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Art. I.— 77ie Signs of the Times: a Series of Discourses
delivered in the Second Presbyterian Church, Philadel-
phia. By Cornelius C. Cuyler, D.D., Pastor of the

Church. Philadelphia: William S. Martien. 1839. pp.
319. 12mo.

We have already expressed our favourable opinion of these

excellent Discourses. We now recur to them again, that we
may make the subject discussed in the fourth lecture, entitled

“ God’s frowns against Covetousness,” the foundation of

some remarks that seem to us adapted to the existing state of

things. We have nothing to say in the way of objection to

the views presented by Dr. Cuyler. His leading position is,

that the pecuniary distress which pervades our country is a

judgment upon the people for their covetousness. But in

maintaining this position, he avoids the presumption of those

who, “taking upon themselves the mystery of things, as if

they were God’s spies,” pronounce with all confidence upon
the final cause of every dispensation of providence, and in-

vade, with unhallowed tread, even the sacred privacy of do-

mestic sorrow, that they may make every individual calami-

ty the occasion of impeachment against the character of the

sufferer. His interpretations of divine providence are suffi-
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Art. III.

—

A Discourse on the Latest Form of Infidelity,

delivered at the request of the Association of the Alum-
ni of the Cambridge Theological School, on the 19/A of
July

, 1839, with notes. By Andrews Norton. Cam-
bridge. Published by John Owen, 1839. pp. 64.

A Letter to Mr. Andrews Norton
,
occasioned by his Dis-

course before the Association of the Alumni of the

Cambridge Theological School, on the 1 9th of July,

1839. By an Alumnus of that School. Boston. James
Munroe & Company, 1839. pp. 160.

Our readers are probably aware that the Unitarian clergy-

men of Boston and its vicinity, priding themselves in the

name of liberal Christians, have never professed to agree

entirely among themselves in their doctrinal views. Of
late, however, a portion of their number have advanced sen-

timents which, in the apprehension of the rest, exceed even
the limits of the most liberal Christianity. Hence this Dis-

course on the Latest Form of Infidelity. The pamphlets be-

fore us, do not enable us to ascertain precisely what this

new form of infidelity is, nor how far it is embraced by the

Boston clergy. We know, indeed, that it has its origin in

German philosophy, and that the Rev. Mr. Emerson deli-

vered an address before the same Association which listened

to Mr. Norton’s Discourse, which was a rhapsodical oration

in favour of pantheism. We know also that that oration

called forth an earnest remonstrance and disclaimer from
some of the friends and officers of the Cambridge school of

theology. The public papers moreover informed us that

Mr. Emerson delivered, with some applause, a series of po-

pular lectures on the new philosophy, to the good people of

Boston. We are, however, ignorant both as to the number
of those who embrace this new philosophy, and as to the

extent to which they carry it. It may be inferred from Mr.
Norton’s Discourse, that he considered his opponents as de-

nying either the possibility of a miracle, or the truth of the

New Testament history in reference to the miracles of Christ.

Why else should he make the truth of the evangelical his-

tory, and the absolute necessity of a belief in miracles, in

order to faith in Christianity, the burden of his discourse?

“The latest form of infidelity,” he says, “ is distinguished

by assuming a Christian name, while it strikes directly at the
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root of faith in Christianity, and indirectly of all religion, by
denying the miracles attesting the divine mission of Christ.”*

On another page, he says, Christianity claims to reveal

facts, a knowledge of which is essential to the moral and

spiritual regeneration of men, and to offer, in attestation of

those facts, the only satisfactory proof, the authority of God,
evidenced by miraculous displays of his power.”! Again:
“ If it were not for the abuse of language that has prevailed,

it would be idle to say, in denying the miracles of Chris-

tianity, the truth of Christianity is denied. It has been

vaguely alleged, that the internal evidences of our religion

are sufficient, and that the miraculous proof is not wanted;

but this can be said by no one who understands what Chris-

tianity is, and what its internal evidences are.”!

These quotations are sufficient to exhibit the two promi-

nent doctrines of the Discourse, viz: that miracles are the

only satisfactory evidence of a divine revelation; and that

the denial of the miracles of Christianity, is a denial of Chris-

tianity itself. These doctrines are not necessarily connected.

For, although it is certain that if the former is true, the lat-

ter must he true also; it does not follow that if the former is

false, the latter must, be false. It may be incorrect, as it

doubtless is, to make miracles the only satisfactory proof of

Christianity, and yet it may be perfectly correct to say that

a denial of the miracles of Christ, is a denial of the gospel,

not because the only sufficient proof of the truth of the gos-

pel is denied, but because the miraculous character of the

gospel enters into its very essence. The advent, the person,

the resurrection of Christ, were all miraculous. He cannot

be believed upon, without believing a miracle. Revelation

is itself a miracle. All the words of Christ suppose the

truth of his miracles. The}7 can, therefore, no more be sepa-

rated from his religion than the warp and woof can be

separated, and yet the cloth remain entire. The apostle ex-

pressly teaches us, that if the resurrection of Christ be de-

nied, the whole gospel is denied. While, therefore, we dis-

sent from Mr. Norton as to his first proposition, we fully

agree with him as to the second.

The obvious objection to the doctrine, that miracles are

the only adequate proof of divine revelation, is that the great

majority of Christians, who are incapable of examining the

* Discourse, p. 11.

1 Discourse, p. 2 1

.

f Discourse, p. 18.
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evidence on which the miracles rest, are thus left without

any sufficient ground of faith. This objection does not es-

cape Mr. Norton’s attention. His answer is the same as

that given by Catholic priests and high churchmen, every
where, viz.—they must believe on trust, or as he prefers to

express it, on the testimony of those who are competent to

examine the evidence in question. As they are forced to

believe, a thousand things, without personal examination, on
the testimony of others, he thinks it not unreasonable that

they should receive their religion on the same terms. If

they believe that the earth turns round because astronomers

tell them so, why may they not believe that the gospel is

true because learned men vouch for the fact? It is hardly

necessary to .remark, that every Christian knows that such is

not the foundation of his faith: he has firmer ground on

which to rest the destiny of his soul. He does not believe

Grotius or Paley; he believes God himself, speaking in his

word. The evidence of the truth is in the truth itself. The
proposition, that the whole is greater than a part, is believed

for its own sake. And to higher intellects, truths at which
we arrive by a laborious process, appear in their own light,

as axioms appear to us. So also with regard to morals.

There are some propositions which every human being sees

to be true, the moment they are announced. There are others

which must be proved to him. And the higher the moral

cultivation, or purity of the soul, is carried, the wider

is the range of this moral intuition. So also with regard to

religious truth. That God is a spirit, infinite, eternal, and

unchangeable, in his being, wisdom, power, holiness, jus-

tice, goodness, and truth: that he is not a Jupiter, or a Mo-
loch, is believed with an intimate conviction which no argu-

ment nor external evidence can possibly produce. It is be-

lieved for its own sake. It cannot be understood or per-

ceived in its own nature without the persuasion of its truth

rising in the mind. No man believes that malignity is

wrong on external authority; and no man believes that God
is good, because it can be logically demonstrated. The
ground of faith in moral truth, from the nature of the case,

is the perception of the nature of the truth believed. It is

seen and felt to be true. That one man does not see a pro-

position in morals to be true, can have no effect upon him
who does perceive it. And the only way to produce con-

viction in the mind of him who doubts or disbelieves, is to

remove the darkness which prevents the percej ‘ion of the

VOL. XII. no. i. 5
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truth to be believed. If seen in its true nature, it is believed;

just as beauty is believed as soon as seen. “ Faith is no work
of reason, and therefore cannot be overthrown by it, since

believing no more arises from arguments than tasting or

seeing.”*

It is very true, that the great majority of men have no

such perception of the peculiar truths of the gospel as pro-

duces this unwavering faith. The only belief that they have

rests on tradition, or prejudice, or, in the learned few, on the

external evidences of the gospel. The reason of this fact,

however, is not that the doctrines in question do not contain

the evidence of their own truth, but that the minds of the

majority of men are not in a state to perceive it. What is

the reason that savages do not perceive many things to be

wrong, the moral turpitudq of which is to us a matter of in-

tuition? The reason lies in the state of their minds. So,

also, the “ natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit

of God; for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he

know them; for they are spiritually discerned. But he that

is spiritual, discerneth all things.” The spiritual man, then,

(that is, the man under the influence of the Spirit of God,)

discerns the excellence of the things of the Spirit; and he

receives them because he does discern them. He sees the

excellence of the divine character; the glory of God as it

shines in the face of Jesus Christ; the perfection of the di-

vine law; the accordance of the declarations of God with his

own experience; the suitableness of the plan of salvation to

his necessities, and to the perfections of God. He feels the

power which attends these truths in his own soul, and his

faith, therefore, rests not on the wisdom of man, but on the

power of God. It must be remembered, that the Bible is a

whole. The believer sees these doctrines every where, and
he therefore believes the whole. One portion of scripture

supposes and confirms another. The authority of the ancient

prophets, of Christ, and of the apostles, is one and indivisa-

ble. As the prophets testified of Christ, so he testified of

them. As Christ testified to the apostles, so did they testify

of him. The object of the believer’s faith, therefore, is the

whole Bible. He sees every where the same God, the same
law, the same Saviour, the same plan of redemption. He

* Der Glaubc ist kein Werk der Vemunft, kann also auch keinen Angriffen

derselbcn unterliegen, weil Glauben so wenig durch Griinde geschieht, als

Schmecken und Sehen.
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believes the whole, because it is one glorious system of efful-

gent truth.

As this is the doctrine of the Bible on this subject, so it is

also the doctrine of the church. Were it our present object

to establish this point, the correctness of the above statement

could be easily proved. We cannot forbear, however, to

quote the following beautiful passage from the Westminster
Confession: “We may be moved and induced,” says that

venerable symbol, “ by the testimony of the church, to an

high and reverend esteem for the Holy Scripture; and the

heavenliness of the matter, the efficacy of the doctrine, the

majesty of the style, the consent of all the parts, the scope of

the whole, (which is to give all glory to God,) the full dis-

covery which it makes of the only way of man’s salvation,

the many other incomparable excellencies, and the entire

perfection thereof, are arguments whereby it doth abundantly

evidence itself to be the word of God; yet, notwithstanding,

our full persuasion and assurance of the infallible truth and
divine authority thereof, is from the inward work of the Holy
Spirit, bearing witness by and with the truth in our hearts.”

Owen wrote a treatise on this subject, which bears the im-

press of his sound and vigorous understanding, as well as of

his intimate acquaintance with the nature of true religion.*

In his Treatise on the Reason of Faith, he says: “The for-

mal reason of faith, divine and supernatural, whereby we be-

lieve the scriptures to be the word of God, in the way of

duty, as it is required of us, is the authority and veracity of

God alone, evidencing themselves unto our minds and con-

sciences, in and by the scripture itself. And herein consist-

eth that divine testimony of the Holy Spirit, which, as it is

a testimony, gives our assent unto the scripture, the general

nature of faith, and, as it is a divine testimony, gives it the

especial nature of faith divine and supernatural.
“ This divine testimony given unto the divine original of

the sacred scriptures, in and by itself, wherein our faith is

ultimately resolved, is evidenced and made known, as by
the character of the infinite perfections of the divine nature

which are in and upon it; so by the authority, power, and
efficacy, over and upon the souls and consciences of men,
and the satisfactory excellence of the truths contained therein,

wherewith it is accompanied.”

* See his work on The Divine Authority, Self-evidencing Light and Power
of the Scriptures, with an answer to that inquiry, How we know the Scripture*

to be the word of God?
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This view of the ground of faith is confirmed by the ex-

perience and testimony of the people of God in all ages.

It is a monstrous idea, that the thousands of illiterate saints

who have entered eternity in the full assurance of hope, had
no better foundation for their faith than the testimony of the

learned to the truth of the Bible. Let the advocates of such

an opinion ask the pious believer, why he believes the word
of God, and they will find he can give some better reason for

the hope that is in him than the faith or testimony of others.

Let them try the resources of their philosophy, empirical

or transcendental, on a faith founded on the testimony of the

Holy Spirit by and with the truth; let them try the ef-

fect of demonstrating that such and such doctrines cannot be

true; they will assuredly meet with the simple answer, “ One
thing I know, whereas I was blind now I see.”

It is by no means intended to undervalue the importance
of the external evidences of a divine revelation, whether de-

rived from miracles, prophecy, or any other source, but sim-

ply to protest against the extreme doctrine of Mr. Norton’s

Discourse: that such evidence is the only proof of a divine

revelation, and that all who cannot examine such evidence

for themselves must take their religion upon trust. The re-

futation of this doctrine occupies much the larger portion of

the Letter of the Alumnus of the Cambridge Theological

School, the title of which is placed at the head of this article.

The argument of the Alumnus, as far as it is a refutation, is

perfectly successful. With his own doctrine, we are as little

satisfied as with that of Mr. Norton. “ The truths of Chris-

tianity,” he tells us, “ have always been addressed to the in-

tuitive perceptions of the common mind.”* He quotes, with

much commendation, the following passage from Prof. Park,

of Andover: “ The argument from miracles is not the kind

of proof to which the majority of cordial believers in the

Bible are, at Ihe present day, most attached. They have

neither the time nor the ability to form an estimate of the

historical evidence that favours or opposes the actual occur-

rence of miracles. They know the Bible to be true, because

thejT feel it to be so. The excellence of its morality, like a

magnet, attracts their souls; and sophistry, which they can-

not refute, will not weaken their faith, resulting as it does,

from the accordance op their higher nature with the
spirit of the bible.” This language, as coming from

* Letters, &c. p. 116 .
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Professor Park, if it be any thing more than a specimen of

the affectation of expressing a familiar truth in a philosophi-

cal form, is something far worse. If this “ higher nature”

of man, which thus accords with the spirit of the Bible, is

his renewed nature—his nature purified and enlightened by
the Ploly Spirit—then we have a solemn truth disguised and

dandified in order to curry favour with the world. But if

this “ higher nature” be the nature of man, in any of its as-

pects, as it exists before regeneration, then is the language of

Professor Park, a treasonable betrayal of the scriptural truth.

The doctrines of depravity, and of the necessity of divine

influence, are virtually denied. That which is born of the

flesh, is flesh; unless a man be horn of the Spirit, he cannot

see the kingdom of God; the carnal mind is enmity against

God; the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit

of God, for they are foolishness unto him; we preach Christ

crucified, unto the Jews a stumbling block, and the Greeks
foolishness, but unto them which are called (and to them
only) Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God. To
assert, therefore, the accordance of the higher nature of un-

renewed men with the spirit of the Bible, is to contradict

one of the primary doctrines of the word of God. It con-

tradicts, moreover, universal experience. Does the charac-

ter of God, as a being of inflexible justice and perfect holi-

ness; do the doctrines of Christ crucified, of the corrup-

tion of man, of the necessity of regeneration by the power
of the Holy Ghost, and of eternal retribution, commend
themselves to the hearts of unrenewed men? Are they not,

on the contrary, rejected and blasphemed by those who de-

light to talk of the accordance of their higher nature with

the spirit of the Bible?

If the passage on which we are commenting, refers to no-

thing more than the accordance between the ethics of the

Bible and the moral sense of men, and between its general

representations of God and human reason, it is still more ob-

jectionable. It supposes that all that is peculiar to the gos-

pel, all that distinguishes it from a system of natural religion,

may be left out of view, and yet its spirit, its essential part,

remain. Is the spirit of a system which makes Christ a mere
man, which denies the apostacy of our race, which rejects

the doctrines of atonement and regeneration, the spirit of the

Bible? Then, indeed, has offence of the cross ceased.

In every view, therefore, which we are able to take of this

language of Professor Park, it excites the strongest feelings
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of disapprobation. If he believes what all evangelical Chris-

tians have ever believed on this subject, why use language, to

express that belief, which those who deny the essential doc-

trines of the gospel seize upon with avidity, as expressing

their own views? On the other hand, if he does not agree

with evangelical Christians on these points, why does he call

himself by their name? Why does he march under their

banner? We sincerely believe that the cause of Christ is in

more danger from the treason of friends than from the open
opposition of foes. While the infidels of Germany, and the

Unitarians of this country, are employing Christian language,

to convey anti-christian doctrines, professing Christians are

using the language of an infidel philosophy in treating of the

mysteries of God. Whether this results from mere vanity

or from secret unbelief, the result is the same. The truth is

hurried or betrayed. Statements are made of Christian doc-

trine in a form which those who deny the doctrine readily

adopt. Thus common ground is obtained, on which friends

and foes of the goSpel can stand side by side, in seeming
concord. The distinction between truth and error is done
away, and Christians and infidels come to speak the same
language. A more effective devise than this, to destroy the

power of the gospel, cannot be conceived. The new philoso-

phy promises to be an universal solvent, reducing all forms

of opinion into vague formulas, into which every man may
insinuate what sense he pleases. We should not have thought

it right to make these remarks on a single ambiguous sen-

tence, quoted from Professor Park, were it not for two rea-

sons. The first is, that this disposition to hide the truth in

the mists of philosophical language, is making rapid progress

among us; and Ihe second is, that it is peculiarly charactei-

istic, as it strikes us, of that gentleman’s writings.

While, therefore, we dissent from Mr. Norton’s doctrine,

that miracles are the only adequate proof of a divine revela-

tion, and that those who cannot examine that proof for them-
selves, must believe upon the testimony of others, we dissent

no less earnestly from the doctrine of his opponent, that

Christianity is addressed to the intuitive perceptions of the

common mind; that it is embraced because of the accordance

of its spirit with the higher nature of man. We believe the

external evidence of the Bible to be perfectly conclusive;

we believe its internal evidence, (that is, its majesty, its pu-

rity, its consistency, its manifold perfections,) to be no less

satisfactory; but we believe also, that the ultimate founda-
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tion of the Christian’s faith, is the testimony of the Holy
Spirit, by and with the truth in our hearts.

Though the author of the Letter to Mr. Norton devotes

most of his attention to the refutation of the doctrine above

stated, respecting miracles, the feature of the Discourse

which seems to have given him and his friends the greatest

umbrage, is its denunciatory character; that is, its venturing

to assert, that those who deny the miracles of Christianity

are infidels. This, it appears, was considered singularly out

of taste, and incongruous, seeing the Discourse was delivered

before an association of liberal theologians. Its members, it is

said, “agree in the rejection of many articles of faith which
have usually been held sacred in the church; a traditional

theology has taken no strong hold of their minds; they deem
the simple truths of Christianity more important than the

mysteries that have been combined with them; but the prin-

ciple of their union has never been made to consist in any
speculative belief; no test has been required as a condition of

fellowship; the mere suggestion of such a course would be

met only with a smile of derision.” The Association “ is

composed of the alumni of a theological school, which has

always claimed the favour of the community, on account of

its freedom from an exclusive spirit; its confidence in the

safety and utility of thorough inquiry in all matters of faith;

its attachment to the principles of liberal theology; and its

renunciation of the desire to impose articles of belief on the

minds of its pupils.”* That the exclusive principle should

be adopted in a discourse before such an audience was not to

be expected. By this principle, is meant, “ the assumption

of the right for an individual, or for any body of individuals,

to make their own private opinions the measure of what is

fundamental in the Christian faith. As liberal Christians,”

it is said, “ we have long protested against this principle, as

contrary to the very essence of protestanism. It was not be-

cause our exclusive brethren made a belief in the trinity a

test of allegiance to Christ, that we accused them of incon-

sistency with the liberty of the gospel; but because they pre-

sumed to erect any standard whatever, according to which
the faith of individuals should be made to conform to the judg-

ment of others. It was not any special application of the

principle that we objected to; but the principle itself; and,

assuredly, the exercise of this principle does not change its

character, by reason of the source from which it proceeds.”t

* Letter, &e. pp. 5 & 8. f Letter, &c. pp. 23 & 24.



40 The Latest Form of Infidelity. [January

This strikes us as very good declamation, but very poor

reasoning. There may be just complaint about the applica-

tion of the exclusive principle; but to complain of the prin-

ciple, is certainly very unreasonable. The author of this

Letter is just as exclusive as Mr. Norton, and Mr. Norton as

the Trinitarians. They draw the line of exclusion at differ-

ent places; hut all must draw it some where. An infidel is

a man who denies the truth of the Christian religion. That
religion is certainly something. Different men may have
different views of what it consists of, or what is essential to

it. But all must regard it as embracing some doctrines, or it

would cease to he a religion; and, consequently, they must
regard those who reject those doctrines as infidels, whether
they say so or not. This Alumnus would hardly call Ma-
hommedans Christians, though they reckon Abraham and
Christ among the prophets, and believe in God and the im-

mortality of the soul. Would he then call him a Christian who
denies the divine mission of Christ, the being of an intelli-

gent God, and the existence of the soul after death, merely
because he lives in a Christian country, and assumes the

Christian name? This would he to make liberality ridicu-

lous. Yet such claimants of the Christian name are begin-

ning to abound. Mr. Norton, therefore, is not to be blamed,

even as “ a liberal theologian,” for the adoption of the exclu-

sive principle. He may have drawn the line in an inconven-

ient place; he may have violated the code of Unitarian etti-

quette, in making a belief in miracles essential to a belief in

Christianity, and thus justly exposed himself to the charge of

a breach of privilege; but he can hardly be blamed for mak-
ing the belief of something necessary to entitle a man to the

name of a Christian. We have no doubt, his real offence

was in drawing the line of exclusion in such a manner as to

cast out of the pale of even liberal Christianity, some who
were not disposed to be thus publicly disowned. This is,

indeed, distinctly stated. “ Your declaration,” says the au-

thor of the Letter, to Mr. Norton, “that a certain kind of

evidence, in your view, establishes the truth of Christianity,

and that he who rests his faith on any other is an infidel,

notwithstanding his earnest and open professions to the con-

trary. You thus, in fact, denied the name of Christian to

not a few individuals in your audience, although you avoid

discussing the grounds by which their opinions are supported.

For it is perfectly well known, that many of our most emi-

nent clergymen—I will not refrain from speaking of them
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as they deserve oil account of my personal sympathy with

their views—repose their belief on a different foundation

from that which you approve as the only tenable one.”* It

is plain, therefore, that the offensive exclusiveness of Mr.

Norton’s Discourse consisted in denying the Christian name
to those who deny the miracles of Christ.

It appears to us, however, that the writer of this letter

does Mr. Norton great injustice. He accuses him of con-

founding “two propositions which are essentially distinct:—
a belief in a divine revelation, and a belief in the miracles

alleged in its support. You utterly confound,” it is said,

“the divine origin of Christianity, and a certain class the

proofs of its divine origin.”—p. 34. Mr. Norton does not

confound these two things; nor does he, as represented by
this writer, pronounce all those to be infidels whose faith

rests on any other foundation than miracles. He declares

those to be infidels who deny the miracles of the New Tes-

tament, but this is a very different affair. Many who feel

the force of other kinds of evidence much more than that of

miracles, and whose faith, therefore, does not rest on that

foundation, admit their truth. Mr. Norton’s doctrine is,

that the miraculous accounts contained in the New Testa-

ment are so interwoven with all the other portions of the

history, and enter so essentially into the nature of the whole

system of Christianity, that they cannot be denied without

denying what is essential to the Christian religion. There is

no confusion here of the thing to be proved, and the proof

itself. It is true, he teaches that miracles are the only proof

of a divine revelation. But this is only one of his reasons

for maintaining that the rejection of the miracles of Chris-

tianity, is a rejection of Christianity itself. We believe this

latter proposition, though we do not believe the former. We
believe that miracles are essential to Christianity, though we
do not believe that they are the only sufficient proof of its

divine origin.

* Letter, &c. p. 25. On a previous page, however, complaint is made
against Mr. Norton, for proposing to speak of prevailing opinions, and then op-

posing “ the doctrine of the imposibility of miracles, ’ which, the writer says,

“ is not known to have an advocate among our thew’ogians.” And on page 32,

he says, though many excellent Christians doubt whether Jesus Christ per-

formed the miracles ascribed to him in the New Testament,” he “ cannot avoid

the conclusion, that the miracles related in the gospels, were actually wrought
by Jesus.” The author, therefore, though he belongs to the class whose faith

does not rest on miracles, neither deflies their possibility nor their actual occur-

rence.

VOL. XII. NO. I. 6
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The Alumnus, moreover, censures Mr. Norton severely,

for calling Spinoza an atheist and pantheist. The propriety

of this censure depends on the sense given to the terms em-
ployed. An atheist is one who denies the existence of God.
But what is God? If the term be so extended as to include

even a blind vis formativa operative through the universe,

then there ne\er was an atheist. But if the term is used in

its true scriptural sense; if it designates an intelligent and

moral being, distinct from his creatures, whose essence is not

their essence, whose acts are not their acts, and especially

whose consciousness is not their consciousness, then Spinoza

was an atheist. He acknowledges no such being. The uni-

verse was God; or rather all creatures where but the phe-

nonena of the only really existing being. It may, indeed,

seem incongruous to call a man an atheist, of whom it may
with equal truth be said, that he believed in nothing but

God. But in the sense slated above, which is a correct and

acknowledged sense of the term, Spinoza was an atheist.

“ We come now,” says the Alumnus, “ to a still more ex-

traordinary mistake, which arose probably from the habit,

too prevalent among us, of grouping together theologians

who have scarcely any thing in common, but the language

in which they write. You class Schleiermacher with the mo-
dern German school, whose disciples are called Rationalists

or Naturalists.”—p. 133. This he says is as whimsical a

mistake as if a foreigner were to describe the celebrated Dr.

Beecher as one of the most noted of the Unitarian school, in

New England. This mistake is not quite as whimsical as

the author supposes. The term Rationalist is, indeed, com-
monly employed to designate those who, making reason the

source as well as the standard of religious truth, deny all

divine revelation. Have the pietists, says Rohr, the super-

intendent of Weimar, yet to learn that w*e admit no other

revelation ha Christ than such as occurred in Socrates or

Plato? Of sach rationalists, who are in Germany just what
the deists were in England, Schleiermacher, and all the tran-

scendal school, were the determined and contemptuous op-

ponent. In another sense, however, the term rationalist is

applicable, and is ir. fact applied, to the transcendentalists of

the highest grade. Under the head of the Mystisch-speku-
lative Rationalismus, Tholuck includes the gnosticism of

the first centuries, the pantheists of the middle ages, and of

modern Germany.* To this class of mystical rationalists,

* Tholuck’s Glaubwiirdigkeit der evangel. Ceschich, &c. Ch. 1.
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Schleiermacher undoubtedly belonged. As, however, the

term is generally applied to the deistical opposers of a super-

natural revelation, with whom he was ever in controversy,

it certainly produces confusion to call Schleiermacher himself

a rationalist. As to the question, whether he was a panthe-

ist, as it is a matter about which his learned contemporaries

in his own country are at variance, we may well stand in

doubt. Few unbiassed readers of his Reden iiber die Reli-

gion, however, could regard him in any other light when
those discourses were written. They are, to be sure, a rhap-

sody, full of genius and feeling, but still a rhapsody, in which
the meaning is a very secondary concern; which the reader

is not expected to understand, but simply to feel. Such a

book may betray a man’s sentiments, but is hardly fit to be

cited in any doctrinal controversy. Schleiermacher was a

very extraordinary man. Though he placed far too little

stress on historical Christianity, (i. e. on the religion of

Christ, considered as objective revelation, recorded in the

New Testament,) yet as he made Christ the centre of his mys-
lical system, exalting him as the perfect manifestation of

God, he exerted an extraordinary influence in breaking down
the authority of those deistical rationalists, who were accus-

tomed to speak of Christ as altogether such an one as them-
selves. He was once a Moravian, and there is reason to be-

lieve, that the interior life of his soul existed, after all, more
under the form thus originally impressed upon it, than under

the influence of his subsequent speculations. It was no un-

common thing for him to call upon his family to join with

him in singing some devout Moravian hymn of praise to

Christ; and though his preaching was of a philosophical cast,

yet the hymns which he assigned were commonly expres-

sive, in a high degree, of devotional feeling and correct

sentiment.* Such a worshipper of Christ ought not to be
confounded with such heartless deists as Paulus, Wegschei-
der, and Rohr.

The Alumnus makes another objection to Mr. Norton’s
discourse, the justice of which we admit. It does not fulfil

the expectations which the annunciation of his subject ex-

cites. It is not a discourse on the latest form of infidelity; it

is a mere consideration of one subordinate feature of that

form, viz: the denial of the miracles of the New' Testament.

* It was his habit to have these hymns printed on slips of paper and distri-

buted to the people at the door of his church.
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And this feature is by no means characteristic of the system,

as this denial was as formally made by Paulus as it is now
by Strauss, men who have scarcely any other opinion in

common. Mr. Norton’s discourse gives us little insight into

the form which infidelity has recently assumed in Germany,
and still less into the nature of the opinions which have be-

gun to prevail in his own neighborhood. According to the

Alumnus, it is better adapted to mislead than to inform the

reader, as far as this latter point is concerned. “You an-

nounce,” says he to Mr. Norton, “ as the theme of your dis-

course, ‘the characteristics of the times, and some of those

opinions now prevalent, which are ajt war with a belief in

Christianity.’ This, certainly, was a judicious opening, and
I only speak the sentiments of your whole audience, when I

say that it was heard with universal pleasure. It at once
brought up a subject of the highest importance, of no small

difficulty, and of singular interest to our community at the

present moment. It gave promise that you would discuss

the character and tendency of opinions now prevalent in the

midst of us; that you would meet some of the objections

which have been advanced to popular theological ideas; that

you would come directly to the great questions that are at

issue between different portions of the audience which you
addressed. But, instead of this mode of proceeding, you
adopted one which could not have been expected from your
statement of the subject, and which I conceive to have been

singularly irrelevant to the demands of your audience, and

the nature of the occasion. Instead of meeting, face to face,

the opinions which have found favour with many of the the-

ologians in this country, which are publicly maintained from

the pulpit and the press, in our own immediate community,
which form the cardinal points on which speculation is di-

vided among us, you appear studiously to avoid all mention

of them; no one could infer from your remarks, that any
novel ideas had been broached in our theological world, ex-

cepting such as can be traced back to the sceptical reasonings

of Spinoza and Hume, and a comparatively small class of the

modern theologians of Germany.”* He then denies that

the writings of Spinoza, Hume, or of the German rational-

ists, (in the limited sense of that term,) were exerting any

influence among the theologians of Boston, and that the spe-

culations which really prevailed, had a very different origin.

* Letters, &c. pp. 17 & 18.
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It is clear, from all this, that a serious and wide breach has

occurred between different classes of the Unitarian divines in

New England, but the real character of the novel ideas can-

not be learned either from Mr. Norton’s Discourse or from
the Letter of the Alumnus. It is, indeed, sufficiently plain,

from the manner in which the latter speaks of pantheistic

writers, that the new philosophy is the source of the difficulty.

Speaking of the system of Spinoza, which he admits to he

pantheistic, in a philosophical sense, inasmuch as it denies
“ real, substantial existence to finite objects,” he says, “ no

one who understands the subject, will accuse this doctrine of

an irreligious tendency. It is religious even to mysticism;

on that account, as well as for certain philosophical objections

it labors under, [the Bible, it seems, has nothing to do with

the question,] I cannot adopt it as a theory of the universe;

but, I trust, I shall never cease to venerate the holy and ex-

alted spirit of its author, who, in the meek simplicity of his

life, the transparent beauty of his character, and the pure

devotion with which he wooed truth, even as a bride, stands

almost ‘ alone, unapproached,’ among men.”—p. 126. Such
language, in reference to a system which denies the exist-

ence of a personal God, the individuality of the human soul,

which necessarily obliterates all distinction between right

and wrong, betrays a singular pervertion of ideas, and an en-

tire renunciation of all scriptural views of the nature of reli-

gion. To call that obscure and mystic sentiment religion,

which arises from the contemplation of the incomprehensive

and infinite, is to change Christianity for Budhism. The
result, in fact, to which the philosophy of the nineteenth

century has brought its votaries.

In another place, however, he says of the leading school

in modern German theology, “ that the impression of the pow-
erful genius of Schleiermacher is every where visible in its

character; but it includes no servile disciples; it combines
men of free minds, who respect each others efforts, whatever
may be their individual conclusions; and the central point

at which they meet is the acknowledgment of the divine

character of Christ, the divine origin of his religion, and its

adaptation to the world, when presented in a form corres-

ponding with its inherent spirit, and with the scientific cul-

ture of the present age. There are few persons who would
venture to charge such a school with the promulgation of
infidelity; there are many, I doubt not, who will welcome
its principles, as soon as they are understood, as the vital.
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profound, and ennobling theology, which they have earnestly

sought for, but hitherlo sought in vain.”—p. 146.

It is difficult to know how this paragraph is to be under-

stood. If restricted to a few of the personal friends and pu-

pils of Schleiermacher, such as Liicke, Ullmann, Twesten,

and a few others, the description has some semblance of

truth. But, in this case, it is no longer the “ leading school

of modern German theology” that the writer is describing.

And if extended to the really dominant school, the descrip-

tion is as foreign from the truth as can well be imagined.

We have so recently exhibited, at considerable length, the

nature of the prevalent system of German theology and phi-

losophy,* that we may well be excused from entering again

at large upon the subject. As, however, it is a subject of

constantly increasing interest, it may not be amiss to give a

few additional proofs of the true character of the latest form

of infidelity. In doing this, we shall avail ourselves of the

authority of such men as Leo, Hengstenberg, and Tholuck,

men of the highest rank in their own country for talents,

learning, and integrity. We shall let them describe this

new form of philosophy, which is turning the heads of our

American scholars, inflating some and dementing others; and

we shall leave it to our transcendental countrymen, if they

see cause, to accuse these German scholars and Christians of

ignorance and misrepresentation.

It is well known to all who have paid the least attention

to the subject, that the prevalent system of philosophy in

German is that of Hegel; and that this system has, to a re-

markable degree, diffused itself among all classes of educated

men. It is not confined to recluse professors or speculative

theologians, but finds its warmest advocates among statesmen

and men of the world. It has its poets, its popular as well

as its scientific journals. It is, in short, the form in which
the German mind now exists and exhibits itself to surround-

ing nations, just as much as Deism or Atheism was character-

istic of France during the reign of terror. That a system

thus widely diffused should present different phases might be

naturally anticipated. But it is still one system, called by

one name, and, despite of occasional recriminations among its

advocates, recognised by themselves as one whole. The
general characteristic of this school is pantheism. This, as

has been said, is “the public secret of Germany;” and “ we

* Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review, January, 1839.
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must,” says Hengstenberg, “ designedly close our own eyes

on all that occurs around us, if we would deny the truth of

this assertion.”* And on the following page, he says, that

though there are a few of the followers of Hegel who endea-

vour to reconcile his principles with Christianity, yet they

are spoken of with contempt by their associates, who, as a

body, are “ with the clearest consciousness, and as conse-

quently as possible devoted to pantheism.” They are, more-

over, he adds, hailed as brothers by the advocates of popular

pantheism, who denounce, under the name of pietism, at

once Christianity, Judaism and Deism. This was written

four years ago, a long period in the history of modern phi-

losophy, and since that time, the character of the school has

developed itself with constantly increasing clearness.

In allusion to the French Chamber of Deputies, this school

is divided into two parts, the right and the left. The former

teach the principles of the philosophy in an abstruse form, as

a philosophy; the other gives them a more popular and in-

telligible form. This latter division again, is divided into

the centre left and extreme left. The one preserving some
decorum and regard to public morals in their statements;

and the other recklessly carrying out their principles to the

extreme of licentiousness. To the extreme left belong the

class which is designated the “Young Germany,” of which
Heine is one of the most prominent leaders. This class pro-

fess themselves the true disciples of the extreme right; the

extreme right acknowledge their fellowship with the centre

left, and the centre left with the extreme left. The respect-

able portion of the party of course express themselves with

disapprobation of the coarseness of some of their associates,

but they speak of them only as the unworthy advocates of

the truth. Thus says Hengstenberg, “ Prof. Yischer, one of

the most gifted of the party, expresses himself with an ener-

gy against the ‘ young Germans,’ which shows that his bet-

ter feelings are not yet obliterated, and yet acknowleges
their principles with a decision and plainness which prove
how deep those principles enter into the very essence of the

system, so that the better portion of the party cannot, with

any consistency, reject them. In the Halle Jahrbuch, p.

1118, he speaks of the Rehabil itationistsf as the ‘unworthy

* Kirchen-Zeitung, January 1836, p. 19.

f The name assumed by those who plead for the rehabilitation of the flesh,

i. e. for the restoration of the sensual part of our nature to its rights, of which
Christianity has so long deprived it.
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prophets of what, in its properly understood principle, is per-

fectly true and good.’ He says, ‘ It is well, if in opposition

to the morality of Kant and Schiller, the rights of our sen-

sual nature should, from time to time, be boldly asserted.’

He complains, p. 507, of the pedantry of his country, where
the want of chastity is placed on a level with drunkenness,

glutony or theft, and so expresses himself that every one sees

that he considers incontinence a virtue under certain circum-

stances, and conjugal fidelity a sin.”* Though this domi-
nant party, therefore, has its divisions, its outwardly decent,

and its openly indecent members, it is one school, and is lia-

ble to the general charges which have been brought against

it as a whole.

It may well be supposed that a system so repugnant to

every principle of true religion and sound morals, could not

be openly advocated, without exciting the most decided op-

position. This opposition has come from various quarters;

from professed philosophers and theologians, and from popu-
lar writers, who have attacked the system in a manner
adapted to the common mind. Professor Leo, of Halle, has

adopted this latter method of assault. He is one of the

most distinguished historians of Germany; and, until within

a few years, himself belonged to the general class of Ration-

alists. His History of the Jews was written in accordance

with the infidel opinions which he then entertained. Having,
however, become a Christian, he has publicly expressed his

sorrow for having given to the history just mentioned, the

character which it now bears, and has, with great boldness and

vigour, attacked the writings of the leading German school

in theology. This step has excited a virulent controversy,

and produced an excitement, particularly at Halle, such as

has not not been known for many years. Hengstenberg
says, that Leo has not been sustained in this conflict, by the

friends of truth, as he had a right to expect. “ One princi-

pal reason,” he adds, “ of this reserve, is no doubt, in many
cases, the reckless vulgarity of many of his opponents.

When they see what Leo has had to sustain, they tremble

and exclaim, vestigia me terrent! A decorous controversy

with opponents who have something to lose, they do not

dread, but they are unwilling to allow themselves to be

covered with filth.”t Hengstenberg, however, is not the

man to desert the truth or its advocates, let what will hap-

* Preface to Kirchen-Zeitung, for 1839. p. 30.

f Kirchen-Zeitung, p. 21.
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pen. He stands like a rock, despite the violent assault of

open enemies and the coolness of timid friends, the firmest

and the most efficient defender of Christianity in Germany.
Leo entitled his book against the latest form of infidelity,

“ Hegelingen;” that is, Hegelians of the left, in allusion to

the division of the school into a right and left side. It is

presumed, he gave it this title because it was intended to be

a popular work, designed to exhibit the principles of the

school in a manner suited to the apprehensions of the ordi-

nary class of educated people. It was, therefore, directed,

not against that division of the school which wrapped up its

doctrines in the impenetrable folds of philosophical language,

but against that division which have spoken somewhat more
intelligibly.

With regard to the charges which Leo brings against this

school, Hengstenberg says, “ No one at all familiar with the

literature of the day, needs evidence of their truth. Instead

of doubting, he may rather wonder that an abomination ad-

vocated for years past, should now first, as thongh it were
something new, be thus vehemently assaulted, and that the

charges should be directed against comparatively few and
unimportant writers.” This latter circumstance, he adds,

however, is accounted for, as Leo professed to confine him-
self to the productions of the year preceding the publication

of his own book.

Leo’s first charge is this: “ This party denies the exist-

ence of a personal God. They understand by God, an un-

conscious fpower which pervades all persons, and which ar-

rives to self-consciousness only in the personality of men.

That is, this party teaches atheism without reserve.” With
regard to this charge, Hengstenberg remarks: “Whoever
has read Strauss’s Life of Jesus, and Vatke’s Biblical Theo-
logy, where pantheism, which every Christian must regard

as only one form of atheism, is clearly avowed, cannot ask

whether the party in general hold these doctrines, but sim-

ply whether the particular persons mentioned by Leo, be-

long, as to this point, to the party- About this, who can

doubt, when he hears Professor Michelet say, beside many
other things of like import, ‘ God is the eternal movement of

the universal principle, constantly manifesting itself in indi-

vidual existences, and which has no true objective existence

but in these individuals, which pass away again into the in-

finite.’ [In other words, God is but the name given to the

ceaseless flow of being.] When he hears him denouncing as

VOL. XII. no. i. 7
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unworthy of the name, ‘the theistieal Hegelians, who be-

lieve in a personal God in another world?’ ”— p. 22. “ Pro-

fessor Vischer,” adds Hengstenberg, “ is so far from being

ashamed of pantheism, that he glories in his shame, and re-

presents it as the greatest honour of his friend Strauss, that

he has * logically carried out the principle of the immanence
of God in the world.’ That the Professors Gans and Denary
agree with him and with Strauss, not only in general, but in

this particular point, Michelet, ‘ certain of their assent,’ has

openly declared. According to Dr. Kiihne, Hegel’s God ‘ is

not Jehovah,’ he is, ‘ the ever streaming immanence of spirit

in matter.’ To this representation, Dr. Meyen agrees, and

says, * I make no secret, that 1 belong to the extreme left of

Hegel’s school. I agree with Strauss perfectly, and consi-

der him (seine Tendenz) as in perfect harmony with Hegel.’

Another writer, the anonymous author of the book ‘ Leo vor

Gericht,’ ridicules the charge of atheism as though it were a

trifle. He represents the public as saying to the charge,

‘What does it mean? Mr. Professor Leo is beyond our

comprehension: Wodan, heathenism, Hegel’s God, athe-

ism! ha! ha! ha!’”
That Tholuck looks on the doctrine of Strauss, with whom

these other writers profess agreement, and who is an avowed
disciple of Hegel, in the same light, is clear from his lan-

guage in his Anzeiger, for May 1S36, “Strauss,” he says,

“is a man who knows no other God than him who, in the

human race, is constantly becoming man. He knows no
Christ but the Jewish Rabbi, who made his confession of sin

to John the Baptist; and no heaven but that which specula-

tive philosophy reveals for our enjoyment on the little planet

we now inhabit.”

Nothing, however, can he plainer than Strauss’s own lan-

guage: “ As man, considered as a mere finite spirit, and re-

stricted to himself, has no reality; so God, considered as an

infinite spirit, restricting himself to his infinity, has no real-

ity. The infinite spirit has reality only so far as he unites

himself to finite spirits, (or manifests himself in them,) and
the finite spirit has reality only so far as he sinks himself in

the infinite.”* How does this differ, except in the jargon of

terms, from le peuple-dieu, of Anacharsis Clootz, the worthy
forerunner of these modern atheists?!

* Leben Jesu, p. 730.

-f
“ Je prechai hautement,” said Clootz, in the French Convention, “ qu’il

n’y a pas d’autre Dieu que la nature, d’autre souverain que le genre humain, le

peuple-dieu.” Thiers Histoire de la Revolution Fran. Vol. V. p. 197.



1840.] The Latest Farm of Infidelity. 51

“ If,” says another writer in Hengstenberg’s Journal, “ man-

kind is the incarnate Godhead, and, beside this incarnate di-

vine spirit, there is no God, then we have a most perfect

atheism, which removes us from Christianity far beyond the

limits of Mohammedanism, the heathenism of the Indians

and Chinese, or of our pagan ancestors.” “Hegel, and his

school maintain, that God is not an individual person, as op-

posed to other individuals, since individuality is of necessity

exclusive, limited and finite. Since God is a trinity, where-

in the outwardness of number is merged in substantial unity,

so God is a universal person; because the comprehension of

individuals in unity is universality. This is what is meant

by the expression: ‘God is personality itself.’ The simple

question, whether they believe in the God whom Christians

are bound to honour and love,” continues this writers, “ is

here complicated with an obscure definition of the trinity,

which no man can think removes the mystery of the sub-

ject, by saying Die Ausserlichtkeit der Zahl zu einer sub-

stantiellen Einheit umgebogen ist (the outwardness of num-
ber is merged in substantial unity.) The charge of denying

the true God remains in full force, this justification of them-

selves to the contrary notwithstanding.” And on the fol-

lowing page, he adds, “ that this school, to be honest, when
asked, ‘ Do you deny God and Christianity? ought to answer.

Certainly, what you Christians of the old school call God and
Christianity; we would teach you a better doctrine.”*

We have seen how that portion of this dominant school,

which retain some respect for themselves, and for the opin-

ion of others, veil their God-denying doctrines in philoso-

phical formulas unintelligible to the common people, and

mysterious and mystical to themselves. Stripped of its ver-

biage, the doctrine is, that men are God; there is no other

God than the ever-flowing race of man; or that the universal

principle arrives to self-consciousness only in the human
race, and therefore the highest state of God is man. The
extreme left of the school trouble themselves but little with
words without meaning. They speak out boldly, so that all

the world may understand. “ We are free,” says Heine,
“ and need no thundering tyrant. We are of age, and need
no fatherly care. We are not the hand-work of any great

mechanic. Theism is a religion for slaves, for children, for

Genevese, for watch-makers.”

* Kirchen-Zeituug, February, 1839.
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2. “Leo,’* says Hengstenberg, “charges this party with
denying the incarnation of God in Christ, and with turning
the gospel into a mythology. If the previous charge is sub-

stantiated, this requires no special proof. If the existence of
God, in the Christian sense of the terms, be denied, we must
cease to speak of an incarnation in the Christian sense of the

word. The doctrine of the immanence of God in the world,
says Professor Vischer, (Halle Jahrbuch, s. 1102,) forbids us

to honour ‘ God in the letter, or in single events, or indivi-

duals.’ It regards, ‘ as a breach in the concatenation of the

universe, that an individual should be the Absolute.’ Ac-
cording to this view, there is no other incarnation than that

which Professor Michelet, in harmony with the Chinese
philosophers, teaches, that ‘ God must constantly appear here
on earth in a form which affects our senses, (als sinnlicher,)

though constantly changing that form, (als ein sich aufgehe-

bender und aufgehobener,) and in this statement, if I mistake

not, the whole school will recognise the eternal incarnation

of God.’ The Absolute attains consciousness in a series of

individuals, no one of which fully represents him, but each

has significance only as a member of the whole. This incar-

nation of God is eternal, but all individuals are perishing

and transitory; the Absolute constantly fashions for itself

new individuals, and rejects the former as soon as they have
answered their end. These form ‘ the Golgotha of the Ab-
solute Spirit;’ they surround, like bloodless ghosts, the throne

of the monster that devours his own children; that, void of

love, strides through ages, trampling and destroying all that

lies in his way.” Such is the awful language in which Heng-
stenberg describes the God of the Hegelians.

The incarnation of God, then, according to this school, did

not occur in Christ, but is constantly occurring in the end-

less succession of the human race. Mankind is the Christ of

the new system, and all the gospel teaches of the Son of

God is true only as it is understood of mankind. Strauss

teaches this doctrine with a clearness very unusual in a phi-

losopher. “The key,” says he, “ of the whole doctrine of

Christ, is that the predicates which the church have affirmed

of Christ, as an individual, belong to an Idea, to a real, not

to a Kantian unreal idea. In an individual, in one God-
man, the attributes and functions which the church attribute

to Christ, are incompatable and contradictory; in the idea of

the race they all unite. Mankind is the union of the two
natures, the incarnate God, the infinite revealed in the finite,
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and the finite conscious of its infinity. The race is the child

of the visible mother and of the invisible Father, of the

Spirit and of nature; it is the true worker of miracles, in so

far as in course of its history, it constantly attains more com-

plete mastery over nature, which sinks into the powerless

material of human activity. It is sinless, so far as the course

of its developement is blameless; impurity cleaves only to

the individual, but in the race, and its history, it is removed.

The race dies, rises again, and ascends to heaven, in so far as

by the negation of its natural element (Naturlichkeit) a higher

spiritual life is produced, and as by the negation of its fini-

tude as a personal, national, worldly spirit, its unity with the

infinite spirit of heaven is manifested. By faith in this

Christ, is man justified before God; that is, by the awaken-
ing the idea of the nature of man in him, especially as the

negation of the natural element, which is itself a negation of

the spirit, and thus a negation of a negation, is the only way
to true spiritual life for man, the individual becomes a par-

taker of the theanthropical life of the race. This alone is

the real import of the doctrine of Christ; that it appears con-

nected with the person and history of an individual, has only

the subjective ground, that his personality and fate were the

occasion of awakening this general truth in the conscious-

ness of men, and that at that period the culture of the world,

and indeed the culture of the mass at all periods, allowed of

their contemplating the Idea of the race, only in the con-

crete form of an individual.”*

Tholuck, whose charity for philosophical aberrations is

very wide, remarks on this passage, “ As the incarnation of

God occurred not in an individual, but comes to pass only in

the constant progress of the race, so the iudividual, as a mere
item of the race, has fulfilled his destiny at the close of his

earthly course, and the race alone is immortal. It is not we
that enter a future world, the future world goes forward in

this, the more the spirit becomes aware of its infinitude,

and by the power of reason, gains the mastery over nature.

This ideal perfection is to be attained, not in heaven, but in

the perfection of our political and social relations. This sys-

tem therefore comes to the same result with the materialism
of the Encyclopedists, who mourned over mankind for hav-
ing sacrificed the real pleasures of time for the visionary

pleasures of eternity, and the protracted enjoyments of life,

* Strauss’s Leben Jesu, Th. ii. s. 734, quoted by Tholuck, in his Glaub-
wiirdigkeit, &c. p. 19.
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for the momentary happiness of a peaceful death. It agrees

moreover, despite of its intellectual pretensions, with the wish-

es of the materialistical spirit of the age, which sets as the high-

est end of man, not the blessings promised by the church, but

according to the “Young Germans,” the refined pleasures of

life, and according to politicians, the perfection of the state.”

It is strange that men holding such views should trouble

themselves at all with the gospel. As this system, however,
has arisen in a Christian country, there was but one of two
things to do, either to say that real Christianity means just

what this system teaches, or to explode the whole evangel-

ical history. Some have taken the one course, and some the

other, while some unite both. That is, they reject the gos-

pel history as a history; they represent it as a mere mytho-
logy; but as the ancient phiosophers made the mythology
of the Greeks and Romans, a series of allegories containing

important truths, so do these modern philosophers represent

the gospels as a mere collection of fables, destitute in almost

every case of any foundation in fact, but still expressive of the

hidden mysteries of their system. It is by a mytho-symboli-
cal interpretation of this history that the truth must be sought.

The life of Jesus by Strauss is a laborious compilation of all the

critical objections against the New Testament history, which
he first thus endeavoured to overturn, and then to account for

and explain as a Christian mythology. “Had this book,”
says Hengstenberg, “ been published in England, it would
have been forgotton in a couple of months.”* In Germany
it has produced a sensation almost withont a parallel. It has

become the rallying ground of all the enemies of Christianity

open and secret, and the number of its advocates and secret

abettors is therefore exceedingly great. The author, says

Tholuck, “has uttered the sentence which so few dared to ut-

ter; ‘ The evangelical history is a fable.’ He has uttered it at

a time when the deniers of the truth were filled with

spleen at the prospect of a constantly increasing faith in the

gospel. With what joy then must this hypocritical and timid

generation hail a leader who gives himself to the sweat and

dust of the battle, while they hide behind the bushes, and

rub their hands, and smile in each other’s faces.”t

3. Leo’s third charge against this party is that they deny
the immortality of the soul. “ This point also needs no fur-

* Kirchen-Zcitung, Jan. 1, 1836. p. 35.

f Glaubwiirdigkeit, p. 34.
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ther proof,” says Hengstenberg, “ since the former have been

proved. With the personality of God falls of course that of

man, which is the necessary condition ofan existence hereafter.

To a pantheist, ‘ the subject which would assert its individual

personality, is evil itself’ (Michelet). It is regarded as god-

less even to cherish the desire of immortality. According

to the doctrine of the eternal incarnation of God, it must ap-

pear an intolerable assumption for an individual to lay claim

to that which belongs only to the race; he must freely and

gladly cast himself beneath the wheels of the idol car that he

may make room for other incarnations of the Spirit, better

adapted to the advancing age. The proofs, however, of this

particular charge are peculiarly abundant. Hegel himself,

who ought not to be represented as so different from the He-
gelingen, since the difference between them is merely formal

and not essential, involved himself in the logical denial of the

immortality of the soul. This has been fully proved with

regard to him and Dr. Marheineke in a previous article in

this journal (that is, the Kirchen-Zeitung). It has also been

demonstrated by Weise in the work: Die philosophische Ge-
heimlehre von der Unsterblichkeit, as far as Hegel is con-

cerned; and with Weise, Becker has more recently signified

his agreement. If this happens in the green tree, what will

become of the dry ?

“ Richter came out with such a violent polemic against the

doctrine of immortality, that the party had to disavow him,

for fear of the public indignation. When, however, they

thought it could be done unnoticed or without danger, they

acknowledged the same doctrine. Michelet endeavours most
earnestly to free Hegel’s system from the charge of counte-

nancing the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, as from
a reproach. He speaks out clear and plain his own views in

words which, according to him, Hegel himself had spoken,
‘ Thought alone is eternal, and not the body and what is con-

nected with its individuality,’ that is, the whole personality

which, according to this system, depends entirely on the bo-

dy (Leiblichkeit) Ruge (Hall. Jahrb. s. 1011) ridi-

cules the scruples of theologians as to whether Philosophy
can make out the immortality of the human soul; whether
philosophy has any ethics; whether it can justify the gross

doctrines of hell, of wailing and gnashing the teeth, &c.’
‘ Such vulgar craving,’ he says, ‘

is beginning to mix itself

with purely philosophical and spiritual concerns, and threa-

tens to merge philosophy in its troubled element. The more
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this dogmatical confusion arrogates to itself; the more this

senseless justification of the wretched errors of orthodoxy
dishonours the free science of philosophy, the more neces-

sary will it be to cast out this dung-heap of nonsense to the

common mind (in das gemeine Bewustsey n).’ Meyen at

first puts on the air as though he would acknowledge the

doctrine of the immortality of the soul. ‘ The Hegelians,’

he says, ‘do indeed reject the sensual conceptions of immor-
tality, but they admit the doctrine as presented by Marhei-
neke in his Theology.’ The dishonest ambiguity of this

sentence will not escape notice. Dr. Marheineke denies the

continued personal existence of the soul 'after death, and at-

tributes the belief of such a doctrine to selfishness. ‘ Who-
ever,’ continues Meyen, ‘ is so conversant, as Hegel, with

what is eternal in connection with spirit, must admit the

eternity of the spirit.’ Here again is intentional ambiguity.

The question concerning the continued personal existence of

the soul is silently changed for the question about the eter-

nity of spirit. A veil is thrown over the fact that Hegel,

while he admitted the latter, denied the former, as Michelet
and others have sufficiently shown. These preliminary re-

marks, transparent as they are, were only intended to pre-

vent his being quoted in proof of the disbelief of immortality

in the school to which he belongs. He immediately comes
out plainly with his own views and those of his party, yet so

as still to leave a door open behind him, ‘ What though a He-
gelian,’ says he, * did not believe in the immortality of the

soul in a Christian sense—let it be noticed that the words are

here so placed, that the uninformed should infer that the

school, as a whole, and its above mentioned leaders, do be-

lieve in immortality in a Christian sense—what then? If I

resign myself to this, am I thereby a different person, or is

the world for me different? I would seek to acknowledge

God in his works as before, and I would live as morally as

ever.’ At last, however, it becomes too hot for him, even

in these thin clothes, and he casts them off, having assumed

them only for the sake of his brothers in Hegel, who happen

to be in office.
• ‘ Grass,’ says he, ‘ is already growing on the

grave of Daub, is he therefore dead for his friends and for

the world? his works, and hence also his spirit, live. Many
winter storms have already swept over the graves of Hegel

and of Gothe, but does not their spirit still live among us ?

It is, as Christ said, where two of you are met together, there
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am I in the midst of you.* Thus each continues to live

according to his works. The citizen in the remembrance of

his family; he who has distinguished himself in the kingdom
of the spirit, still lives in that kingdom, and hence he who
has worked for eternity is immortal.’ ”

4. “ Leo finally,” says Hengstenberg, “ accuses this school

of wishing to pass themselves for Christians, by means of

disguising their ungodly and abominable doctrines under a

repulsive and unintelligible phraseology. This is a heavy
charge. Honesty and candour have ever been the ornament
of our national character. They have ever been regarded as

the innate virtues of a German. Whoever undermines them
is a disgrace to his country. Yet who can say the charge is

not well founded ? Several proofs of its truth have been

given in what has already been said. A statement, however,
by Professor Yischer, in his character of Dr. Strauss (Hall.

Jahrb. s. Ill), is worthy of special attention. ‘ How firm his

(Strauss’s) conviction as to the main point even then was, is

shown in a highly interesting correspondence between him
and one of his friends, communicated to me through the

kindness of the latter, and which now lies before me. It is

* To this passage Hengstenberg has the following note. “ We frequently

meet, in the writings of this school, with similar shameful profanations of the

scriptures, which are seldom quoted without some mutilation, which is charac-

teristic of the relation of the party to the word of God. These writers delight

to transfer to Hegel what the scriptures say of Christ. According to Bayrhoffer

(Halle Jahrb. s. 343), Hegel ‘ is the absolute centre, around which the present

revolves.’ His first disciples are compared with the apostles. ‘ Hinrichs is the

rock of terminology, the strength and the support of the school.’ (Jahrb. s. 672).
Leo, who has left the party, is compared with Judas, and even designated as

‘the fallen angel of speculation,’ (Hegel’s doctrine concerning the State). The
school, as a whole, is a copy of the church of Christ. According to Bayrhoffer,

(Hegelinge s. 29) it should no longer be called a school, but ‘ the congregation

of the idea,’ or ‘ the spiritual kingdom of the idea.’ Ruge applys the passage,
‘ The kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force,’

to the popular exhibition of Hegel’s philosophy by Erdmann. The most shame-
ful of these perversions, however, relate to the passages concerning the sin

against the Holy Ghost. VV hoever comes out boldly against the spirit of Hegel,
or of his disciples, or of the time, or of hell, is declared guilty of the sin against

the Holy Spirit, or rather the Spirit, (for the word holy they commonly leave

out, it savours too much of morality
;
when it is inserted, it is only for the sake

of the allusion). ‘ The writings,’ says Meyen, ‘in which Leo has presented his

new opinions, blaspheme the Spirit—and hence God himself.’ To which we
answer : Yes, your spirit and your God we wish to blaspheme, for blasphemy of
him is the praise of the God of heaven and of his Spirit ” We can
hardly express the admiration which we feel for Hengstenberg. No one who
does not know how much alone and aloft he stands, and how much he has had
to endure for his uncompromising opposition to the enemies of God and reli-

gion, can appreciate the noble firmness and vigour of his character.

VOX.. XII. NO. I. 8
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touching to observe with what cheerful confidence in the

saving power of the truth, he endeavours to remove the anx-

iety and scruples of his friend, who felt pained by the chasm
which his scientific convictions had made between him and

his congregation; how clearly he shows that it is no dishon-

esty to speak the language of the imagination (der Vorstel-

lung), to introduce unobserved into the figures which alone

float before the believer, the thoughts of the knower (des

Wissenden).’ Here the zeal and skill with which Dr. Strauss

teaches his friend how to lie, and instructs him how to steal

from the congregation what they regard as the most precious

treasure (and what, for that very reason, it will be found im-

possible to rob them of), are represented as a great merit, and

the reader \s exhorted to allow himself to be affected by this

proof of his amiableness, and in the warmth of his sympathy
to press his hand, and exclaim, 0 how good you are! Wc,
however, cannot regard such conduct without the deepest

moral abhorrence. The school endeavour to justify this

course, from the relation which Hegel has established be-

tween conception and thought, (Vorstellung* und Begriff).

But this justification is completely worthless. It is not one
whit better than the theories by which the robbers in Spain

justify their vocation. Evil is not better, but on the contra-

ry worse, and the more to be condemned when it is brought

in formam artis. The relation assumed by Hegel between
conception and thought, would allow at most of a formal ac-

commodation. That yours is of that nature, you cannot as-

sert If the difference between your thought

(Begriff) and our conception (Vorstellung) is merely formal,

why do you rave with such hatred against us ? why do you
say that ‘ pietism is a disease which corrupts the very life

of the spirit?’ (Vischer, p. 526.) How can the question be

about a mere formal difference? Our Conception and your
Thought are just as far apart as heaven and hell. We con-

fess God the Father the maker of heaven and earth, and Je-

* This translation of the words Vorstellung and Begriff is no doubt inade-

quate. The technical terms of a system do not admit cf adequate translation,

because the sense assigned to them in the system is arbitrary. The only me-

thod that can be pursued in such cases, is to give their nearest corresponding

words the same arbitrary signification. Hegel calls that form of truth which is

the object of absolute knowledge, a pure thought, Begriff; and that form in

which it is the object of faith or feeling, Vorstellung. Or, the exercises of feeling,

desire, will, &c., considered as objects of attention, are Vorstellungen, these it is

the office of philosophy, by the process of thinking, to turn into thoughts, Be-
griffe. And hence he says, Vorstellungen can be regarded as the metaphors of

Begriffe. See his Encyklop'adie. p. 5.
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sus Christ his only begotten Son; you deny both the Father

and the Son, and confess Antichrist, yea, would yourselves

be his members ”

Hengstenberg afterwards remarks that it is almost incredi-

ble to what an extent this deception and hypocricy is carried.

This course of conduct, however, though very characteristic

of this modern school, is an old devise. The Rationalists,

to go no further back, were accustomed to speak of the Lamb
of God, of the blood of Christ, &c. with the avowed purpose

that the people should attach to these expressions their scrip-

tural sense, while they employed them in a very different one.

How strange too it sounds to hear this Alumnus of Cam-
bridge speaking of “ the divine character of Christ,” of “ the

cross of Christ as the hope of the world” and “ of the anoint-

ing of the Holy Ghost.” This community, we trust, is not

prepared to have such solemn words made play things of.

Let philosophers and errorists, who deny the truths of the

Bible, find words for themselves, and not profane the words
of God by making them a vehicle for the denial of his truth.

One of the most monstrous examples of this perversion of

scriptural language occurs in a passage quoted above from
Strauss. He too will have it that man is justified by faith in

Christ, because as God is incarnate in the race, the race is

Christ, and by faith in the race, or by coming to a proper ap-

prehension of his own nature, man reaches his highest state

of perfection. Mr. Bancroft in his history talks of men being

justified by faith, meaning therebjr
,
that they are justified by

their principles. And the Oxford divines teach that we are

justified by faith, since the thirty nine articles say so, but

then it is by the faith of the church.*

* It should be here stated that Ur. Strauss, at the close of his Life of Jesus,

as first printed, had freely admitted the incompatibility of his views with the ex-

ercise of the ministry in the Christian church. This admission, in the last edi-

tion, he has suppressed
; and in his letter to the authorities of Zurich when ap-

pointed a professor of theology in the university of that city, he says, he should

not consider it a difficult matter to quiet the apprehensions of those who feared

that he would labour to overthrow the Christian religion, that he would endea-

vour to sustain “ the fundamental truths of Christianity,” and only try to free it

“ from human additions.” When it is considered that he regards as human ad-

ditions almost every thing that the people of Zurich hold to be fundamental

truths, there can be but one opinion of the dishonesty of this statement. The
reputation for candour which he had gained by his first admission, has been lost

entirely by these subsequent proceedings. Our readers are aware that the at-

tempt to force Strauss on the people as a professor led to one of the most remark-

able revolutions of our times. The people rose en masse and overthrew the

goverment.
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“ With this lost charge, Leo,” says Hengstenberg, “ en-

tered upon the department of morals; and we could wish
that he had dwelt longer on this part of the subject. It

would then have been shown, how this party are labouring

to destroy all that Rationalism has left of religion and mo-
rality. What their ethics are, may be readily inferred from
their religion. Where there is no personal God, there

is no law, which men need fear to violate, as the expression

of his will. If the distinction between God and man is re-

moved, if man is set in the place of God, then nothing is

more natural than that men should without reserve, and upon
principle, give themselves up to all their inclinations and
lusts. To suppress these desires, is to hinder the develope-

ment of God; if they do not become God as developed, they

do become the nascent God; if not good in themselves, they

are relatively good, as transition-points in the progress of

developement. It is not sin, that is sinful; but only impeni-

tence, that is, cleaving to the relative good, which is vulgarly

called evil, as though it were the absolute good. These painful

results of the doctrine of this school, are every where, with

the most logical consequence, avowed and brought to light.

Ruge, in a passage alread)’’ quoted, attributes the question,

whether philosophy has any ethics, to ‘vulgar craving,’ (ge-

m&inen Bediirftigkeit,) as much as the question, whether it

can vindicate the gross doctrine of hell, &c. ; and insists that

this whole ‘dung heap should be cast out into the mire of

the common mind.’ In connection with Leo, and the edi-

tor, (Hengstenberg himself,) Menzel is designated as ‘the

incarnation of protestant Jesuitism, (Meyen. p. 5), because he
has appeared in defence of morality, now completely anti-

quated, against the young Germany. On every side, efforts

are made to represent him, before the whole nation, as a

marked man, on account of his conflict with that which the

spirit of the pit in our day says to the common man. ‘Up-
on Wolfgang Menzel,’ says Meyen, ‘judgment is already

executed; he lies like a scurvy old dog on the foul straw

which Herr von Cotta has in compassion left him, and can

seldom muster courage to yelp; that all is over with his pi-

tiful morality, which has gone to its rest.’* The principles

* Wolfgang Menzel was the editor of a periodical, called the Morgen-BIatt,

belonging to von Cotta, one of the principal booksellers of Germany. In that

Journal, Menzel attacked, with great manliness and effect, the libertine princi-

ples of Heine, Gutzkow, and other writers of the extreme left of the pantheistic

school.
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of the * Young Germany’ have been advanced in the Lite-

rary Magazine of Berlin, with shameless effrontery, and the

infamous advocates of those principles defended, and the

sottish prudery of ‘ the grey heads of the age,’ who were

disgusted at their song: ‘ We lead a merry life,’ has been

turned into ridicule.” Hengstenberg, then, introduces the

passage from Professor Vischer, quoted on a previous page,

in which, while he condemns these young Germans as un-

worthy prophets, defends their principles.

This pantheistic school, therefore, is as subversive of all mo-
rality as it is of all religion. It does not admit the idea of

sin. As there is no God, there is no law, and no transgres-

sion. Every thing actual, is necessary. The progress of

the race, the ever nascent God, goes on by eternal undeviat-

ing laws, and all that occurs, in fact, is the action of the only

God of which this system knows.* We do not think it

right to stain our pages with the indecent ravings of those

writers who, availing themselves of the principles of the de-

cent portion of the school, have applied them to the service

of sin. It is enough to show the nature of the system, that

the pantheist “ does not believe in the continued existence

of the individual, in the reality of his freedom, in the deadly

nature of sin, and its opposition to God. Individuals are to

him but the phantasmagoria of the spirit. Liberty is but the

subtle moment of determination. Sin is what a man, with

his measure of knowledge and power, cannot avoid: remorse
is, therefore, a forbidden emotion in his system.”!

The most offensive aspect of this whole system is. that in

deifying men, it (deifies the worst passions of our nature.
“ This,” says a writer in Hengstenberg’s Journal, “ is the

true, positive blasphemy of God,—this veiled blasphemy

—

this diabolism of the deceitful angel of light—this speaking
of reckless words, with which the man of sin sets himself in

the temple of God, showing himself that he is God. The
atheist cannot blaspheme with such power as this; his blas-

phemy is negative; he simply says there is no God. It is

only out of pantheism that a blasphemy can proceed, so wild,

of such inspired mockery, so devoutly godless, so desperate

in its love of the world; a blasphemy at once so seductive,

* Die Geschichte is der werdende Gott, und dies Werden Gottes geschieht

nach ewigen Gcsetzen; nirgends ein Sprung, iiberal nur Entwickelung. Hens-
tenberg, in the Kirchen-Zeitung, January, 1836.

j- Kirchen-Zeitung, 1836, p. 671.
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and so offensive, that it may well call for the destruction of

the world.”*

As an illustration, at once, of the confidence and character

of these modern pantheists, we shall give one more passage

from Strauss, the most prominent and, perhaps, most re-

spected writer of the school: “ This disposition is not a se-

cret of the philosophers only: as an obscure instinct, it has

become the universal spirit of the age. It is acknowledged,
that we no longer know how to build churches. But on the

other hand, from an impulse which, as a miasma, has spread,

especially over all Germany, monuments to great men and
lofty spirits arise on every side. There is much that is ri-

diculous mixed with this feeling; but it has its serious as-

pect, and is assuredly a sign of the times. The Evangelical

Church Journal (Hengstenberg’s,) has taken the right view
of the matter, when it pronounces accursed, as a new idolatry,

the honour paid to the man on the pillar in the Place Yen-
dome, and to him of the Weimar Olympus. In fact, they

are Gods, before whom the God of the Church Journal may
well tremble; or, in other words, a heathenism which en-

dangers its Christianity. If Heine has compared the ac-

counts of O’Meara, Antommarchi, and Las Cases, with Mat-
thew, Mark, and Luke, will not some one soon discover in

Bettina’s Letters,! a new gospel of John? A new paganism,

or it may be, a new Catholicism, has come over protestant

Germany. Men are no longer satisfied with one incarna-

tion of God: they desire, after the manner of the Indians, a

series of repeated avatars. They wish to surround the soli-

tary Jesus with a new circle of saints, only these must not

be taken from the church alone; but, as in the private chapel

of the Emperor Alexander Severus, the statue of Orpheus
stood beside those of Christ and of Abraham, so the tendency

of the age is to honour the revelation of God in all the spirits

which have wrought, with life and creative power, on man-
kind. The only worship—we may deplore it, or we may
praise it, deny it we cannot—the only worship which re-

mains for the cultivated classes of this age, from the religious

declension of the last, is the worship of genius.”^

* Kirchen-Zeitung, 1836, p. 571.

\ An enthusiastic girl, who wrote a series of letters to Goethe, filled with a

sort of raving Platonic love.

t Vergangliches und Bleibendes in Christenthum. Selbst-gesprache Von Dr.

Strauss. In der Zeitschrift: Der Freihafen, Gallerie von Unterhaltungsbildem

aus den Kreisen der Literatur, Gesellschaft und Wissenschaft. MitBeitragen

von Cams, Gans, Konig, Mises, Barnhagen von Ense, dem Fiirsten von Puck-
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Such, then, is this latest form of infidelity. It knows no

intelligent or conscious God but man; it admits no incarna-

tion, but the eternal incarnation of the universal spirit in the

human race; the personality of men ceases with their pre-

sent existence, they are but momentary manifestations of the

infinite and unending, their is neither sin nor holiness; nei-

ther heaven nor hell. Such are the results in which the

proud philosophy of the nineteenth century has brought its

followers. We have not drawn this picture. We have pur-

posely presented it as drawn by men, with regard to whose
opportunities and competency there can be no room for cavil.

It might be supposed, that a system so shocking as this,

which destroys all religion and all morality, could be adopted

by none but the insane or the abandoned; that it might be

left as St. Simonianism, Owenism, or Mormonism, to die of

its own viciousness. This supposition, however, overlooks

the real nature of the system. We have presented it in its

offensive nakedness. It is not thus that it addresses itself

to the uninitiated or the timid. What is more offensive

than Romanism, when stripped of its disguises, yet what
more seductive in its bearing, for the vast majority of men?
There is every thing to facilitate the progress of this new
philosophy. It has a side for all classes of men. For the

contemplative and the sentimentally devout, it has its mys-
ticism, its vagueness, its vastness. It allows them to call

wonder, a sense of the sublime or of the beautiful, religion.

For the poet, too, it has its enchantments, as it gives con-

sciousness and life to every thing, and makes all things ex-

pressive of one infinite, endless mind. For the proud, no

Circe ever mingled half so intoxicating a cup. Ye shall be

as God, said the archtempter of our race: ye are God, is what
he now whispers into willing ears. For the vain and frivo-

lous, it has charms scarcely to be resisted. It gives them
easy greatness. They have only to talk of the I, and the not

I, (or, as they prefer to have it, the me and the not me) and
they are beyond the depth of all ordinary men. And even
then, they are, according to the system, far greater than they
can possibly think themselves to be. For the sensual, it is a

perfect heaven. It legitimates and dignifies all enjoyments.

It makes self-indulgence religion. It foi bids all remorse and

ler, Rosenkranz, Strauss, Theodor Mundt, Kiihne u. A. Drittes Heft. The
names of the contributors to this Journal, may give some idea of its character.

Here we have Gans, Rosenkranz, Strauss, prominent Hegelian philosophers or

theologians, and the libertine prince of Piickler.
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all fear. That a system so manifold as this, which has a

chamber of imagery for every imagination, should find advo-

cates and friends on every hand, is not a matter of surprise.

There is still another circumstance which must be taken into

consideration in accounting for the rapid progress of this new
philosophy, and in speculating on its prospects. It has, in

some of its principles, a certain resemblance to the truth.

The God of the Bible is not the God of the deist, of the ra-

tionalist, or of the worldling, a God afar off, who has no
oversight or direction of his creatures. The world is not a

machine wound up and left to itself. The wonders of vege-

table and animal life are not the result of the properties of

matter acting blindly and without guidance. The God of

the Bible is an every where present, and ever active God, in

whom we live and move and have our being; it is his Spirit

that causes the grass to grow; it is he that fashions the curi-

ous mechanism of our bodies, who numbers the hairs of our

heads, and directs all our goings. All the changes in nature

are produced by his power, so that every thing we see, is in

truth a manifestation of God. But then the Bible does not

merge God in the world or the world in God. Though
every where present in the world, God is not the world;

but a Being of infinite intelligence, power, excellence and

blessedness, guiding and controlling his creatures, whose acts

and consciousness are their own and not his. The chasm
which divides the pantheistic from the scriptural view of

God, is bottomless, and the difference in the effects of the

two views is infinite; it is all the difference between infinite

good and infinite evil. If there is any thing impressed clearly

on the Bible, it is the personality of God; it is the ease and
confidence with which his people can say Thou, in calling

on his name; it is that he ever says I of himself, and you,
when addressing his creatures.

It is doubtless in a good degree owing to the deceptive

show of truth in this new system—to its pretending to bring

back, if we may reverently so speak, God to the world from
which deists and rationalists had so long banished him, that

we are to attribute the hold which it has taken of many of

the better sort of minds; and it is to this that it owes its most

alarming aspect; since those errors are always the most dan-

gerous which can put on the nearest resemblance to truth.

A conflict, therefore, is anticipated by the Christians of Ger-

many with this new form of infidelity, far more lasting and

deadly than any that has yet afflicted the church in that coun-
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try. If rationalism, so unattractive, so lifeless, made such

inroads upon the church, “ Wliat,” say they, may be ex-

pected from pantheism, a system so full of life, of feeling, of

mysticism, of poetry, whose disciples can, with a deceptive

show, boast that they are religious, that they are introducing

a new, beautiful and universal religion, and give themselves

out as a new sort of Christians;” nay, who pretend at times

to be real Christians, who say they believe in the trinity, in

the incarnation, redemption, resurrection, and all other doc-

trines of the Bible, that is, they express some philosophical

enigma under these terms; or at times speak of Christianity

with affected respect, as good for the people in their present

state, professing with Cousin that “ philosophy is patient,

happy in seeing the great bulk of mankind in the

arms of Christianity, she offers, with modest kindness, to as-

sist her in ascending to a yet loftier elevation.”*

Strange therefore as it may seem, when we look at this

system in its true character, it undoubtedly has already pre-

vailed to a great extent in Germany; and is making some
progress in France, England, and our own country. Its true

nature is disguised in obscure philosophical language, which
many use without understanding, until it comes at last to the

expression of their real opinions. We have evidence enough
that this pantheistic philosophy has set its cloven foot in

America. First we had a set of young men captivated by
the genius and mysticism of Coleridge, republishing works
through which were scattered intimations more or less plain

of the denial of a personal God. This was the first step. In

the writings of Coleridge the general tone and impression

was theistical. He was an Englishman; he had received too

many of his modes of thinking and of expression from the

Bible, to allow of his being a pantheist except when musing.

Next we had the writing of Cousin, a man of a different cast,

with none of Coleridge’s solemnity or reverence. A French-

man, on whose mind the Bible had left no strong impress.

Vain and presumptuous, and yet timid; intimating more
than he durst utter. As he has given the world nothing in

the form of a system, it is only by these occasional intima-

tions, that his readers can judge how far he adopts the ideas

of the German school, whence all his opinions are borrowed.
These intimations, however, are sufficiently frequent and suf-

ficiently clear to make it plain that he is a denier of God and

* Cousin’s Introduction to Hist, of Phil. p. 57.

vor.. xii. no. i. 9
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of the gospel. This has been clearly proved in the article in

this Review already referred to.* He uses almost the very
language of the Hegelians in expressing his views of the na-

ture of God. “ God exists as an idea,” says the Hegelians;!
“ these ideas,” i. e. of the infinite, finite, and the relation be-

tween them, “ are God himself,” says Cousin. ± According
to the Hegelians, God arrives to consciousness in man; and
so Cousin teaches “God returns to himself in the conscious-

ness of man.” The German school teaches that every thing

that exists is God in a certain stage of developement; so also

Cousin, “ God is space and number, essence and life, indivi-

sibility and totality, principle, end and centre, at the summit
of being and at its lowest degree, infinite and finite together,

triple in a word, that is to say, at the same time God, nature

and humanity. In fact, if God is not every thing he is no-

thing.’^ Surely there can be but one opinion among Chris-

tians, about a system which admits of no God but the uni-

verse, which allows no intelligence or consciousness to the

infinite Spirit, but that to which he attains in the human soul,

which makes man the highest state of God. And we should

think theie could be, among the sane, but one opinion of

the men who, dressed in gowns and bands, and ministering

at God’s altars, are endeavouring to introduce these blasphe-

mous doctrines into our schools, colleges and churches.
“ Ancient chronicles relate,” says Leo, “ that there were
watchtowers and castles for which no firm foundation could

be obtained, until, (by the direction of the practitioners of

the black art) a child was built up in the walls. They made a

little chamber in the foundation, placed within it a table with

sugar and play things, and while the poor, unconscious little

victim was rejoicing over its toys, the grim masons built up
the wall. This is a fable; or, if true, belongs to a pagan age,

and every nerve within us trembles, when we think of this

abomination of heathenism. But are not those, who cut the

people loose from the more than thousand years old founda-

tion of their morality and faith, by teaching the rising gene-

ration that there is no personal God; that the history of his

only begotten Son is a cunningly devised fable, which does

indeed, if properly understood, give a good philosophical

sense; that all subjective consciousness and feeling end with

death; that the greatest abominations that ever occurred

* Princeton Review, January, 1839. -j- Marheineke’s Dogmatik, § 174.

t Elements of Psychology, p. 400. % Ibid, p. 399.
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were necessary, and thus reasonable, and a conscious and
wilful opposition to God is alone evil; are not these men
the most cruel of masons, who immure the children of Ger-

many in the walls of the tower of heathen ideas, in the bas-

tions and watchtowers of the devil, enticing them within

with the sugar toys of their vain philosophy, that they may
perish in the horrors of unsatisfied hunger and thirst after the

word of the Lord?”*
Shocking as this whole system is, we doubt not it will, to

a certain extent, prevail even among us; and God may bring

good out of the evil. “ There are two people,” says Heng-
stenberg, “ in the womb of this age, and only two. They
will become constantly more firmly and decidedly opposed,

the one to the other. Unbelief will more and more exclude

what it still has of faith; and faith, what it has of unbelief.

Unspeakable good will hence arise. ‘ And the Lord said unto

Gideon, By the three hundred men that lapped, will I save

you, and deliver the Midianites into thy hand; and let all

the other people go, every man unto his own place.’ Had
the spirit of the times continued to make concessions, con-

cessions would have been constantly made to it. But, now,
since every concession only renders it more importunate,

those who are not ready to give up every thing, will more
and more resist, and demand back again what they have al-

ready yielded. They began by giving up the first chapter

in Genesis, as mythological, which even well meaning theolo-

gians, as Seiler and Muntinghe, thought of little consequence.

Soon, for the supposed greater honour of the New Testa-

ment, they gave up the whole Old Testament history, as my-
thological. Scarcely was this point reached, when they felt

themselves under the necessity of giving up the first chap-

ter of Matthew and Luke, with the sincere assurance that

these scruples about the early history of Jesus, did not at

all endanger the remaining portions of his life. Soon, how-
ever, beside the beginning, they gave up the end, the ac-

count of the ascension of Christ, as fabulous. Even here

there was no rest. It was not long before the first three

gospels were yielded to the enemy. They then retired on
the gospel of John, and loudly boasted that there they were
safe, not without some secret misgivings, however, that they
lived only by the forbearance of the foe. He has already ap-

peared, and availed himself of the same weapons which had

* Conclusion of his Hegelingen,
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already gained so many victories, and the gospel of John is

now no better off than the rest. Now, at last, a stand must
be taken; a choice must be made; either men must give up
every thing, or they must ascend to the point whence they

first set out, and through the very same stations through which
they descended. To this they will not be able, at once, to

make up their minds; they will at first believe that they can

escape at a cheaper rate; but let them twist and turn as they

may, let them use what arts they please, the matter can have
no other issue.”* This has a special reference to the state

of opinion in Germany. But it is not without its applica-

tion to us. There are those in our country, even among the

orthodox, who talk of a mythology of the Hebrews; and
others among the Unitarians, who give up not only the

miracles of the Old Testament, but those of the New.
All such must either go on or go back. Professor Norton
cannot give up the first chapters of Matthew as fabulous, and

call him an infidel who gives up the remainder. This new
philosophy will break up the old divisions. It will carry

some on to atheism, and drive others back to the unmutilated

Bible.

This is not the only effect which this new leaven may be

expected to produce. As in Germany it has operated to

the destruction of Rationalism, so here it may serve to

bring Socinianism and Taylorism into contempt. Even
some Unitarian ministers of Boston, we are told, have already

discovered that “the religion of the day seemed too cold,

too lifeless, too mechanical, for many of their flock. ”f “/There

are many, I doubt not,” says this same authority, “ who will

welcome its principles, (i. e. the principles ‘of the leading

school in modern German theology,’) as soon as they are

understood, as the vital, profound, and ennobling theology,

which they have earnestly sought for, but hitherto sought in

vain.”± If this is so, then farewell to Socinianism, and fare-

well to Taylorism. If only for consistency’s sake, those

* Kirchen-Zeitung, January, 1836. We commend the above passage to the

special consideration of Professor Norton.

| Letter to Mr. Norton, p. 12.

$ Ibid. p. 149. The above passage must not be understood as referring to

the principles of the school, described in the preceding pages. The Alumnus
seems to think, that the little set of Schleiermacher’s pupils constitute the lead-

ing school in Germany. In this, we think, he is greatly mistaken ;
but we do

not wish to be understood to represent him as endorsing the doctrines of the He-
gelians. He says he is no pantheist, though he thinks pantheism very re-

ligious.
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who, with this Alumnus, find in the transcendentalism of’

Schleiermacher the true philosophy, must feel or affect the

contempt which he felt for the Rationalists and Pelagians.

The ground on which they stand, however, is too narrow to

afford them a footing. Schleiermacher gave up almost every

thing, except the incarnation of God in Christ. This was
the centre of his system. Those whom he brought off from

Rationalism, have almost all gone on, with the Hegelians, to

Atheism, or turned back to the Bible. And so it will be

here. Indeed, the man who can see no harm in pantheism,

who thinks it a most religious system, and venerates its ad-

vocates, as is the case with this Alumnus, has but one step to

take, and he is himself in the abyss. We should not, there-

fore, be surprised to see, Jin the providence of God, this

new philosophy, which is in itself infinitely worse than So-

cinianism or Deism, made the means of breaking up those

deadening forms of error, and while it leads many to destruc-

tion, of driving others back to the fountain of life.

Though, for the reasons stated above, we think it not un-

likely that this system will make a certain degree of progress

in our country, we have no fear of its ever prevailing, either

here or in England, as it does in Germany. Apart from the

power of true religion, which is our only real safe guard

against the most extravagant forms of error, there are two
obstacles to the prevalence of these doctrines among Eng-
lishmen, or their descendants. They do not suit our na-

tional character. A sanity of intellect, an incapacity to see

wonders in nonsense, is the leading trait of the English mind.

The Germans can believe any thing. Animal magnetism is

for them, as one of the exact sciences. What suits the Ger-

mans, therefore, does not suit us. Hence almost all those

who, in England or in this country, have professed transcen-

dentalism, like puss in boots, have made them ridiculous.

If it was not for its profaneness, what could be more ludi-

crous than Mr. Emerson’s Address? He tells us, that reli-

gious sentiment is myrrh, and storax, and chlorine, and rose-

mary; that the time is coming when the law of gravitation

and purity of heart will be seen to be identical, that man has

an infinite soul, &c. How much, too, does Dr. Henry look,

in Cousin’s philosophy, like a man in clothes a great deal
too large for him. It will not do. Such men were never
made for transcendentalists. This is not meant in disparage-

ment of those gentlemen. It is a real compliment to them r

though not exactly to their wisdom. Coleridge is the only
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Englishman whom we know any thing about, who took the

system naturally. To him it was truth; he was a mystic;

he had faith in what he said, for his words were to him the

symbols of his own thoughts. It is not so with others. They
repeat a difficult lesson by rote, striving hard all the while

not to forget.

The Germans keep their philosophy for suitable occasions.

They do not bring it into mathematics or history. With us,

however, it is far too fine a thing to be kept locked up. If

transcendental at all, we must be so always. Marheineke,
the first almost in rank of Hegel’s scholars, has written a

history of the German Reformation, which is a perfect mas-
ter-piece; perfectly simple, graphic, and natural. From this

history, the reader could not tell whether he was a Wolfian,

Kantian, or Hegelian; he would be apt to think he was a

Christian, who loved Luther and the gospel. Compare this

with Carlyle’s History of the French Revolution, which is

almost as transcendental as Hegel’s Encyklopadie. Carlyle

is a man of genius, yet his exotic philosophy makes him, as

a writer, absurd.

It is not however only or chiefly on this want of adapta-

tion of the German mysticism to the sane English mind, that

we would rely to counteract the new philosophy; it is the

influence of the Bible on all our modes of thinking. We
believe in God the Father, the maker of heaven and earth.

We must have a God who can hear prayer. In Germany, the

educated classes, little in the habit of attending church, have

for generations felt comparatively little of the power of the

Bible. There was no settled idea of a personal G'od, such as is

visible in every page of the scriptures, engraven on their

hearts. They were therefore prepared for speculations which
destroyed his very nature, and were content with a blind in-

stinctive power, productive of all changes, and struggling at

last into intelligence in the human race. Such a God may
do for a people who have been first steeped in infidelity for

generations; but not for those who have been taught, with

their first lispings, to say, Our Father who art in heaven.

The grand danger is, that this deadly poison will be introdu-

ced under false labels; that this atheism, enveloped in the

scarcely intelligent formulas of the new philosophy, may be

regarded as profound wisdom, and thus pass from mouth to

mouth without being understood, until it becomes familiar

and accredited. This process is going on before our eyes.

It is not to be believed that Dr. Henry, for example, has the
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least idea of Cousin’s philosophy, which he is forever recom-

mending. Had he any insight into its nature, he would part

with his right hand rather than be accessory to its propaga-

tion.* We feel it to be a solemn duty to warn our readers,

and in our measure, the public, against this German atheism,

which the spirit of darkness is employing ministers of the

gosple to smuggle in among us under false pretences. No
one will deny that the Hegelian doctrines, as exhibited above,

is atheism in its worst form; and all who will read the works

of Cousin, may soon satisfy themselves that his system, as

far as he has a system, is, as to the main point, identical with

that of Hegel.

Art. IV.— The Revocation of the Edict of Nantes, and its

Consequences to the Protestant Churches of France and
Italy; containing Memoirs ofsome of the Sufferers in

the Persecution attending that event. Philadelphia:

Presbyterian Board of Publication. William S. Martien,

Publishing Agent. 1839. ISmo. pp. 216.

The public seal of the National Synod of the Reformed
Churches in France, as adopted in the year 1583, presented,

as its device, a burning bush, with the motto, Flagror non
Consumor; a just emblem of Christ’s universal church, and

of this branch of it in particular. In addition to the interest

which every sound Presbyterian naturally feels in the pro-

gress of Reformed opinions, and the eventful history of their

defenders, we are particularly attracted to the annals of the

Huguenots, from the fact that some of the most distinguished

families in America are descended from this persecuted race.

For piety, refinement of manners, and improvement of mind,
they have been surpassed by no one class of citizens; and the

* Another Doctor in New York, according to the public papers, recently de-

clared in an address, that Kant and Cousin were the two greatest philosophers of

the age. This simple sentence betrays a world of ignorance. Kant may indeed

be spoken of in such terms, because he did destroy one system, and introduce

another, which had its day. But Cousin has neither pulled down, nor built up.

He has merely transfused into French a weak dilution of German doctrines.

He may be a man of learning and talents
;
this we have no disposition to deny,

but to call him one of the two greatest philosophers of the age, only shows how a
man or a system may be trumpeted into notoriety, by those who know not
whereof they affirm.




