censemus igitur, peccatum Adami omnibus ejus posteris judi-

cio Dei arcano et justo imputari. . . . Duplici igitur nomine post peccatum
homo natura, indeque ab ortu suo, antequam ullum actuale peccatum in se admittat,

irae ac maledictioni divinae obnoxius est; primum quidem ob n-ct^ayrrajuu et inobe-

dientiam, quara in Adami lumbis commisit; deinde ob consequentem in ipso con-

ceptu haereditariam corruptionem insitam.

Original Sin,

Lutheran Authorities,

Augsburg Confession, p. 9, (Hase’s Edition). Item docent, quod post lapsum
Adae omnes homines, secundum naturam propagati, nascantur cum peccato, hoc
est, sine metu Dei, sine fiducia erga Deum, et cum concupiscentia, quodque hie

morbus, seu vitium originis vere sit peccatum, damnans et afferens nunc quoque
mortem his, qui non renascantur per Baptismum et Spiritum Sanctum. Daranant
Pelagianos et alios, qui vitium originis negant esse peccatum.

Apology for Aug. Con. p. 58. In scholis transtulerunt hue (adversarii) ex philo-

sophia prorsus alienas sententias, quod propter passiones nec boni, nec mali simus,

nec laudemur nec vituperemur. Item, nihil esse peccatum, nisi voluntarium. Hae
senteritiae apud philosophos de civili judicio dictae sunt, non de judicio Dei.

Form of Concord, p. 640. Et primum constat, christianos non tantum, actualia

delicta et transgressiones mandatorum Dei peccata esse, agnoscere et definire debere,

sed etiam horrendum atque abominabilem ilium haereditarium morbum, per quern

tota natura corrupta est, imprimis pro horribili peccato, et quidem pro principio et

VOL. XXIII.—NO. II. 29
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in whom we sinned and fell, so that we come into the world

under condemnation, being born the children of wrath, and de-

riving from him a nature not merely diseased, weakened, or pre-

disposed to evil, but which is “itself” as well as “all the

capite omnium peccatorum (e quo reliquae transgressiones, tanquara e radice nas-

cantur, et quasi e scaturigine promanent) omnino habendum esse.

Ibid. p. 641. Repudiantur igitur et rejiciuntur veterum et recentiorum Pelagia-

norum falsae opiniones et dogmata vana . . . quod delectus ille et malum
hereditarium non sit proprie et vere coram Deo tale peccatum, propter quod homo
filius irae et damnationis habeatur.

Reformed Authorities.

Conf. Helv. II. cap. 8. Qualis (homo, Adam) factus est a lapsu, tales omnes,

qui ex eo prognati sunt, peccato inquam, morti variisque obnoxii calamitatibus. Pec-

catum autem intelligiraus esse nativam illam hominis corruptionem ex primis illis

nostris parentibus in nos omnes derivatam vel propagatam. Conf. Gall. Art II.

Credimus hoc vitium esse vere peccatum, &c.
Belgic Conf. Art 1.6. (Peccatum originis) est totius naturae corruptio et vitium

haereditarium, quo et ipsi infantes in inatris suae utero polluti sunt, quodque veluti

radix omne peccatorum genus in homine producit ideoque ita foedum et exsecrabile

est coram Deo, ut ad generis humani condemnationem sufficiat.

Articles of the Church of England, Art 9. Peccatum originis ... est vitium et de-

pravatio naturae cujuslibet hominis ex Adamo naturaliter propagati, qua fit, ut ab ori-

ginali justitia quam longissime distet, ad malum sua natura propendeat, et caro sem-

per adversus spiritum concupiscat, unde in unoquoque nascentiura iram Dei atque

damnationem meretur.

Westminster Confession, ch. 6. 3. They [our first parents] being the root of all

mankind, the guilt of this sin [their first sin] was imputed, and the same death in

sin and corrupted nature conveyed to all their posterity, descending from them by

ordinary generation.

This corruption of nature, during this life, doth remain in those that are regene,

rated
;
and although it be through Christ pardoned and mortified, yet both itself,

and all the motions thereof, are truly and properly sin.

Inability.

Lutheran Authorities.

Augsburg Confession, p. 15. De libero arbitrio docent, quod humana voluntas

habeat aliquam libertatem ad efiiciendam civilem justitiam et diligendas res ration!

subjectas. Sed non habet vim sine Spiritu Sancto efficiendae justitiae Dei seu jus-

titiae spiritualis.

Damnant Pelagianos et alios, qui docent, quod sine Spiritu Sancto, solis naturae

viribus possimus Deum supra omnes diligere.

Form of Concord, p. 579. Credimus, quantum abest, ut corpus mortuum seip-

sum vivificare, atque sibi ipsi corporalem vitam restituere possit, tantum abesse, ut

homo, qui ratione peccati spiritualiter mortuus est, seipsum in vitam spiritualem

revocandi ullam facultatem habeat.

Ibid. p. 656. Credimus, quod hominis non renati intcllectus, cor et voluntas, in

rebus spiritualibus et divinis, ex propriis naturalibus viribus prorsus nihil intelligere,

credere, amplecti, cogitare, velle, inchoare, perficere, agere, operari, aut cooperari

possint.

Ibid. p. 643. Viribus suis coram Deo nihil aliud nisi peccare potest.

Ibid. p. 662. Antequam homo per Spiritum Sanctum illuminatur, convertitur,

regeneratur et trahitur, ex sese et propriis naturalibus suis viribus in rebus spiritual!-
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motions thereof,” “truly and properly sin.” It admits that by

this innate, hereditary, moral depravity men are altogether

indisposed, disabled and made opposite to all good
;

so that

their ability to do good works is not at all of themselves, but

bus et ad conversionem aut regenerationem suatn nihil inchoare, operari aut coope-

rari potest, nec plus quam lapis, truncus aut limus.

Reformed .Authorities.

Conf. Helv. ii. cap. ix. Constat vero mentem vel intellectum, ducem esse volun-

tatis, cum autem caecus sit dux, claret quousque et voluntas pertingat. Proinde

nullum est ad bonum homini arbitrium liberum, nondum renato, vires nullae ad

perficiendura bonum.
Ibid. Caeterum nemo negat in externis, et regenitos et non regenitos habere

liberum arbitrium. Damnamus in hac causa Manichaeos, qui negant homini bono,

ex libero arbitrio fuisse initiura mali. Damnamus etiam Pelagianos, qui dicunt

hominem malum sufficienter habere liberum arbitrium, ad faciendum praeceptum

bonum.
Thirty-Nine Articles. Art. x. The condition of man after the fall is such, that

he cannot turn and prepare himself by his own natural strength and good works to

faith and calling upon God. Therefore we have no power to do good works, plea-

sant and acceptable to God, without the grace of God by Christ preventing us, that

we may have a good will, and working with us when we have that good will.

French Confession. Art. ix. Etsi nonnullam habet (homo) boni et mali dis-

cretionem : affirmamus tamen quicquid habet lucis mox fieri tenebras, cum de

quaerendo Deo agitur, adeo ut sua intelligentia et r atione nullo modo possit ad eura

accedere; Item, quamvis voluntate sit praeditus, qua ad hoc vel illud movetur, tamen
quum ea sit penitus sub peccato captiva, nullam prorsus habet ad bonum appeten-

dum libertatem, nisi quam ex gratia et Dei dono acceperit.

Westminster Confession, ch. ix. .3. Man, by his fall into a state of sin, hath

wholly lost all ability of will to any spiritual good accompanying salvation, so as a

natural man being altogether averse from that which is good, and dead in sin, is not

able, by his own strength, to convert himself, or to prepare himself thereunto.

The Work of Christ and Justification.

Lutheran Authorities.

Apology for the Aug. Con. p. 93. Christus, quia sine peccato subiit poenam
peccati, et victima pro nobis factus est, sustulit illud jus legis, ne accuset, ne damnet
faos, qui credunt in ipsum, quia ipse est propitiatio pro eis, propter quam nunc justi

reputantur; cum autem justi reputentur, lex non potest eos accusare, et damnare,
etiamsi re ipsa legi non satisfecerint.

Form of Concord, p. 684. Justitia ilia, quae coram Deo credentibus ex mera
gratia imputatur, est obedientia, passio et resurrectio Christi, quibus ille legi nostra

causa satisfecit, et peccata nostra expiavit. Cum enim Christus non tantum homo,
verum Deus et homo sit, in una indivisa persona, tam non fuit legi subjectus, quam
non fuit passioni et morti (ratione suae personae) obnoxius, quia Dominus Legis erat.

Earn ob causam ipsius obedientia (non ea tantum, qua Patri paruit in tota sua pas-

sione et morte, verum etiam, qua nostra causa sponte sese legi subjecit, eamque
obedientia ilia sua implevit) nobis ad justitiam imputatur, ita ut Deus propter totam
obedientiam (quam Christus agendo et patiendo, in vita et morte sua, nostra causa
Patri suo praestitit) peccata nobis remittat, pro bonis et justis nos reputet et salute

aeterna donet.

Qiienstenherg. “ Quia non tantum ab ira Dei, justi judicis, liberandus erat homo,
sed et ut coram Deo possit consistere, justitia ei opus erat, quam nisi impleta lege

consequi non poterat, ideo Christus utrumque in se suscepit, et non tantum passus
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wholly from the Spirit of Christ. It recognizes justice as distin-

guished from benevolence, to be an essential attribute of God, an

attribute which renders the punishment of sin necessary, not

merely as a means of moral impression, but for its o^wn sake. It,

therefore, regards the work of Christ as designed to satisfy justice

and to fulfill the demands of the law by his perfect obedience to

its precepts, and by enduring its penalty in the room and stead of

sinners. His righteousness is so imputed to believers that their

justification is not merely the act of a sovereign dispensing with

law, but the act of a judge declaring the law to be satisfied.

Regarding man in his natural state as spiritually dead and

helpless, this system denies that regeneration is the sinner’s own

act, or that it consists in any change within his power to effect,

or that he can prepare himself thereto, or co-operate in it. It

is a change in the moral state of the soul, the production of a

new nature, and is effected by the mighty power of God, the

soul being the subject and not the agent of the change thereby

produced. It receives a new life which when imparted mani-

est pro nobis, sed et legi in omnibus satisfecit, ut haec ipsius impletio et obedientia

in justitiam imputaretur.

Reformed Authorities.

Helv. Confession, Cap. 11. Idcirco Christus est perfectio legis et adimpletio nostra,

qui ut execrationem legis sustulit, dum factus est pro nobis malediclio, vel execratio,

ita communicat nobis per fidem adimpletionem suam, nobisque ejus imputatur

justitia et obedientia.

French Confession, Art. 17. Testamur, Jesum Christum esse integram et per-

fectam nostrain ablutionem, in cujus morte plenam satisfactionem nancisciinur.

Belgic Confession, Art. xx. Credimus Deum, qui summe et perfectissirae est

turn misericors turn Justus, Filium suum misisse, ut naturam illam assumeret, quae

per inobedientiam peccaret, ut in ea ipsa natura satisficeret, atque ut Deus de

peccato per acerbissimam mortem et passionem Filii sui justas poenas sumeret.

Heidelberg Cat. Ix. Quomodo Justus es coram Deo? Sola fide in Jesum Christum,

adeo ut licet mea me conscientia accuset, quod adversus omnia mandata Dei graviter

peccaverim, nec ullum eorum servaverim, adhaec etiamnum ad omne malum pro-

pensus sim, nihilorainus tamen, (modo haec beneficia vera animi fiducia amplectar,)

sine ullo meo merito, ex mera Dei misericordia, mihi perfecta satisfactio, justitia et

sanctitas Christi imputetur ac donetur
;
perinde ac si nec ullum ipse peccatum

admisissem, nec ulla mihi labes inhaereret: imo vero quasi earn obedientiam, quam
pro me Christus praestitit, ipse perfecte praestitissem.

Westminster Confession. The Lord Jesus, by his perfect obedience and sacri-

fice of himself, which he, through the eternal Spirit once offered up unto God,

hath fully satisfied the justice of his Father, and purchased not only reconcilia-

tion, but an everlasting inheritance in the kingdom of heaven, for all those whom
the Father hath given unto him. Ch. viii. 5.

Ibid. ch. xi. Those whom God effectually calleth, he also freely justifieth . . .

by imputing the obedience and satisfaction of Christ unto them, they receiving

and resting on him and his righteousness by faith.
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fests itself in all appropriate holy acts. This life is sustained

by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, to whose influence all right

exercises are to be referred. Salvation is thus in its provision,

application, and consummation entirely of grace.

Conviction of sin under this system is more than remorse for

actual transgressions, it is also a sense of the thorough depra-

vity of the whole nature penetrating far beneath the acts of the

soul, affecting its permanent moral states which lie beyond the

reach of the will : and a sense of helplessness is more than a

conviction of the stubbornness of the will
;

it is a consciousness

of an entire want of power to change those inherent, moral

states in which our depravity principally consists, and a conse-

quent persuasion that we are absolutely dependent on God.

Christ is not regarded in this system as simply rendering it con-

sistent in God to bestow blessings upon sinners
;
so that we can

come to the Father of om’selves with a mere obeisance to the Lord

Jesus for having opened the door. Christ is declared to be oim

righteousness and life
;
we are united to him not merely in feel-

ing, but by covenant and vitally by his Spirit, so that the life

which we live is Christ living in us. He is therefore, our all,

our wisdom, righteousness, sanctification and redemption; and

consequently what the sinner is called upon to do in order to

be saved is not merely to submit to God as his sovereign, or to

make choice of God as his portion
;
that indeed he does, but

the specific act by which he is saved, is receiving and resting

on Christ alone for salvation. Hence, neither benevolence nor

philanthropy, nor any other principle of natm-al piety is the

governing motive of the believer’s life, but the love of Christ,

who loved us and gave himself for us. Whether the believer

lives, he lives unto the Lord
;
or whether he dies, he dies unto

the Lord, so that living or dying he is the Lord’s
;
who for this

end both died and rose again that he might be the Lord both of

the dead and of the living.

There are three leading characteristics of this system, by
which it is distinguished from that to which it stands opposed.

The latter is characteristically rational. It seeks to explain

every thing so as to be intelligible to the speculative under-

standing. The former is confessedly mysterious. The Apostle

pronounces the judgment of God to be unsearchable and his
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•ways past finding out, as they are specially exhibited in the

doctrines of redemption, and in the dispensations of God
towards our race. The origin of sin, the fall of man, the rela-

tion of Adam to his posterity, the transmission of his corrupt

nature to all descended from him by ordinary generation, the

consistency of man’s freedom with God’s sovereignty, the pro-

cess of regeneration, the relation of the believer to Christ, and

other doctrines of the like kind, do not admit of “philosophical

explanation.” They cannot be dissected and mapped off so as

that the points of contact and mode of union with all other

known truths can be clearly understood
;
nor can God’s dealings

with our race be all explained on the common-sense principles

of moral government. The system which Paul taught was not

a system of common sense, but of profound and awful mystery.

The second distinguishing characteristic of this system is that

its whole tendency is to exalt God and to humble man. It does

not make the latter feel that he is the great end of all things,

or that he has his destiny in his own hands. It asks. Who hath

known the mind of the Lord ? or who hath been his counsellor ?

or who hath first given to him and it shall be recompensed unto

him again? God’s supremacy, the Apostle teaches us, is seen in

his permitting our race to fall in Adam, and sin thus by one

man to pass on all men, so that by the offence of one judgment

came upon all men to condemnation. It is seen in the nature

of the plan of salvation, which excludes all merit on the part of

those who are saved, and takes for granted their entire helpless-

ness. It is still more clearly manifested in God’s administra-

tion of this economy of mercy
;
in its gradual revelation, in its

being so long confined to one nation, in its being now made

known to one people and not to another, in its being applied

where it is known to the salvation of some, and to the greater

condemnation of others, and in the sovereignty which presides

over the selection of the vessels of mercy. It is not the wise, the

great, or the noble whom God calls, but the foolish, the base,

and those that are not, that they who glory should glory in the

Lord. Thirdly, this system represents God as himself the end

of all his works both in creation and in redemption. It is not

the universe, but God; not the happiness of creatures, but the

infinitely higher end of the divine glory, which is contemplated
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in all these revelations and dispensations. For of him, through

him, and to him are all things : to whom be glory for ever. Amen.

It is an undeniable historical fact, that this system underlies

the piety of the Church in all ages. It is the great granitic

formation whose peaks tower toward heaven, and draw thence

the waters of life, and in whose capacious bosom repose those

green pastm-es, in which the great Shepherd gathers and sus-

tains his flock. It has withstood all changes, and it still stands.

Heat and cold, snow and rain, gentle abrasion and violent con-

\mlsions leave it as it was. It cannot be moved. In our own

age and country, this system of doctrine has had to sustain a

renewed conflict. It has been assailed by argument, by ridicule,

by contempt. It has been pronounced absm’d, obsolete, effete,

powerless. It has withstood logic, indignation, wit, and even

the Hexagon. Still it stands.* What then is to he done ?

Prof. Park, with rare ingenuity, answers, “Let us admit its

truth, hut maintain that it does not differ from the other system.

There are two theologies, one for the feelings, the other for the in-

tellect, or what may be made to mean precisely the same thing, two

forms of one and the same theology
;
the one precise and definite,

designed to satisfy the intelligence, the other vague and intense,

adapted to the feelings. Both are true, for at bottom they are

the same. It is in vain to deny this old theology. It is in

* The New York Independent, in a notice of our former review, objected to the

tone of confidence with which we wrote on this subject. How can we help it I

A man behind the walls of Gibraltar, or of Ehrenbreitstein, cannot, if he would,
tremble at the sight of a single knight, however gallant or well-appointed he may
be. His confidence is due to his position, not to a consciousness of personal

strength. A man at sea with a stout ship under him, has a sense of security in no
measure founded upon himself. A Christian surrounded by learned sceptics may
be deeply sensible of his own weakness, and yet serenely confident in the strength

of his cause. We then, who are within those old walls which have stood for ages,

even from the beginning, who can look around and see the names of all generations
of saints inscribed on those walls, and who feel the solid rock of God’s word under
their feet, must be excused for a feeling of security. We invite our critic to come
within this strong tower, and to place his feet upon this same rock, and he will find

how strength-inspiring it is, even though his personal humility should be increased

by the experiment. We beg of him at least not to confound confidence in a
system which has been held for ages, with self-confidence. Our Independent
brethren seem to have lost the idea of the Church. Some of them have even written
against the article in the Creed which affirms faith in that doctrine. They appear
to think that every man stands by himself, that nothing is ever settled, that every
theological discussion is a controversy between individuals. But there is such a
thing as the Church, and that Church has a faith, and against that faith no one
man and no angel is any fair match.
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the Bible, in the creeds, in the liturgies, in the hymns of the

Church, and in the hearts of God’s people. It 'will not do to

laugh at it any longer
;

it has too much power. We must treat

it with respect, and call it doctrine, when we mean only ‘ images,

illustrations and intense expressions.’
”

We are noAV prepared, we think, for a fair statement of the

Status Qucestionis. The cpiestion is not, which of the antago-

nistic systems of theology above described is true
;
or whether

either is true. Nor is the question, which of the two Professor

Park believes. His own faith has nothing to do with the ques-

tion. So far as the present discussion is concerned, he may
hold neither of these systems in its integrity; or he may hold

the one which we believe to be true, or he may hold the oppo-

site one.* The point to be considered is not so much a doc-

trinal one as a principle of interpretation, a theory of exegesis

and its application. The question is, whether there is any

correct theory of interpretation by which the two systems above

referred to can be harmonized? Are they two theologies

equally true, the one the theology of the intellect, the other

the theology of the feelings? or, in other words, are they

different forms of one and the same theology?

We take the greater interest in this question, because this is

evidently the last arrow in the quiver. Every thing else has

been tried and failed
;
and, if this fails, there is an end of this

series of conflicts. Whatever is to come after must be of a dif-

ferent kind, and from a different quarter. We propose then,

First, to show that the above statement of the question presents

fairly and clearly the real point at issue; Secondly, to con-

sider the success of this attempt to harmonize these conflicting

systems of theology : and Thirdly, to examine the nature of the

theory by which that reconciliation has been attempted.

That the above statement of the question presents clearly and

correctly the real point at issue, we argue in the first place from

the distinct avowals of the author. He expresses the hope

“that many various forms of faith will yet be blended into a

consistent knowledge, like the colom’s in a single ray.”f “Many

* We regret that Prof. Park had not constructed his discourse on a plan which

would have kept his own theological opinions entirely out of view, so that the

discussion might be purely impersonal. | Sermon, p. 561.
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pious men,” he says, “are distressed by the apparent contra-

dictions in our best theological literature, and for theii’ sake

another practical lesson developed in the discourse is, the im-

portance of exhibiting the mutual consistency between all the

expressions of right feeling. The discrepancies so often lamented

are not fundamental, hut superficial, and are easily harmonized

by exposing the one self-consistent principle, which lies at their

basis.”* “Over and over it is asserted in the discourse, that

while the intellectual theology is ‘ accui’ate not in its spirit only,

but in its letter also,’ the emotive theology involves ‘the sub-

stance of truth, although when literally interpreted it may or

may not be false.’ The pui'port of one entire head in the ser-

mon is to prove, that the one theology is precisely the same

with the other in its real meaning, though not always in its

form
;
that the expressions of right feeling, if they do contradict

each other ‘when unmodified,' can and must be so explained as

to harmonize both with each other, and with the decisions of the

judgment. . . . The sermon repeats again and again, that it is

impossible to believe contradictory statements, ‘without quali-

fying some of them so as to prevent their subverting each other
;’

that the reason ‘ being the circumspect power which looks before

and after, does not allow that of these conflicting statements

each can be true, save in a qualified sense;’ and that such state-

ments must be qualified by disclosing the fundamental ‘principle

in which they all agree for substance of doctrine,’ ‘the principle

which will rectify one of the discrepant expressions by ex-

plaining it into an essential agreement Avith the other.’ ”f The

sermon then Avas designed to harmonize those “apparent con-

tradictions” in doctrinal statements by which pious men are

distressed. It was intended to teach that the tAvo theologies,

the intellectual and emotive, though they may differ in form,

agree in substance of doctrine. Accordingly he says, “Pitiable

indeed is the logomachy of polemic divines. We have some-

where read, that the Berkleians Avho denied the existence of mat-

ter, differed more in terms than in opinion from their opponents,

AA'ho afiirmed the existence of matter, for the former uttered

Avith emphasis, ‘We cannot prove that there is an outAvard

Reply, p. 137. f Reply, p. 149.
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world,’ and tlien whispered, ‘We are yet compelled to believe

that there is one whereas the latter uttered with emphasis,

‘We are compelled to believe in an outward world,’ and then

whispered, ‘Yet we cannot prove that there is one.’ This is

not precisely accurate, still it serves to illustrate the amount of

difference which exists between the reviewer and the author of

the humble convention sermon.”* And further, it is said ex-

pressly, “ One aim of the sermon was to show that all creeds

which are allowable can he reconciled with each other.”f Pre-

cisely so. Thus we understand the matter. We do not over-

look the word allowable in this statement. It was doubtless

intended to do good service. We did not understand the ser-

mon to advocate entire scepticism, and to teach that whatever

may be affirmed, can with equal propriety be denied. Nor was

it understood to teach that all religions are true, being different

forms of expression for the same generic religious sentiment.

Nor did we understand our author to advocate that latitudi-

narianism which embraces and harmonizes all nominally Chris-

tian creeds. He says expressly, “ There is a line of separation

which cannot be crossed between those systems which insert,

and those which omit the doctrine of justification by faith in

the sacrifice of Jesus. The sermon, therefore, was not re-

garded as a plea for Socinianism as an allowable form of Chris-

tianity. But it was understood to teach that “all allowable

creeds can be reconciled with each other.” The only question

is, what creeds are regarded as coming within this limitation.

That the two great antagonistic systems which we have attempted

to characterize are considered as belonging to this category, is

evident because these are the systems which from the beginning

to the end of the sermon, and still more clearly in the reply,

are brought into view and compared with each other. To this

fact we appeal as the second proof that the statement of the

question at issue, as given above, is correct. The systems,

which our author attempts to reconcile, are those we have de-

scribed in the former part of this article. In the first place the

radical principles of one of those systems are distinctly pre-

sented in the sermon. Those principles, as before remarked.

Reply, p. 173, f Reply, p. 175. Serraon, p. 559.
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are, that moral character is confined to acts, that liberty sup-

poses power to the contrary, and that ability limits responsi-

bility. These principles are all recognized in the following pas-

sages of the sermon, if Ave are capable of understanding the

meaning of the author. After representing the convinced sin-

ner as saying: “I long to heap infinite upon infinite, and crowd

together all forms of self-reproach, for I am clad in sin as with

a garment, I devom' it as a SAveet morsel, I breathe it, I live it,

I am sin,” &c. he adds, “But when a theorist seizes at such

liA’ing words as these, and puts them into his vice, and straightens

them or crooks them into the dogma, that man is blameable

before he chooses to do wrong
;
deserving of punishment for the

involuntary nature Avhich he has never consented to gratify;

really sinful before he actually sins, then the language of emo-

tion forced from its right place, and treated as if it were a

part of a nicely measui’ed syllogism, hampers and confuses his

reasonings, until it is given to the use for which it was first in-

tended, and from which it never ought to have been diverted.”*

“ Is it said, hoAvever, that a passive nature, existing antecedently

to all free action, is itself, strictly, literally sinful ? Then we
must speak a new language, and speak, in prose, of moral

patients as well as moral agents, of men besinned as well as

sinners, (for ex vi termini sinners as well as runners must be

active;) we must have a new conscience which can decide on

the moral character of moral conditions, as well as of elective

preferences
;
a new law prescribing the very make of the soul,

as well as the way in which the soul, when made, shall act
;
and

a laAV Avhich Ave transgress (for sin is ‘ a transgression of the laAv’)

in being before birth passively misshapen
;
we must also have a

neAV Bible, delineating a judgment scene in which some will be

condemned, not only on account of deeds which they have done

in the body, but also for having been born Avith an involuntary

proclivity to sin, and others Avill be reAvarded not only for their

conscientious [conscious ?] love to Christ, but also for a blind

nature inducing that love
;
we must, in fine, have an entirely

different class of moral sentiments, and have them disciplined

by Inspiration in an entirely different manner from the present

;

Sermon, p. 552.
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for now the feelings of all true men revolt from the assertion,

that a poor infant dying, if we may suppose it to die, before its

first wrong preference, merits for its unavoidable nature, that

eternal punishment, which is threatened, and justly, against

even the smallest sin. Although it may seem paradoxical to

affirm that ‘ a man may believe a proposition which he knows to

be false,’ it is yet charitable to say that whatever any man
may suppose himself to believe, he has in fact an inward con-

viction, that ‘all sin consists in sinning.’ There is compara-

tively little dispute on the nature of moral evil, when the words

relating to it are fully understood.”* As to the other points

we have such language as the following: Man’s “unvaried

wrong choices imply a full, unremitted, natural power of choos-

ing right. The emotive theology, therefore, when it affirms this

power is correct both in matter and style; but when it denies

this power, it uses the language of intensity; it means the cer-

tainty of wrong preference by declaring the inability of right,

and in its vivid use of can not for will not is accurate in sub-

stance, hut not in form.”f One of the expressions put in the

lips of the emotive theology, and which is pronounced correct

both in matter and style is: “If I had been as holy as I had

power to be, then I had been perfect.” Another is, “I know

thee that thou art not a hard master, exacting of me duties

which I have no power to discharge, but thou attemperest thy

law to my strength, and at no time imposest upon me a heavier

burden than thou at that very time makest me able to bear.”!

In note F. at the end of the sermon it is said: “The pious

necessarien has a good moral purpose in declaring that the pre-

sent and future obligations of men, do and will exceed their

power.” This, in the connexion, implies that in the judgment

of the writer, men’s obligations do not exceed their power.

* Sermon, p. 568. It ought to be remembered that there is not a creed of any

Christian Church (we do not mean separate congregation) in which the doctrine,

that inherent corruption as existing prior to voluntary action is of the nature of

sin, is not distinctly affirmed. The whole Latin Church, the Lutheran, all the

branches of the Reformed Church, unite in the most express, “ nicely measured’’

assertions of faith in this doctrine. In view of this fact we think the tone of the

paragraph quoted above, and especially of the concluding sentences must be con-

sidered a little remarkable. We hope we shall hear no complaints hereafter, of

over.weening confidence.

j- Sermon, p. 548, \ Sermon, p. 547.
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Not only are these general principles thus recognized, but the

two systems are compared very much in their details, and their

harmony is exhibited by disclosing the fundamental principle in

which they agree for substance of doctrine. The one system

says. The sin of Adam is imputed to his posterity. The other

says. The sin of Adam is not imputed to his posterity. The

fundamental principle in which they agree is. That the sin of

Adam was the occasion of certain evils coming upon his race.

The former statement is only an intense form of expressing this

definite idea. The one system asserts. That the nature of man

since the fall is sinful anterior to actual transgressions. The

other says, All sin consists in sinning, a passive nature existing

antecedently to all free aetion cannot be sinful. Still these

declarations are consistent. Sinful in the former must be taken

to mean prone to sin. “ This natm’e, as it certainly occasions

sin, may be sometimes called sinful, in a peculiar sense, for the

sake of intensity.”* The one system says. That men, since the

fall, are, while unrenewed, utterly indisposed, disabled, and

made opposite to all good—so that their ability to do good

works is not at all of themselves, but entirely from the Spirit of

Christ. The other asserts. That such language is merely a

“vivid use of can not for will not, accurate in substance, though

not in its form.” The one teaches that the eommands of God
continue to bind those who are unable perfectly to keep them.

The other asserts. That unable here means unwilling, because

God always attempers his law to our strength. The one says.

That man is passive in regeneration, that he therein receives a

new nature, a principle of grace, which is the source of all holy

exercises. The other repudiates the idea of “a blind nature

inducing love,” having a moral character, but it may be called

holy as tending to holiness, just as, “for the sake of intensity,”

we may call that sinful which tends to sin. In like manner

the different representations concerning the work of Christ,

however apparently conflicting, are representing as different

only in form. Thus in regard to our relation to Adam, the

consequences of his apostacy, the natural state of man, ability

and inability, the nature of regeneration, the atonement of

Reply, p. 174.
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Christ, the justification of sinners before God, the statements of

the two systems are declared to be identical in meaning, how-

ever different in form, or a mode of statement is proposed which

is made to comprehend both. We can hardly be mistaken,

therefore, in saying, that the design of the sermon is to show

that both of these are allowable, and may be reconciled. If

anything is clear, either in the sermon or the reply, it is that

these systems are represented as different modes of presenting

one and the same theology, the one adapted to the feelings, the

other to the intellect. If this is not the case, then Professor

Park has failed to convey the most remote idea of his meaning

to a multitude of minds, more or less accustomed to such discus-

sions, and must be set down as either the most unfortunate or

the most unintelligible writer of modern times.

If this is a proper statement of the case, it must be admitted

that the author has undertaken a great work. We know no

parallel to it but the famous Oxford Tract, Number Ninety
;
and

even that was a modest effort in comparison. Dr. Newman
merely attempted to show that there was “ a non-natural sense”

of the Thirty-nine Articles in which a Romanist might sign

them. He did not pretend, if our memory serves us, that the

sense which he put upon them was their true historical meaning.

But Professor Park proposes to show, if we understand him,

that the two systems above referred to are identical
;
that the

one is the philosophical explanation of the other
;
that they are

different modes of stating the same general truths, both modes

being allowable
;
that the one, in short, is the theology of the

feelings, and the other the theology of the intellect. When we

reflect on what is necessarily, even though unconsciously,

assumed in this attempt, when we raise our eyes to the height

to which it is necessary the author should ascend before all

these things could appear alike to him, we are bewildered. It

is surely no small matter for a man to rise up and tell the world

that the Augustinians and Pelagians, Thomists and Scotists,

Dominicans and Franciscans, Jansenists and Jesuits, Calvinists

and Remonstrants,* have for centm-ies been contending about

* These terms are used in their historical sense, Augustinianism and Pciagianism

are designations of forms of theology distinguished by certain characteristic features.

The former does not include every opinion held by Augustine, nor the latter every
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words
;
that they perfectly agree, if they had hut sense to see

it
;
that all the decisions of synods, all the profound discussions

of the greatest men in history, relating to these subjects, are

miserable lonomachies. We can understand how even a babeO
in Christ, under the teaching of the Spirit, may rightfully and

in full consciousness of truth, lift its solitary voice against

the errors of ages. But we cannot understand how any unin-

spired man could have the courage to say to the two great par-

ties in the Church, that they understand neither themselves nor

each other
;
that while they think they differ, they actually agree.

That this attempt to reconcile “all allowable creeds” is a

failure, no one would thank us for proving. Can it be necessary

to show that the differences between the two systems brought

into view in this sermon, are substantial differences of doctrine

and not a mere difference in words ? To say that the sin of

Adam is imputed to his posterity is to express a different

thought, a different doctrine, from what is expressed by saying

that his sin was merely the occasion of certain evils coming

upon his race. The one of these statements is not merely an

intense, figurative, or poetic expression of the thought con-

veyed by the latter. The former means that the sin of Adam
was the judicial ground of the condemnation of his race, and

therefore that the evils inflicted on them on account of that sin

are of the nature of punishment. My neighbour’s carelessness

or sin may be the occasion of suffering to me
;
but no one ever

dreamt of expressing didactically that idea, by saying that the

carelessness or crime of a reckless man was imputed to his

doctrine taught by Pelagius; so of the other terms. When, therefore, it is said

that the sermon proposes to show that these classes substantially agree, the only fair

interpretation of such language is, that it proposes to show that the characteristic

theological systems thus designated may be reconciled. Professor Park has taught us

that it is not enough to express our meaning clearly. He has shown that he would
consider the above statement refuted, should ho adduce, as might easily be done,

many points in which he would admit the inconsistency between the opinions of

Augustine and Pelagius, the Jansenists and Jesuits, Calvinists and Remonstrants. In

our former article we said, that the doctrine that present strength to moral and
spiritual duties is the measure of obligation, is one of the radical principles of Pelagian-

ism. He considers himself as confuting that statement, by asking whether Pelagius

held this or that other doctrine. We did not say he did. What we did say, how-
ever, is none the less true and uncontradicted. We hope, therefore, no one will

take the trouble to show in how many points the Jesuits diflered from the Janse-

nists in morals and discipline, or even in theology, as a refutation' of the statement

in the text.



328 Prof. Parle s Remarlcs on the Princeton Review. [April

neighbours. There is here a real distinction. These two
modes of representing om- relation to Adam belong to different

doctrinal systems. According to the one, no man is condemned
until he has personally transgressed the law. Every man
stands a probation for himself, either in the womb, as some say,

or in the first dawn of intelligence and moral feeling. Accord-

ing to the other, the race had their probation in Adam
;
they

sinned in him, and fell with him in his first transgression.

They are, therefore, born the children of wrath; they come
into existence under condemnation. It is now asserted, for the

first time, so far as we know, since the world began, that these

modes of representation mean the same thing.

Again, that the corrupt nature which we derive from our

first parents is really sinful, is a different doctrine from that

which is expressed by saying, our nature though prone to sin is

not itself sinful. These are not different modes of stating the

same truth. They are irreconcilable . assertions. The differ-

ence between them is one which enters deeply into our views

of the nature of sin, of inability, of regeneration, and of the

work of the Holy Spirit. It modifies our convictions and our

whole religious experience. It has in fact given rise to two

different forms of religion in the Church, clearly traceable in

the wi’itings of past ages, and still existing. We refer our

readers to President Edwards’ work on Original Sin, and re-

quest them to notice with what logical strictness he demon-

strates that the denial of the sinfulness of human natm-e and

the assertion of the plenary power of men to obey the com-

mands of God, subverts the whole plan of redemption. Our

author says, he fii'mly believes, “that in consequence of the

first man’s sin, all men have at birth a corrupt nature, which

exposes them to suffering, hut not to punishment, even without

their actual transgression.”* In the Thirty-nine articles of the

Church of England, it is said of original sin, or “depravity of

natui’e,” in unoquoque nascentium iram Pei atque damna-

tionem meretur. Are not these statements in direct opposi-

tion? Does not the one deny what the other affirms? Can

they, by any candid or rational interpretation, be made to be

mere different modes of stating the same doctrine ?

* Reply, p. 166.
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These two systems differ no less essentially as to the doctrine

of ability. According to the one, man has, since the fall, power

to do all that is required of him. According to the other,

though he remains a rational creature and a free moral agent, he

is utterly unable either to turn himself unto God, or to do any

thing spiritually good. According to the one doctrine, respon-

sibility and inability are incompatible
;
according to the other,

they are perfectly consistent.* Surely these are not different

modes of asserting the same doctrine. The man who asserts

tire entire helplessness of men, does not mean the same thing

with the man who asserts that they have full power to do all

that God commands. These systems are not reconciled, as to

this point, by the distinction between natural and moral ability

;

because the point of separation is not the nature but the fact of

the sinner’s inability. No one denies that this inability is moral

so far as it relates to moral acts, arises from the moral state of

the soul, and is removed by a moral change. It is, however,

none the less real and absolute. The question is. What is the

state of the unrenewed man ? Has he power of himself to

change his own heart ? Can he by any act of the will, or by

the exercise of any conceivable power belonging to himself

transform his whole character ? The one system says Yes, and

the other says No. And they mean what they say. The one

does not, by the assertion of this power, mean merely that men
are rational and moral beings. The other by its negative an-

swer does not mean merely that men are unwilling to change

their own heart. It means that the change is not within the

power of the will. It is a change which no volition, nor series

of volitions, can effect. It is a change W'hich nothing short

of the mighty power of God can effect. Such is the plain doc-

trine of Scripture; and such is the testimony of every man’s

consciousness. If there is any thing of which the sinner has an

intimate conviction, it is that the heart, the affections, his inhe-

* The maxim that men cannot be bound to do what they are unable to

perform, relates properly to external acts dependent on the will
;
and to those

which are not adapted to our nature. No man is bound to see without eyes, hear

without ears, or work without hands
; nor can a creature be required to create

a world, nor an idiot to reason correctly. But the maxim has no more to do with

the obligations of moral agents in reference to moral acts, than the axioms of geo-

metry have.
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rent moral dispositions are beyond bis reach
;
that he can no

more change his nature than he can annihilate it. He knows

that those who tell him he has this power, are but paltering in

a double sense and mocking at his misery. That this inability,

though thus absolute, is perfectly consistent with continued

responsibility, is also a plain fact of consciousness, and a clearly

revealed doctrine of Scripture. None feel their guilt so much as

those who are most sensible of their helplessness. It is, there-

fore, absm-d to represent the assertion of this entire inability as

consistent with the assertion that men have full power to do all

that is required of them. These statements differ in their

essential meaning
;

they differ in their associated doctrines

;

they have a different origin and they produce widely different

effects.

Again, there is a real difference of doctrine and not a mere

difference of terms between the statement that Christ’s work

opens the way for pardon by the moral impression which it makes,

and the statement that it was a full and proper satisfaction to

the law and justice of God. Here again is a difference which

affects the whole scheme of redemption, and consequently the

whole character of our religion. According to the one repre-

sentation the believer is simply pardoned and restored to the

favour of God
;
according to the other he is justified. When a

criminal is pardoned and restored to his civil rights, does any

one say, he is justified ? The word justification expresses far

more than the remission of the penalty of the law and the resto-

ration of the offender to favour. And those who teach that the

sinner is justified by the imputation of the righteousness of

Christ, teach something very different from those who make

Christ’s work the mere occasion of good to his people, by ren-

dering their pardon and restoration to favour consistent with

the interests of God’s government. According to the one sys-

tem, the deliverance of the believer from condemnation is an

act of a judge
;
according to the other, it is an act of the sove-

reign. In the one case, the law is set aside
;
in the other case

it is satisfied. To remit a debt without payment, out of compas-

sion for the debtor, for the sake of example, or out of regard to

the goodness or request of a third party, is a very different

thing from the discharge of the debtor on the ground that full
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payment has been made in his behalf. No less different is the

doctrine that Christ’s work renders the remission of sin possible,

and the doctrine that he has made a full satisfaction for the sins of

his people. As these doctrines are different in their nature, so they

differ in their effects. The one gives the sense of justification,

of that peace which arises out of the apprehension that our sins

have been punished, that justice is satisfied, that the law no

longer condemns, but acquits and pronounces just. If any man

is unable to reconcile this conviction, that justice no longer con-

demns the believer, with the most humbling sense of ill-desert,

he must be in a state of mind very different from that which

has characterized the great body of God’s people. It is this

sense of personal ill-desert combined with the assurance that jus-

tice can lay nothing to the charge of God’s elect, when clothed in

the righteousness of Christ, which produces that union of peace

with a sense of unworthiness, of confidence with self-distrust,

of self-abasement and self-renunciation with the assurance of

God’s love, which gleams and burns through all the writings of

the Apostles, and which found utterance in the devotional lan-

guage of the saints in all ages.*

* In reference to this subject Professor Park uses the following language in his

remarks on our review. Jn regard to the remark that Christ has fully paid the

debt of sinners, he asks, “ Does not the Reviewer himself qualify this phrase, in his

common explanations of it? Why does he so often teach that Christ has not paid

the debt of sinners in any such sense (which would be the ordinary sense of the

phrase) as to make it unjust in God to demand the sinner’s own payment of it!

Why does he teach, that although the debt of sinners is paid, in a very peculiar

sense, yet it is not so paid but that they may be justly cast into prison until they

themselves have paid the uttermost farthing? Another illustration is, ‘ the unquali-

fied remark that Christ suffered the whole punishment which sinners deserve.’ And
does not the Reviewer elsewhere thrust in various modifications of this phrase,

saying Christ did not suffer any punishment in such a sense, as renders it unjust

for the entire punishment of the law to be still inflicted on transgressors; that he

did not suffer the whole, the precise eternal punishment which sinners deserve,

that in fact he did not suffer any punishment at all in its common acceptation of

‘ pain inflicted on a transgressor of law on account of his transgression, and for the

purpose of testifying the lawgiver’s hatred of him as a transgressor?’ Why, then,

does the Reviewer here represent this < unqualified remark’ as identical with the

ambiguous phrase ‘ Christ bore our punishment,’ and as a ‘ summation of the mani-
fold and diversified representations of Scripture?’ ” Reply, p. 162.

It may serve to convince the author that there is a real difference between the

two systems under comparison, to be told, that his Reviewer does hold that Christ

has paid the debt of sinners in such a sense that it would be unjust to exact its

payment from those who believe. The Reviewer does hold that Christ has suf-

fered the punishment of sin, in such a sense that it would be unjust to exact that

punishment of those who accept of bis righteousness. This is the very idea ofjus-
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It is not necessary to pursue this comparison farther. If

there be any power in language to express thought
;

if human
speech be any thing more than an instrument of deception,

then these systems of doctrine are distinct and irreconcilable.

The one asserts what the other denies. It would be easy to

confirm this conclusion by the testimony of the leading advo-

cates of these conflicting creeds. They have stated in a hun-

dred forms that they do not mean the same thing
;
that the one

class rejects and condemns what the other asserts. It is then

only by doing despite to all the rules of historical interpretation

that any man can pretend that they mean substantially the

same thing.

What, then, is the theory by which our author proposes to

effect the reconciliation of conflicting creeds? According to

our understanding of the matter, he presents his theory in two

very different forms; one is philosophical and plausible, the

tification. Paul’s whole argument is founded on this principle. The law cannot

justify those whom it condemns; neither can it condemn those whom it justifies.

There is no condemnation, (no danger of it, no exposure to it), to those who are in

Christ Jesus. Who shall lay any thing to the charge of God’s elect 1 It is God
that justifieth, who is he that condemnethi

This view of justification arises from the very nature of substitution and vica-

rious punishment. The punishment of sin is necessary from the holiness and
justice of God. That punishment may, as we learn from Scripture, be endured by

one competent to sustain the load, in the place of others. Christ, the eternal Son
of God, assumed our nature, took our place, fulfilled all righteousness, completely

obeying the precept and enduring the penalty of the law as our substitute. Its

demands were thus satisfied, i. e. it has nothing to demand, as the ground of justi-

fication, of those interested in the righteousness of Christ. That righteousness

being imputed to them is the ground in justice of their being accepted as righteous

in the sight of God. In themselves they are hell-deserving, to them their accept-

ance is a matter of grace, because it is not their own righteousness, but the right-

eousness of another that is the ground of their justification. As this is the form in

which this doctrine is presented in Scripture, so it has its foundation in our own
moral constitution. Men have a constitutional sense of justice, an intimate con-

viction that sin ought to he punished; and therefore they cannot be satisfied until

such punishment is inflicled. No mere pardon, no restoration to favour, no assur-

ance that the evil effects of forgiveness will be prevented, can satisfy this intimate

conviction. In all ages, therefore, men have demanded an atonement; and by

atonement they have not understood a means of moral impression, but a method of

satisfying justice. As these means have been ineffectual, the sacrifices of the hea-

then only serve to reveal the sentiment to which they owe their origin. But in the

vicarious sufferings of the Son of God, in his bearing the punishment of our sins,

what was merely symbolized in the ancient sacrifices was fully realized. This

view of the nature of Christ’s work and of the imputation of his righteousness is

pronounced even in our day, by Hengstenberg, “ the foundation-doctrine of the

gospel, the life-point whence sprung the Relormation.” Kirchen-Zeitung, 1836,

No. 23.
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other is a truism. The one admits of discussion, the other can

he refuted, as a means of reconciling creeds, only by stating it.

The one is this, viz. that right feeling may express itself in

diverse, conflicting, and therefore in some cases, wrong intellec-

tual forms. The other is, that figm'ative language is not to be

interpreted literally. It is the adroit or unconscious inter-

change of these entirely difierent forms of his theory, that gives

at once plausibility and confusion to his discourse. The fre-

quent and sudden transition from a principle which no one

denies, to one which no orthodox man admits, bewilders and

deludes his readers. When startled by the fell sweep of his

theory in one of its forms, he suddenly turns to them the other,

and shows them how perfectly simple and harmless an affair it

is. We shall endeavour very briefly to prove, first, that the

author does present his theory in both of the forms above stat(^
;

and secondly, that in the one form it is false and destructive,

and in the other nugatory.

But what is the theory which teaches that right feeling may
express itself in diverse, and even in wrong intellectual forms ?

The sermon does not present any elaborate exposition or philo-

sophical discussion of it. This was not to be expected in a

popular discourse. In order, however, to be properly under-

stood, it is necessary that it should be exhibited somewhat in

detail. We do not mean to attribute to Professor Park any

thing more than the principle itself, as above stated; we do not

wish to be understood as even insinuating that he holds either

its adjuncts or its consequents. The doctrine is substantially

this. Religion consists essentially in feeling. It is not a form

of knowledge, because in that case it could be taught like any

other system of knowledge
;
and the more learned, on religious

subjects, a man is, the more religion he would have. Much less

/can it consist in willing or acting, because there is no moral

excellence either in volition or outward action, except as expres-

sive of feeling. Religion must, therefore, have its seat in the

feelings. There is in man a religious sentiment, a sense of

dependence, a consciousness of relation to God. This gives rise

to a persuasion that God is, and that we stand in manifold re-

lations to him, and he to us. This is faith, i. e. a persuasion

which arises out of feeling, and which derives from that souixe
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its contents and its power.* This is a form of intuition, a direct

vision of its object
;
apprehending, however, that it is, rather

than either how or why it is. To this follows knowledge. That

is, the cognitive faculty, the understanding, the logical con-

sciousness, or whatever else it may be called, makes the intui-

tions included in faith the objects of consideration, interprets

and defines them, and thus transmutes them into definite

thoughts. Of the materials thus furnished it constructs theo-

logy. In every system of theology, therefore, there are these

elements—feeling, faith, knowledge, seience. The two former

may be the same, where the two latter are very diSerent.

Hence feeling and faith may retain their true Christian charac-

ter even when they cannot be reconciled with the philosophical

convictions of the mind in Avhich they exist.f This provides for

the case of the “tearful German” mentioned by Professor Park,

who was a Christian in his heart, but a philosopher, {i. e. in this

connexion an infidel,) in his head. Fm-ther, with the same reli-

gious feeling and faith there may be very different theologies

;

• Twesteri’s Dogmatik, p. 20. Glaube ist Uberhaupt ein auf dem Gefilhle beru-

hendes Filrwahrhalten.

j- This however is true only within certain limits. Tivesten, p. 30. Zwar han-

gen Gefiihl und Glaube nicht schlechterdings von den Bestiramungen des Wissens

ab ; sie ftlhren ja selbst ihren Gehalt und ihre Sicherheit mit sich, und man wird

sich mancherley Gegenstande des religiOsen Wissens denken konnen, die verschie-

dene Ansichten zulassen, ohne dass dadurch der religiose und christliche Character

des frommen Bewusstseyns verandert wird. Diess geht aber doch nur bis zu

einein gewissen Punch . . . Obgleich also die Religion weder Erkenntniss ist,

noch von der Erkenntniss ausgeht, so verhalt sie sich doch nicht gleichgiiltig gegen

dieselbe, und es ist z. B. fur den religiOsen Glauben nicht einerley, ob wir aus wis.

senschaftlichen Grtinden meinen, behaupten oder leugnen zu mUssen, dass der

Mensch unsterblich sey.

Twesten belongs to the most moderate and orthodox class of Schleiermacher’s dis-

ciples. The master carried this matter much farther, “Janach Schleiermacher,”

says his interpreter, Gess, “kOnnen sich religiose Gefahle sogar mit solchen Be-

grifl’en einigen, welche sich unter einander widersprechen. So heisst es (Reden

p. 112:) es gebe zwei verschiedene Vorstellungen von Gott, eine,die ihn den Men-
schen ahnlich mache, und eine, die ihn nicht als persOnlich denkend und wollend

denke, sondern als die flber alle Personlichkeit hinausgestellte allgemeine, alles Den-

ken und Seyn hervorbringende Nothwendigkeit. Welche von beiden die richtige

sey, daran liege dera Gefahle nichts—‘ sondern fromm kann jeder seyn, er halte sich

zu diesem oder zu jenem Begriffe
; aber seine Frommigkeit muss besser seyn, als

sein BcgrifF. Und nichts scheint sich weniger zu ziemen, als wenn die Anhanger

der Einen die, welche von der Menschenahnlichkeit abgeschreckt, ihre Zuflucht

zu dem Andern nehmen, beschuldigen, sie seyen gottlos ;
oder ebenso, wenn diese

wollten jene wegen der Menschenahnlichkeit ihres Begriffes des Gotzendienstes

beschuldigen und ihre FrOmmigkeit fur nichtig erklaren.’ Gess’s Schleiermach. Sys-

tem, p. 21.
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because the interpretation given to the intuitions of faith are,

to a great extent, determined by the philosophy, the knowledge,

cultivation, prejudices and spirit of the individual, and of the

age or church to which he belongs. There is, therefore, no one

Christian theology which can be pronounced true to the exclu-

sion of all others. Different theologies are different forms of

expressing or of interpreting the same religious sentiment.

They are all true.* As the force of vegetable life manifests

itself in the greatest diversity of forms and in very different

degrees of perfection, so Christianity, which is also a power,

manifests itself in various forms of faith, which are all to be

recognized as expressions of a genuine Christian consciousness. '

If religion were a form of knowledge, if Christianity consisted

in certain doctrines, or had Christ’s immediate object been to

set forth a theological system, there could be no room for such

diversity; there could be only one true theology.f But revela-

tion is not a making known a series of propositions. So far as

it is an act of God, it is the arrangements and dispensations by

which he awakens and elevates the religious consciousness of

men
;
and so far as it regards the recipients, it is the intuition

of the truth consequent on this elevation of their religious feel-

ings. And inspiration is the state of mind, the elevation of the

religious consciousness, to which this immediate perception of

the truth is due. It follows from all this that the Scriptm’es,

great as is their value, are only in an indirect sense the rule of

faith. They contain the record of the apprehension of divine

things consequent on the extraordinary religious life communi-

* Twesten, p. 35. Aber so viel ist doch klar, dass es hiernach nicht bloss eine

christliche Doginatik giebt, die ausgenoramen alle abrigen geradezu unchristlich

waren, sondern dass verschiedene dogmatische Systems auf den Namen der christ-

lichen Anspruch machen konnen. . . . Gleich wie die Lebenskrafte der Natur in

einer grossen Mannigfaltigkeit von Erscheinungen hervortreten, verschieden nach
der Art und Stufe ihrer Entwickelung, doch alle Aeusserungen derselben Krafte

:

so kann sich auch das Christenthum, was ja auch eine Kraft selig zu machen, eine

Kraft des gottlichen Lebens ist, in einer Folle verschiedener Glaubensformen offen-

baren, die sammtlich Formen des christlichen Lebens und Bewusstseyns sind.

Twesten, p. 33. Bestande die Religion nun zunachst in einer Lehre, und ware
Christi nachste Absicht gewesen, ein system von Dogmen aufzuslellen

;
so konnten

wir nicht umhin, uns zu der einen oder der andern Meinung zu schlagen,— that

is, he must, in the case supposed, admit that the Lutheran system was the only

Biblical and Christian system, or more or less opposed to it. There could in that

case be but one true system.
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cated to the world by Jesus Christ; and although they have a

certain normal authority as the expression of a very pure and

elevated state of religious feeling, still of necessity that expres-

sion was greatly modified by the previous culture of the sacred

writers. In other words, the form in which they presented

these truths, or the interpretation which they gave to their reli-

gious intuitions was infiuenced by their education, their modes

of thought, and by the whole spirit of their age.* Our faith,

therefore, is only indirectly founded on Scripture. Its imme-

diate basis is our own religious consciousness, awakened and

elevated by the Scriptures, and by the life which proceeding from

Christ dwells in the Church. The simple, historical interpreta-

tion of the sacred writings does not give us the divine element

of the truth therein contained
;

it gives us the temporary logi-

cal or intellectual form in which that divine element is em-

bodied. But that form, in the progress of the Church, may
have become obsolete. The theology of an age dies with the

age. The race passes on. It is making constant progress.

Not only is the scientific element, which enters into every sys-

tem of theology, becoming more correct, but the religious con-

sciousness of the Church is getting more pure and elevated

;

and, therefore, a theology suited to one age becomes very un-

suitable to another.I

Such, to the best of our understanding of the matter, is the

theory to which the radical principle of Professor Park’s ser-

mon belongs. To understand that principle, it was necessary

• Twesten, p. 36. Vergegenwartigen wir uns den Apostel Paulus, nach seiner

Nationalitat und Bildung, nach dem Ideenkreise, in dem er erzogen war, der Art

der Gelehrsamheit, die er sich angeeignet hatte, dann nach seiner Stellung in der

apostolischen Kirche, den Hindernissen, die er zu beseitigen, den Gegnern, die er zu

bekampfen hatte : konnte diess ohne Einfluss bleiben auf die Art, wie er das

Christenthum aufiasste und vortrag, und musste es nicht, von allem Andern abge-

sehen, seiner Lehre ein anderes Geprage geben, als sie auch bey innerer Geistes-

verwandtschaft und unter abnlichen Umstanden z. B. bey einem Luther haben

konnte, der nicht in der Schule Gamaliels, sondern der Scholastik gebildet war,

und nicht Juden aus den Geschichten und Andeutungen des Alten, sondern

Papstler aus den Lehren des Neuen Testaments von todten Werken zum lebendigen

Glauben fuhren sollte 1

j- Morell’s Philosophy of Religion, p. 223. “ The inevitable result of this is, that

those who take their stand pertinaciously upon the formal theology of any given

period, remain stationary, as it were, in the religious consciousness of this period,

while that of the age goes far beyond them, that their theology is no longer an

adequate exponent of the religious life of the times, and no longer satisfies its just

demands.”
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to have some idea of the system of which it is a pa^t. We re-

peat, however, what we have already said, viz : that we attri-

bute to our author nothing more than he has avowed. We do

not say, and we do not know, that he holds the theory above

stated in any of its steps beyond the principle that right feeling

may express itself in diverse, inconsistent, and therefore, at

times, erroneous intellectual forms. That he does teach this

principle, and that it is one aspect of the theory by which he

proposes to reconcile “all allowable creeds,” we think plain, in

the first place, from the formal statements of his doctrine. The

sermon from beginning to end treats of two theologies, which

differ in form, i. e. in their intellectual statements, but have a

common principle. Both are, therefore, allowable, because

they are only different expressions of the same thing. It is a

matter of perfect indifference whether these are called two

theologies, or two modes of expressing one and the same theo-

logy. The difference between them in either case is the same.*

“Sometimes,” says our author, “both the mind and heart are

suited by the same modes of thought, but often they require

dissimilar methods, and the object of the present discoiu’se

is, to state some of the differences between the theology of

the intellect and that of feeling, and also some of the influ-

ences which they exert upon each other,” p. 534. “The theo-

logy of feeling differs from that of the intellect. It is the form

of belief which is suggested by, and adapted to the wants of the

well-trained heart. It is embraced as involving the substance

* One of the complaints against us, which Professor Park urges most frequently, is

that we misrepresent him as teaching two “ kinds of theology,” instead of “ two differ-

ent forms” of one and the same theology. After many iterations of this complaint,

he loses his patience, and asks, “ Will the Reviewer never distinguish between two
doctrines, and the same doctrine expressed in two forms 1

” We are afraid not.

There is not the slightest difference between the two statements, except in words.

There are no doctrines so wide apart, but that some general truth may be found of

which they are but different forms. Atheism is one form, and Theism is another

form of the one doctrine, that the universe had a cause. The Socinian and the

Church exhibition of the design of Christ’s death, are but different forms of the one
doctrine, that we are saved by Christ. It is therefore perfectly immaterial whether
Professor Park teaches that there are “ two theologies,” or “ two forms of one and the

same theology.” His readers understand the former expression precisely as they

do the latter, after all his explanations. The former is the more correct, and has

the usage of all ages in its favour. One great difficulty in regard to this sermon is,

that its author wishes to change the established meaning of terms, and call new
things by old words.

VOL. XXIII.—NO. II. 32
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of truth, although, 'when literally interpreted, it may or may
not be false,” p. 535. “In the theology of reason, the pro-

gress of science has antiquated some, and will continue to

modify other refinements
;
theory has chased theory into the

shades
;
but the theology of the heart, letting the minor accu-

racies go for the sake of holding strongly upon the substance of

doctrine, need not always accommodate itself to scientific

changes, but may use its old statements, even if, when literally

understood, they be incorrect,” p. 539. “Our theme,” he says,

“reveals the identity in the essence of many systems which are

run in scientific or aesthetic moulds unlike each other.” “ There

are indeed kinds of theology which cannot be reconciled with

each other,” p. 559. “Another practical lesson developed in

the discourse is, the importance of exhibiting the mutual con-

sistency between all the expressions of right feeling,” p. 137.

We see not how these and many similar declarations are to be

understood, otherwise than as teaching that the intellectual

forms under which right feeling expresses itself, may be, and

often are diverse and inconsistent. The difference is not that

between literal and figurative language, but between systems

run in different scientific moulds. The intellectual forms of

doctrine may change, theory may succeed theory, but the feel-

ings may adhere to these antiquated forms, and continue to

express themselves in modes which the reason pronounces to be

false.

But, in the second place, a large class of the illustrations

employed by our author, puts this matter out of all doubt.

They are instances not of figurative, imaginative, or intense

expressions, but of purely intellectual and doctrinal statements.

This we have already abundantly proved. That the sin of

Adam is imputed to his posterity, that they are condemned for

that sin, that its consequences to them are of the nature of

punishment, is a different doctrine from that expressed by say-

ing we are exposed to evil in consequence of that sin. That

inherent depravity is truly and properly sin, is a different in-

tellectual proposition from the statement that it is not properly

sin. That no mere man since the fall is able perfectly to keep

the commandments of God, is a different doctrine from that

asserted by saying, that God never requires of us more than
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we are able to perform. These statements suppose different

theories of moral obligation, of moral agency, and of the free-

dom of the -will. So too, the propositions, Christ bore the

penalty of the la-w, his sufferings were of the nature of punish-

ment, he fully satisfied the demands of the law and justice of

God, are recognized forms of stating a doctrine concerning the

atonement, which has ever been held to be incompatible with

the governmenta® or Socinian theory of the nature of Christ’s

work. As these and others of a like kind are included in the

author’s illustrations of his theory, they prove beyond doubt

that his theory is that right feeling ’may express itself in diverse

and inconsistent intellectual forms. It matters not what name

he may give it. It is the precise doctrine of those who hold

that the different systems of theology are not to be distin-

guished as true and false, but as different interpretations of the

same genuine Christian consciousness; or that right feeling

may express itself in incompatible intellectual forms.* This is

the philosophical, grave, and plausible aspect of our author’s

theory. He presents the matter, however, in another and very

different light.

The second form in which the doctrine of the sermon is pre-

sented, is that figurative language is not to be interpreted

literally, that poetry is not to be treated as prose ! This as a

device for reconciling “all allowable creeds,” as we said above,

needs no refutation beyond the statement of it. That our

author does run do-wn his theory to this “infinite little,” is

plain both from his exposition and illustration of his doctrine.

The emotive theology may, he says, be called poetry, “if this

word be used, as it should be, to include the constitutional

developements of a heart moved to its depths by tlie truth.

And as in its essence it is poetical, with this meaning of the

epithet, so it avails itself of a poetic license, and indulges in a

* When the writers, to whom we have referred, represent conflicting systems of

theology as alike true, they of course mean that there is a higher view which em-
braces and harmonizes them all

;
that they are difl'erent aspects of the same general

truth ; and further, that they have a common element, which is differently com-

bined in these several systems. They would accept Professor Park’s statement of

the identity in essence of systems run in different scientific moulds, or of “ the

mutual consistency of all the expressions of right feeling,” as a proper expression

of their doctrine.
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style of remark, -wliich, for sober prose, would be unbecom-

ing, or even, when associated in certain ways irreverent.”*

Being poetical in its natui'e, the theology of feeling is better

adapted to the hymn-book than to creeds. He ascribes a

great deal of mischief to the introduction of the language of

poetry into doctrinal symbols. Men, he says, will never find

peace “ until they confine their intellect to its rightful sphere,

and understand it according to what it says, a®d their feeling to

its province, and interpret its language according to what it

means, rendering to poetry the things which are designed for

poetry, and unto prose what belongs to prose.”f “Our theme”

i. e. the theme discussed in the sermon, he says, “grieves us by
disclosing the ease with which we may slide into grave errors.

Such errors have arisen from so simple a cause as that of con-

founding poetry with prose.”J The emotive theology, as ap-

pears from these statements, is poetry. It is the poetic exhi-

bition of doctrines. The conflicts of theologians arise, in a

measure, from their not recognizing this fact. They interpret

these poetic forms as though they were the sober and wary lan-

guage of prose. He sustains the doctrine of the sermon, in this

view of it, by quotations from Blair, Campbell, Burke, and even

a certain commmentary on the Epistle to the Romans. “In

accordance with these simple principles,” he says, “ not dug out

of the depths of German metaphysics, but taken from the sur-

face of Blair’s Rhetoric, the sermon under review describes the

theology of feeling as introducing obscure images, vague and

indefinite representations.”]
|

The doctrine of the discoui’se,

therefore, is the perfectly harmless truism that poetry is not

prose, and therefore is not to be interpreted as though it were.

Accordingly he asks the commentator referred to, how it

happens, that when he “comes to criticise a New England ser-

mon, he should forget the rhetorical principles with which he

was once familiar. ”§ These representations present the au-

thor’s theory as a simple rhetorical principle, which no one

denies.

A large class of the illustrations of the doctrine of the ser-

* Sermon, p. 538. f Sermon p. 554. 4 Sermon p. 558.

11
Reply p. 158. § Reply p. 160.
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mon are adapted to this view of the case. Passages of Scrip-

tui’e, which speak of men as hiding under Jehovah’s wings, which

represent God as jealous or angry; which speak of him as a

rock or high tower
;
or which describe him as armed with sword

and buckler
;
the figurative language of om* hymn-books, which

speak of God’s burning throne, his smiling face, his open arms

;

the intense and hyperbolical language of emotion, as when the

Psalmist says, I am a worm and no man
;
and when the sinner

says, I am less than nothing, are all cited as illustrations of the

principle contended for. There can, therefore, be no doubt

that one aspect of our author’s theory is that poetry is not to

he interpreted as though it were prose. But is this the only

aspect of his doctrine? Was it with this penny-whistle he dis-

com’sed such music as stole away the senses of a Boston au-

dience ? When he stood up as a vates praescius venturi, to

foretell the blending of all creeds into one colourless ray, and to

predict the end of religious controversy, was Blair’s Rhetoric

the source of his inspii;ation ? Did he persuade the shrewd

Athenians of America, that it was a feasible matter to interpret

the Westminster Confession as a poem, and that men never

would have peace until that feat was accomplished ? Such is the

modest interpretation which he gives his “humble convention

sermon.” We entertain for it a much higher opinion. We
believe it teaches something more than lies on the surface of the

Scotch Principal’s dull lectures. If it does not, then we grudge

the ink—worth less than a farthing—we have spent in writing

about it.*

It is the principle that right feeling may express itself ini

wrong intellectual forms, incorrect and dangerous as that prin-

ciple is, that gives dignity and importance to the sermon under

review. This is a grave matter. The theory with which it is

* Yet the author seems to labour through this whole reply to persuade his readers

that this is all he meant. This is the source of his retorts and sarcasms. Do you
hold that God is a rock, or that he came from Teman 1 Do you forget your own
principle, that figurative expressions are not to he taken according to the letter 1

What pitiable logomachy then is it, to contend about doctrinal discrepancies. Can-
not is only another form of will not; sinful is only a figure for “ not sinful.” If we
all admit we are saved by Christ, what is the use of disputing how he saves us 1

We are all agreed, if we did but know it. You say the thing figuratively, I say the

same thing literally
;

I mean just what you mean, mean what you please, (within

allowable Limits.)
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connected is not to be treated lightly. It has been elaborated

with so much skill, sustained by so much power, and adopted

by so many leading minds, that it deserves the most serious

examination. It would be a very important service if some

competent hand would undertake such a scrutiny, and philoso-

phically discuss the various points which the theory in question

involves, separating the warp of truth from the woof of error

in its complicated textime. No one can read even the bald out-

line of that theory as given above, without feeling its power,

and seeing that there is an element of truth in it which gives

it a dangerous plausibility. We must leave such an examina-

tion, however, to those whom God calls to the work. We have

an humbler office. There are two methods of dealing with a

false theory. The one is, the refutation of its principles
;
the

other is, to show that its admitted results are in conflict with

established truths. The latter is much the shorter, and gene-

rally, much the more satisfactory, as it is the common scriptural

method of dealing with error. We propose, therefore, sim-

ply to indicate one or two points in which the theory, one of

whose principles our author has adopted, stands in conflict with

the Bible.

In the first place, the radical principle of the theory, viz. that

religion consists essentially in feeling, is contrary to the scrip-

tural doctrine on the subject, and is opposed to what the Bible

teaches of the importance of truth. According to Scripture,

religion is not a blind feeling, desire, or emotion, but it is a

form of knowledge. It is the spiritual discernment of divine

things. The knowledge, which in the Bible is declared to be

eternal, or spiritual life, is not the mere intellectual, or specu-

lative apprehension of the truth
;
but such apprehension is one

of its essential elements, and therefore of true rehgion. No
man can have the spiritual discernment of any truth which he

does not know. The intellectual cognition is just as necessary

to spiritual knowledge as the visual perception of a beautiful

object is to the apprehension of its beauty~<<;^en cannot be

made relioous by mere instruction, but they cannot be religious

without iC^ Religion includes the knowledge, i. e. the intel-

lectual apprehension of divine things, as one of its essential

elements, without which it cannot exist. And therefore it is
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often called knowledge. Hence, to know God, is the sum of all

religion. The vision of the glory of God in the face of Jesus

Christ, is the vital principle of inward Christianity. Hence

throughout the Bible, the knowledge of God, wisdom, under-

standing, and words of like import, are used as designations of

true religion. With spiritual discernment is inseparably con-

nected a feeling corresponding to the nature of the object appre-

hended. This is so intimately united with the cognition, as to

be an attribute of it—having no separate existence, and being

inconceivable without it. And it is to the two as inseparably

united that the name religion properly belongs. Neither the

cognition without the feeling, nor the feeling without the cogni-

tion completes the idea of religion. It is the complex state of

mind in which those elements are inseparably blended, so as to

form one glowing, intelligent apprehension of divine things,

which constitutes spiritual life. But in this complex state the cog-

nition is the fii’st and the governing element, to which the other

owes its existence
;
and therefore, in the second place, the Scrip-

tm'es not only teach that knowledge is an essential constituent

of religion, but also that the- objective presentation of truth to

the mind is absolutely necessary to any genuine religious feeling

or affection. It is by the truth as thus outwardly presented,

that the inward state of mind, which constitutes religion, is pro-

duced. We are begotten by the truth. We are sanctified by

the truth. It is by the exhibition of the truth, that the inward

life of the soul is called into being and into exercise. This is

the agency which the Spirit of God employs in the work of con-

version and sanctification. Hence truth is essential to the sal-

vation of men. It is not a matter of indifference what men
believe, or in what form right feeling expresses itself. There

can be no right feeling but what is due to the apprehension of

truth. Hence Christ commissioned his disciples to teach. The

Chm-ch was made the teacher of the nations; she has ever

regarded herself as the witness and guardian of the truth.

Heresy she has repudiated, not as an insult to her authority,

but as destructive of her life.

Is not this scriptural view of the relation between knowledge

and feeling, confirmed by consciousness and experience? Is

not the love of God intelligent? Is it not complacency in the
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divine character as intellectually apprehended? Does not the

love of Christ suppose the knowledge of Christ ? Can the man
who looks upon him as a creature, feels towards him as God
manifest in the flesh? Can the feeling which has for its

object the Son of God bearing our sins in his own body on the

cross, be the same as that which regards him as an amiable

martyr? Repentance, faith, love, reverence, gratitude, every

afiection and exercise which enters into true religion, our own
consciousness tells us, derives its character and owes its exist-

ence to knowledge, to the intelligent apprehension of the truth

as revealed in the word of God. The history of the world is a

continued illustration of the truth, that inward character depends

on knowledge. This is one of the great principles of Protest-

antism
;
and therefore Protestants have ever been the advocates

of religious instruction. It is a purely Romish doctrine, that

“Religious light is intellectual darkness.”* Knowledge, ac-

cording to Protestants, is one of the elements of faith, without

which it cannot exist. It includes assent to some known truth.

In the one Church, therefore, truth has a paramount import-

ance; in the other, ignorance is regarded as the mother of

devotion. If a man trust in the cross, the Romish system tells

him he need not know what the cross means. It matters not

whether he thinks he is saved by the wood of the cross, by the

magic influence of the sign, or by Christ as crucified for the

sins of the world. These are difierent expressions of the feeling

of confidence. A distinguished Unitarian clergyman once said

to us, that there was no diflference between -his doctrine as to

the method of salvation and that of the orthodox. Both believe

that we are saved through Christ, and even by his death. The

one says how this is done; the other leaves the manner unex-

plained. The general truth both receive. The difierence is not

a difference of doctrine, but of the mode or form in which the

same doctrine is presented.

In opposition to the scriptural doctrine on the subject, the

theory under consideration teaches that religion consists in feel-

ing, as distinguished from knowledge, and that it is in a great

measm’e independent of it. In the extreme form in which this

* Newman’s Parochial Sermons, Vol. I., p. 124.
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doctrine is presented by its great master, it is immaterial, so

far as religion is concerned, whether a man be a Pantheist or

Theist; whether he regards God as a mere force, of which

neither intelligence nor moral excellence can be predicated, or as

a spirit, infinite in his being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice,

goodness and truth. And even in the more moderate form, in

which it is set forth by some of his followers, truth is of subor-

dinate importance. As the essence of religion is feeling, it may
exist under very different intellectual forms, and find expression

in conflicting systems of doctrine. Both, therefore, as to the

nature of religion, and as to the importance of truth, there is

a vital difference between this theory and the teachings of the

word of God.

Secondly, this theory subverts the doctrine of a divine reve-

lation, in the correct and commonly received sense of those

terms. Revelation is the communication of truth by God to

the understandings of men. It makes known doctrines. For

example, it makes known that God is; that God is a spirit;

that he is infinite; that he is holy, just, and good; that Christ

is the Son of God; that he assumed our nature; that he died

for our sins, &c. These are logical propositions. They are so

set forth, that the meaning of the terms employed, and the

sense of the propositions themselves, are understood, and under-

stood in the same way by the renewed and the unrenewed.

That the one class perceive in the truths thus revealed an ex-

cellence, and experience from them a power, of which the other

class have no experience, does not alter the case. Revelation,

as such, is addressed to the understanding; to the understand-

ing indeed of moral beings, capable of perceiving the import of

moral propositions
;
but it is very different from spiritual illu-

mination. All this, the theory in question denies. It makes

revelation to be the awakening and elevating the religious feel-

ings, which, when thus roused, have higher intuitions of spiritual

things than were possible before. Doctrines are not matters

of revelation. They have no dmne authority. They are con-

structed by the understanding. They are the logical statements

of the supposed contents of these immediate intuitions, and arc

therefore fallible, transient, variable
;
assuming one form under

one set of influences, and a different under another.

VOL. XXIII.—NO. II. 33
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Thirdly, this theory necessarily destroys the authority of the

Scriptiu’es. This follows from what has already been said. If

it subverts the true idea of revelation, it subverts all that rests

on that idea. But, besides this, it teaches that the influence

under which the sacred writers thought and wrote was not pecu-

liar to them. It is common to all believers. Inspiration is an

exalted state of the religious feelings, quickening and rendering

clearer the religious perceptions. The light within is therefore

co-ordinate with the light in the Scriptures. This theory is a

philosophical form of Quakerism, and stands in much the same

•relation to the normal authority of the Scriptures. The prac-

tical operation of this doctrine confirms the view here given of

its nature and tendency. There is of course a great difi’erence

among its advocates, as to the reverence which they manifest

for the word of God, and as to the extent in which they agree

with its teachings
;
but in all there is abundant evidence that

the Bible has lost its ancient authority as a rule of faith. They

construct systems which do not profess to be expositions of

what is taught in the word of God, but deductions from the

religious consciousness as it now exists. Few of them hesitate

to say that the Bible is full of errors, not merely of histoi'y and

science, but of such as are connected with religion
;
that it is

disfigured by misconceptions, false reasoning, and erroneous

exhibitions of doctrine. How can it be otherwise if its logical

propositions are but the fallible interpretation given to their

feelings by the sacred writers. Our readers cannot ask us to

say more in opposition to a theory which thus deals with the

Scriptures, which represents its doctrinal statements as due to

the peculiar training of the sacred writers, and which teaches

that propositions categorically opposed to each other may be

alike true—true relatively, since none is true absolutely.

Professor Park may ask, what has all this to do with his con-

vention sermon? That discourse does not teach that all re-

ligion consists in feeling, nor docs it advocate the view of reve-

lation and inspiration deduced from that principle. Very true.

But it doe^each one of the main principles of the theory in

question.C It does teach that right feeling may express itself in

inconsistent intellectual forms. Does it not teach that we may
say the sin of Adam is imputed to his race; that our nature
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since tlie fall is sinful; that Christ’s sufferings were of the

nature of punishment; that he satisfied the law and justice of

God, &c. ? And yet are not all these propositions pronounced

to be false, in the very sense which those who use them mean

to convey? Is it not the avowed design of the sermon to show

that all “allowable creeds” may be reconciled?” Does not the

author attempt to show that the two great systems of doctrine

which have been in conflict for ages, are but different forms of

expressing the same right feelings ? If this is so, we know no

method of refutation more fair or more conclusive, than to

point out the origin, and to trace the consequences of a prin-

ciple by which these results are brought about. To object to

an argument designed to show that a doctrine is false, by prov-

ing that the principles which it involves, and the consequences

to which it leads, are rmsound and dangerous, is to object to its

being refuted at all.

SHORT NOTICES.
Ml/ Own Book, or Select Narratives and Instructions suitable for Youth.

Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of Publication, No. 2G5 Chestnut St.

A beautiful little book, comprising more than twenty Narra-

tives
;

all of them possessing the two qualities which fit such a
work for its object; being both interesting and instructive.

1. Memoir of Mrs. Agnes Andrew, of Paisley. Illustrative of the Triumphs
of Faith in Humble Life. By the Rev. Peter Mearns, Coldstream.

2. The Ragged Scholars, Perils in the Desert, and the Avenger Stayed.

3. A Visit to the Holy Land, The Young Jewess, the Red Berries, and The
Twins.

4. An Affectionate Address to Mothers. By the Rev. Daniel Baker, D. D.
of Texas.

5. The Three Last Things, or Death, Judgment, and Eternity. By the

Rev. John Ilambleton, M. A. Revised for the Board of Publication.

6. The Bruised Reed and Smoking Flax. To which is added, A Descrip-
tion of Christ. By Richard Sibbes, D. D., 1620.

Such are the titles of some of the late issues of the Board of

Publication of our Church. The more we see of the publica-

tions sent forth by our Board, the more we are struck with their




