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"The history of the Church confirms and illustrates the teachings of

the Bible, that yielding little by little leads to yielding more and more,
until all is in danger; and the tempter is never satisfied until all is lost.

— Matthias Loy, The Story of My Life

Matthias Loy was a zealous supporter of the Lutheran Confessions, and to that end
founded and edited the Columbus Theological Magazine. Dr. Loy was Professor of
Theology at Capital University (1865-1902), President of Capital University (1881-
90), Editor of the Lutheran Standard (1864-91), and President of the Ohio Joint
Synod (1860-78, 1880-94). Under his direction, the Ohio Joint Synod grew to have a
national influence. In 1881 he withdrew the Joint Synod from the Synodical
Conference in reaction to Walther’s teaching about predestination.

"There is not an article in our creed that is not an offense to
somebody; there is scarcely an article that is not a stumbling block to
some who still profess to be Christians. It seems but a small
concession that we are asked to make when an article of our
confession is represented as a stumbling block to many Christians
which ought therefore in charity to be removed, but surrendering that
article would only lead to the surrender of another on the same
ground, and that is the beginning of the end; the authority of the
inspired Word of our Lord is gradually undermined.

The Lutheran Library Publishing Ministry finds, restores and republishes good,
readable books from Lutheran authors and those of other sound Christian traditions.
All titles are available at little to no cost in proofread and freshly typeset editions.
Many free e-books are available at our website LutheranLibrary.org. Please enjoy this
book and let others know about this completely volunteer service to God’s people.
May the Lord bless you and bring you peace.
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THE DISCIPLINE OF THE WILL.

As the personality of man asserts itself principally in
the will and this is the controlling power in his soul, it would,
on a superficial view of the subject, seem absurd to speak of
subjecting it to any regulation. But a morc careful consider-
ation will lead to a different conclusion. There is no absurd-
ity in speaking even of self-governmecnt and self-denial. It
is possible to exercise control over the will, and it is impor-
tant that this should be done. That the statement seems
self-contradictory and certainly has intricacies only renders it
the more necessary to give it attention.

That entity which we call self is human nature differ-
entiated in the individual. Each individual man is a per-
son. He has human nature. That which distinguishes him
from the brute he has in common with all other persons,
But he has that also which is characteristic of this individual
as distinguished from all other individuals. Each person has
the human nature which all others have, and has the indi-
viduality which no others have. A person has a subsist-
ence of his own and has his own distinctive character. He
has human nature, but this and the person are not identical.
In logical phrase, human nature has greater extension, per-
son has greater intention. A person has all that belongs to
human nature and has that in addition which differentiates
him from all other persons. He has the nature of all other
men, but he is none of those other men: he is himself, hav-
ing his own subsistence and his own individual properties.
If all other men ceased to exist, human nature would still
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exist in him ; if he were destroyed, human nature would still
exist in others, but this person could have ceased to exist.
Self is human nature in its personal modification.

This self is a complex of powers. It can know and feel
and will. But it must be remembered that all these powers
belong to the person. He knows, he feels, he wills. It would
be erroneous to assume that the intellect, the sensibility and
the will are three independent entities each of which per-
forms its own distinct functions independently of the others.
They are all powers of one and the same person, and their
activities all emanate from one and the same agent. That
agent is self. I myself know and feel and will. It is there-
fore not true that my knowing and feeling have nothing to
do with my willing. These are three distinct operations, and
are therefore ascribed to three distinct faculties; but my
knowing and feeling and willing cannot be ascribed to three
distinct persons. It is the same self that performs the dis-
tinct operations, and that self which has the distinct powers
also controls their action. The soul remains a unit in all the
diversity of its operations.

We are aware that apparently there is an inconsistency
when we coordinate the will with the intellect and the senxi-
bilities as the three great powers of the mind, and vet main-
tain that it is master among them. That has the appearance
at least of saying that of the three coordinates two are sub-
ordinated to the third. But that is a misapprehension. The
points of view are different in the two statements. The mind
performs three general kinds of operations, and with refer-
ence to that fact we divide its powers into three classes, desig-
nating them as intellect, sensibility and will. As regards the
kinds of operation they are strictly coordinate. The person
acts in these three distinct modes, and that person, the self,
performs them all and controls them all. They are all his
acts. But when we inquire whether the authority of the per-
son asserts itself in the same way in each, we enter upon a
different question. It does not. In that respect the will is
T,hg dominant power. Tt chooses, it originates action. That
1s its specific function. Self rules over all, and it gives its
ultimate decisions in its volitions. The will is not an entity
that rules over two other entities called intellect and sensi-
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bility, but the person who knows and feels also performs the
decisive function of willing.

These faculties cooperate in accomplishing the work of
man. Each has its own office, but all work together and are
dependent on each other. It is conceivable indeed that there
might be a creature having knowledge without any feeling,
or feeling without any knowledge, monstrous as such a crea-
ture would be; but it is not even conceivable that there
would be volition without either. The assumption that
would render it possible is self-destructive. We cannot will
without knowing some object to which the will is directed
and without having some desire moving in that direction; if
action be supposed that is devoid of such guide and impulse,
it is manifestly not action of will. The will would not only
be blind, but would cease to be will at all, if it were dissevered
from the other faculties. The person wills, but the person
who wills also knows and feels, and does not will without
reference to what he knows and feels. The knowing and
feeling have an influence on the willing. He knows and
feels, and as a knowing and feeling person he wills, He may
will unwisely, but he cannot, in the absolute sense, will
blindly. That would be no willing at all, but instinctive
impulse. Where there is will there must be intelligence,
however low it may be in degree, and also desire, however
little of emotion may indicate its presence.

The intellect and the sensibility do not act in the same
free way as the will. When an object is set before us in
space, the cognition is given us whether we desire it or not.
The senses are adapted to perception, and the perceiving,
when all the conditions for performing the act exist, is not a
matter of choice. It is true, we may close our eyes or our
ears and thus shut out knowledge. But we must see an ob-
ject and hear a sound before we can judge it to be expe-
dient to close against them our organs of sight and hearing.
When an appetite or an emotion presents itself in our con-
sciousness, we are not at liberty to cognize it or not. It
has come into view as an object of knowledge, and our
willing has no control over the fact. We may, indeed, turn
our attention away from it and avoid more particular inspec-
tion of it or brooding over it, but the cognition has been
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forced upon us. When a demonstration is brought before us,
the judgment, if it perceives the evidence, cannot withhold
assent. Proof perceived necessitates conviction. We may
refuse to act in accordance with the conviction wrought, but
we cannot by an act of will nullify the demonstration. The
intellect is, to the extent illustrated, subject to the necessity
in its cognitions. The same is true of the sensibility. The
hungry person cannot set aside the desire for food, the loving
mother cannot suppress pity for her suffering child. The cor-
responding action may be refused, and the feeling muay to
some extent be alleviated by fixing the mind upon other ob-
jects which are suggestive of other feelings; but the action
of our feelings, when the objects adapted to excite them are
presented and cognized, is inevitable. All experience shows
that pains and pleasures, desires and aversions, loves and
bates, are introduced or excited without our volitions, and
that our will cannot bid them come and go at pleasure.

In the estimation of some these are concessions that place
the whole doctrine of the will’s freedom in jeopardy. Those
who seek only the truth will of course concede plain fucts,
whatever may be the consequences. But the freedom of the
will is a fact of consciousness, and is so necessary is a4 basis
for all thinking on moral questions, that we need not fear its
overthrow by a hasty and false application of other ficts.
Reasonable people will first examine the matter. We do con-
cede the fact that our intelligence and our sensibility have
not the power to avoid the cognition or the emotion when
once the object of knowledge and the incitement to fecling are
before it. These are facts that every one daily experiences.

But t_hgse facts do not militate against the liberty of the
soul in willing. For, in the first place, the will is not hound
by the necessary action of the other faculties under their
proper cond}tions. What we have maintained and what we
insist upon is not that the intellect and sensibilities are under
1o necessity of performing their functions when the )I‘Ober
condltlons‘are given, but that the will is free. Thelmind
must' percelve what is placed before its senseg, admit what is
apoldlctlcally provefi, love what presents and c:)mmands itself
as cogelyi3 The mind is under a natural necessity in this
regard. But that does not imply that it is under a similar
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necessity in every other respect. Knowing and feeling are
not willing, and what pertains to the former does not on that
account pertain also to the latter. The mind has a self-direct-
ing power, notwithstanding the relative necessity under which
some of its faculties perform their operations. Even in the
action of these latter faculties such power is apparent. He
can close the avenues of sense against the introduction of per-
ceptions; we can turn our attention away from proofs which
would lead to disagreeable conclusions; we can displace un-
pleasant feelings by directing the mind to objects which neces-
sarily produce those of a different character. We cannot
change the nature of our faculties and of their modes of
operation, but we can change the conditions and thus subject
operations that are necessary to the free action of the will,
This is the power by which the personality exercises its con-
trolling authority, and the necessity under which the other
faculties lie interpose no barrier to that self-control.

In the second place, we have not maintained an absolute
liberty of self-government. On the contrary, there are limits
to the power and liberty of the will. It has intrinsic alterna-
tive power. That belongs to its nature as will; it could not
be will without it. But as man’s will it is created, and thus
limited. It has not omnipotence at its command. Whether
intrinsically it would be impossible to will what it is impos-
sible to execute is a speculative question that has no practical
utility. Perhaps a person might will to create an atom or a
world. What a madman may do cannot be so easily determ-
ined. But the will must keep within the bounds of that
which is known,and normally it does keep within the bounds
of that which is regarded as possible. Moreover, our judg-
ment in regard to the wisdom or righteousness of an act, and
our appetites and desires as excited by our environments, all
have an influence on our volition. The liberty of the will is
thus not in itself infringed, but the area of its action is cir-
cumscribed. Even if it be assumed that it has intrinsically
unlimited power of choice, so that it could select from all
objects and actions within its knowledge for its volition,
practically it is confined, in the exercise of its power, to the
narrow domain contained within the lines drawn by the sur-
rounding influences at any given moment. A man has the
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intrinsic power to will the taking of a walk in London as well
as in New York, but practically he cannot, on a fine morning
when he is in New York, will at that hour to walk in the
streets of London. He could not do this, however strong
might be his desire, not because the will has absolutcly no
power for such a volition, but because he knows that it is
absolutely impossible to execute the volition. He has the
intrinsic power to will the paying of a visit to the Corcoran
Gallery, but if he has never heard of such a place and does
not even know of its existence, he cannot c¢xercise hisx will
power in putting forth such a volition. He has the intrinsic
power to will the reading of Milton at any hour, but when he
is hungry and has before him the means of satisfying his
appetite, he is not likely to will the enjoyment of the poet
under such difficulties. There is no impossibility in the latter
case, but the improbability is so great that we can count with
a confidence bordering on certainty that he will choose the
food in preference to the poetry, because the impulse to the
former is more pressing. It is evident that there are =ome
circumstances which are relatively necessitating in particular
volitions, and others which are so influential in producing
them that they present probabilities so strong as to be practi-
cally certainties. While the will, in virtue of its nature, is
not bound by an iron necessity to put forth just the volition
which it does, but has the power of alternativity and can
choose between two or more actions, or between acting and
not acting, it is limited in the exercise of its power by the cir-
cumstances in which the person puts forth his volitions.

’Fhese ci.rc.umstances originate from two distinct sources.
One is the divine, the other the human will.

There is, in the first place, a Providence that shapes all
the events of this world and assigns to every creature the
Pplace for which its powers are adapted. The great God who
made all things not only upholds them all by the word of His
power, preserving their general nature and their particular
qgahtxes, but also freely and wisely directs all to the accom-
plishment of His own ends. In this government of all

things God uses the forces which He has placed in His crea-

tures and which are usually called second causes, but is not

Himself subject to their operation or restricted to their use.
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He accomplishes His purposes by them, if possible; without
regard to them, if necessary. Over these divine volitions
man has no control, except so far as God has been pleased to
adapt His government to His people’s prayers. Where and
when a man was to be born and when and where he shall
die, is not a matter dependent on his will. Even the suicide
cannot end his life without the permission of God, who could
easily, if he chose, so order events as to render the accom-
plishment of such a purpose impossible. By this providence
of God the area of our volitions is circumscribed. We exer-
cise our will as our condition and calling suggests. The
American does not will as the European; the merchant does
not will as the mechanic; the man does not will as the
woman. The situation suggests these volitions, and the
situation is the result of God’s providence. The will has
liberty, but it exerts its power and uses its liberty where the
person is, not where he is not, and in the circumstances in
which he is, not in circumstances in which be is not. God
has given us liberty, and does not by His providence destroy
it;.but neither does He suffer our liberty to dethrone Him as
the mighty and merciful Monarch of all. His creatures are
all subject to Him; in Him we live and move and have our
being; of Him and through Him and to Him are all things,
to whom be glory forever. There could be no divine govern-
ment without involving such a limitation of the sphere with-
in which the free will of the creature is exercised.

But there is also, in the second place, a limitation arising
from the exercise of the human will. Our volitions, so far as
they are of an executive as distinguished from a generic
character, control our own bodily organs and, to some extent,
our own mental operations; but they do not, in their direct
operations, extend beyond this. When I will to lift my arm,
the act willed immediately takes place; when I will to write,
the muscles of the arm obey the mandate and the pen is at
once in motion. But the same cannot be said if my volition
should refer to others. I desire that my neighbor should go
to church; but a volition in that direction would be useless.
His limbs will move at the bidding of his own will, but not
at that of mine. Man is like God in the freedom of his will,
but he is not like God in his power, so that what he uncon-
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ditionally wills must inevitably take place. He is man, and
that means impotence. His fcllow man is his peer, and has a
will of his own. The exercise of others’ liberty of will may
hamper mine. And this takes place in fact. My will to
write at this hour may be effectually prevented, not only by
the providential visitation of lameness in the arm, but by
some human being’s will to put manacles upon me or deprive
me of writing materials. In business and in plcasure our vo-
litions are determined by the prior volitions of others by
whom we are surrounded. They do not coerce our wills by
irresistible impulsions or by acts of violence; they have no
power for that; but they can produce conditions under which
our choice will he limited by our own reason and desire.
Some of these conditions will be such as to render acts im-
possible that might otherwise have been willed; some are
such as to make it plain that acts to which there are even
impelling desires would be unwise.

Even our own will may circumscribe the area of its ac-
tion. Generic volitions often draw a line beyond which our
executive volitions are not permitted to pass. Men not only
may, but largely do adopt controlling principles which deter-
mine their actions. The miser’s volitions are directed by his
love of money, and what contravenes the gratification of
this ruling passion is excluded from the domain of his voli-
tional action. The Christian’s area of willing is limited by
his conscience; in virtue of his determination to follow Jesus
he cannot will what he knows to be wrong.

The fact is undeniable that, without derogating from the
intrinsic liberty of the will, there are various circumstances
which exert a great deal of influence upon its determinations.
The will in its intrinsic nature is free to exercise its powers,
to which, considered in themselves, there are no assignable
limits. Men may will against the will of God and against
the will of their fellow men, and may, so far as the inherent
power of will is concerned, do this when the execution would
be foolish or impossible. It should be remembered that will-
ing is a different thing from executing what is willed. But
practically there are limitations to the exercise of volitional
power. Its area is circumscribed by Providence and by cir-

cumstances depending on human volitions, whether our own
or those of other persons,
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For our purpose it is an important question whether
self, our own personality, has any control over these de-
termining circumstances, and if so, how far such control
extends. Obviously it would be absurd to speak of governing
the will by its own imperative acts designed directly to influ-
ence its action in particular cases. The special volition which
is put forth is not determined by another antecedent special
volition, and this by another in infinite series. Self determ-
ines each special act of will, and the executive act has no
cause but self. I will to write at this moment, not because
some prior volitions have necessitated this as an effect of
which they are the inevitable cause, but simply because I
will it. Freedom of willing is not necessitation by causes
determining the choice to one particular act while an alterna-
tive would otherwise have been possible, but it is exemption
from all necessitation, internal or external. Hence when the
will performs its proper function in willing there can be no
propriety in speaking of directly determining that executive
act of the will by another executive act of the same will.
There are generic volitions which control the particular, but
there can be no particular volitions which control themselves
or exert a direct uncontrolling influence over other particular
volitions. We do not will one particular act in order that we
may will another particular act. The design which embraces
a number of consecutive acts renders the corresponding voli-
tion generic. There is a manifest absurdity in the thought
of outwitting ourselves by putting forth a volition which
would necessitate a volition that is desired, but that is not
willed. But this by no means implies that there is an absurd-
ity in alleging self-control to be possible. All experience
testifies that there is such a possibility. Nay more, conscience
urges it upon mankind as a duty. All feel that they are
blameworthy when they perform injurious acts, and at least
all intelligent persons feel that the blameworthiness attaches
not only to the external act, but primarily to the volition
which gave it birth. The volition should have been other-
wise. It is recognized that the person should have had better
control of himself, and he accordingly censures himself and
is censured by others. “He that is slow to anger is better
than the mighty, and he that ruleth his spirit than he that
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taketh a city.” Prov.16,32. While it is manifest that the
special volitional actions do not control special volitional
actions, it is equally manifest that these volitional actions are
largely under the control of the person whose actions they
are. Self has power both over the circumstances and over
the bent and disposition under whose influence it acts.
Although this power is not absolute, it is certainly snfficient
to justify the approbation or the censure which mankind
passes upon the exercise or the abseuce of self-government.
There is, in the first place, in each human person the
power in some measure to control the circumstances in which
his will power is exerted and by which its operations are to
some extent determined. He can choose his environments.
We say that in some measure he has control of circumstances
in this respect. He cannot choose the place of his birth and
the influences exerted upon him in infancy and childhood.
There is a great deal that lies beyond the reach of his power.
But he can, when the years of discretion are attained, decide
for himself what his surroundings shall be. He may asso-
ciate with persons who are addicted to vice, or with persons
who walk in the path of virtue, with those who seek the true
and pursue all useful knowledge, or those who follow the
false and specious and find nothing desirable in truth for its
own sake; with those who rejoice in that which is chaste and
beautiful, or those who have no taste for the charms of nature
and the amenities of art; with those who wallow in the mire
of sensual indulgence, or those who find no pleasure in the
prostitution of human powers to beastly appetites. He can
choose his own surroundings in this regard, and as he chooses
will the area of his volition be determined. He may select
books and papers for reading that will pander to all that is
base and mean in human nature, or such as will be influen-
tial in cultivating all the higher powers of the soul and
directing it to things that are lovely and of good report. He
may devote himself to a business that will surround him
with influences whose tendency is to drag him downward, or
to an occupation that will be favorable to culture and virtue,
We do not overlook the teaching of Holy Scripture that
every calling in which men may serve their fellow men in

the fear of God is noble, because it is a loving service, and
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that in that respect the calling of an ostler or a cook is as
worthy as that of a minister or a king. But there are occu-
pations which men and women pursue against the will of
God and which are both sinful and disrespectable; there are
occupations in which, although men who pursue them are
declared respectable, no true service of love is rendered to
our neighbor and which are without any divine warrant;
there are occupations which, although they are useful and
may be pursued without sin or shame, are yet of such a
nature that the weak, or those whose weak side would be
especially influenced by them, should not select, because to
them they are dangerous. Men have the power of choice in
such matters. They have, furthermore, their choice of re-
creations and amusements, There are some that are degrad-
ing; there are others that tend to elevate. Men cannot eschew
all recreations and still be healthy and wise, but they can
select such as will subserve the purpose of amusement and
promote the person’s welfare in general. And not only may
a person thus choose his employments and enjoyments, and
so far be himself the master determining the area of his voli-
tions, but he may even within that area exercise his power of
choice. He cannot help seeing or hearing what presents
itself to his senses, but he can, when he knows that sights
and sounds which are injurious will be thrust upon him at
any given point, refuse to encounter them and give them the
opportunity to force on him their cognition; or, if he sees
and hears what is harmful in its influence, he can refuse to
fix his attention upon it, and thus hinder its further influ-
ence upon his imagination. He can turn his thoughts away
from the cognition which was inevitable. So in regard to
objects tending to awaken desires which his judgment con-
demns. When the objects adapted to awaken such desires
are presented, these arise spontaneously; but the person hag
power to turn away from such objects, thus placing himself
beyond the reach of their direct influence, or to divert the
mind from the activities which have been already aroused,
thus reducing, if not destroying, the power which they exert.
In these and in various other ways the person has control
over that which, through his intellect and sensibilities, exerts
an influence over his will, and is thus master over his voli-
tions.
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Nor is he wholly without power over his environments
even as these are providentially determined. Certainly the
power of man over matter and mind, as compared with that
of the Creator and Governor of all, is very little, and any at-
tempt to use the infinitesimal against the infinite is simply
ridiculous. While we can to some extent apply the forces of
nature to serve our own purposcs, thus making them obedient
to our will; while we can choose our own climate and com-
munity, so far as there is variety presented from which to
select; while we have some power over the presentations of
sense, and even of consciousness, by directing our attention
to one and averting it from the other,—we cannot change the
nature of the creation nor the plan of its government. But
we can use the privilege of prayer which God has given to
His children, and which is provided for in the plan according
to which He governs all things. Whatever speculative diffi-
culties may present themselves in regard to such appeals to a
Father’s love when contemplated in their relation to the laws
of nature and the uniformity of its operations, practically
there is no difficulty. The Christian asks as God commanded,
and confidently clings to the promise that he shall receive,
leaving it to the omniscience and omnipotence of Him who
gave the command and promise to find ways and means of
making good His word. He remembers, moreover, that the
laws of nature are not decrees of supposed Fate to which God
Himself is subject, but that they are merely generalizations
which men have made of God’s mode of operation through
His various creatures; they are man’s reading of God’s plan
of government. He who made that plan did not forget to
take the prayers of His children into the account; and if our
mind despairs of finding a way in which such a vast diversity
of petitions could be worked into a scheme of perfect order,
we need but be reminded that God did not assign that hercu-
lean labor to our pigmy powers. He who accomplishes by a
word what to us are even absolute impossibilities has attended
to that Himself. “The fervent effectual prayer of the righteous
man availeth much,” and by it we may do much towards
changing those surroundings by which our volitions are af-
fected. “GO(?. m’a.kes all things work together for good to them
that love Him.” And although such privilege and power
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belongs only to believers, He has provided a way also by
which man may attain the gift, so that they may confidently
ask, and the Ruler of the universe will order everything for
their welfare,

Having such varied powers in regard to the things around
him, as well as in regard to the operations of his own mind,
man may indirectly exercise control over his own volitions,
This control pertains primarily to the determination of the
area in which liberty of the volitionary power may be exer-
cised. As our cognitions and desires furnish the objects and
suggest the acts from which the choice is made, we exercise
control over the volitions so far as we control these antecedent
mental operations. So far, therefore, as we choose our en-
vironments, whether this be by changing the condition of
things around us, or by changing our own position and thus
securing different surroundings, we influence our willing. So
far, moreover, as we exercise power over the presentations to
our intellect and over the desires awakened, whether such
excrcise be by closing the avenues of perception or by direct-
ing attention from one object and directing it to another, we
again influence our volitions. The discipline of the will
must therefore consist largely in the proper exercise of these
powers in order to effect volitions worthy of man’s high en-
dowments and mission.

These endowments, by the right use of which man’s mis-
sion is to be fulfilled, are not only manifold, but they are of
different kinds. In every man’s consciousness, moreover,
these different kinds present themselves as different in dig-
nity. Upon some a higher estimate is placed than upon
others. It is not necessary to offer proof that a life of virtue
is preferable to a life of sensualityv. Even the sensualist
admits this, and could choose the life of virtue if it were as
easy as that of indulgence in sensual appetite. It is not on
the ground that the interests of the soul, because it is im-
mortal, must be cared for by the wise man rather than the
interests of the body, which will soon return to the dust
whence it was taken, that mankind generally assign the
higher place to virtue. That argument is undoubtedly valid.
But it is not by this logical process that most persons have
their assurance in this regard. It is not because virtue is
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more profitable, but because it is inherently better and
known to be better, that mankind gives it the preference.
Not that all men choose a virtuous life. That is not the fact.
Not all volitionally prefer virtue, but intellectually they do
give it the preference. It stands higher in the universal
judgment of mankind. Even those who will the gratifica-
tion of their appetites as these present themselves, admit
that it would be better to deny such gratification when it
contravenes love and righteousness. They follow their de-
sires, not their judgment. There is really no difference
among men in their judgment respecting the relative supe-
riority of some desires over others.

Man has animal desires in common with the brute. They
are connected with his bodily organization, and their gratifi-
cation is effected through bodily organs. Although they are
emotions of the soul, they would not and could not exist
apart from the body. The disembodied spirit is exempt from
them. They may be summarily designated as the alimen-
tary and sexual appetites. In the divine economy they have
the obvious purpose of self-preservation. They prompt to
that which is necessary to sustain the individual and propa-
gate the species. That brutes have the same promptings does
not render them unworthy of man. Their gratification is not
in itself base or debasing. It is right to eat and drink, to be
active and to rest. Our bodily organization requires it. Life
could not be preserved without it. ‘Marriage is honorable,
in all, and the bed undefiled; but whoremongers and adul-
terers God will judge.” Heb. 13, 4. It is not eating and
drinking and resting and cohabiting that is base and ignoble.
Only when these are abused, and thus illicit, are they vile
and brutish. The glutton and the drunkard, the sluggard
and the debauchee are condemned; but eating and drinking,
resting and procreating are not in themselves gluttony and
drunkenness, sluggishness and debauchery. These terms desig-
nate the vice which consists in the abuse of powers in them-
selves necessary to the accomplishment of God’s design.
Every excess transcends that design; and when these appe-
tites become the ruling powers in an individual, he sinks to
the level of the brute in his principle of action, while he
sinks far below the brute in his excesses and in the subordi-
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nation of nobler powers to those which he has in common
with brutes. The voice of humanity is unanimous in declar-
ing these to be lower than other powers which man possesses,
and in demanding that these should be subordinated to others,
not others to them. A right discipline of the will must have
regard to this voice. Guided by a current appreciation of the
different powers of the mind and their relation to human des-
tiny, the wise man will so regulate his movements as not to
give an undue prominence to that which is merely animal.
As he has the area of liberty largely under his control, he
will so determine it that the cognitions presented and desires
awakened will not lie too much in the domain of sense.
What is necessary and reasonable in this regard will be ac-
corded, what is injudicious and prejudicial to the higher in-
terests of the soul will be avoided. He who spends his time
among wine-bibbers and lewd women has still liberty of voli-
tion, but the objects and acts presented from which the choice
is to be made is of a character that in any event will be likely
to secure a bad choice. Where all ig evil the choice cannot
be good. The only remedy in such a case is to change the
area of volition. Any choice in a dramshop or gambling-
house or brothel will be lamentable, except that of fleeing
from the place of temptation and danger. Whatever may be
said of the power of resistance when passions are aroused, it
is certain that safety lies in avoiding temptation, the power
for which is unquestionable. We can choose our own sur-
roundings with their influence, through inevitable cognitions
and desires, on our volitions, and should so choose them as to
bring the will into the service of man’s higher interests.

But these higher interests, though all superior to the ani-
mal wants, are again of different degrees of dignity. There
are rational desires whose gratification lies in the domain of
art and science, and moral desires which impel to righteous-
ness. To this may be added the peculiar impulses arising
from the consciousness of dependence upon a higher power
and leading to religious worship.

In every soul there is a love of the beautiful and of the
sublime and a desire for knowledge and truth. Although
these sentiments do not exist in every person to the same de-
gree. and are not equally developed in all, the fact of their
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existence is beyond dispute. We may appeal to them with
the same assurance that we are addressing ourselves to the
nature of man as when our appeal is made to the animal ap-
petites. That the taste of some is bad, and that the love of
truth in some is low, we do not question. But no oune prefers
ugliness to beauty as he cognizes beauty, and no once prefers
falsehood as such to the truth. It is indeed undeniable that
the higher spiritual truth is hated of men as they are by
nature since the fall. Of this the Scriptures certify us. But
those who hate the truth and love a lie are never said in the
abstract to give falsehood the preference. It is the truth in
Jesus to which the human heart is averse, because this truth,
regarded materially, conflicts with the natural propensities
and desires of sinful man. TFormally considered the truth is
still preferred. If the Gospel were false, its contents would
still be hateful to the carnal mind. Error is not preferred
because it is error, but because the matter which it contains
is more in accord with natural inclination. Other things be-
ing equal, men intellectually give the preference to truth,
Nor is the prevailing disinclination among men to devote
themselves to severe study a proof that there is in their na-
ture no love of knowledge. It only shows that the applica-
tion necessary to secure it in the higher forms of thought is
distasteful, and that the self-denial which its requisitions de-
mand is a burden from which most persons shrink. If it
were as easy to become learned as it is to remain ignorant,
ignorance would soon be banished from the earth. All men de-
sire knowledge, but most men desire other things more. The
stronger desire which conflicts with the desire for knowledge
prevents the retirement and labor necessary for the attain-
ment of the latter. There is much that stands in the way of
aesthetic and scientific impulse, and it is a misreading of hu-
man nature when the small number of those who are guided
by them is assumed to be an evidence that they are adventi-
tious. They belong to our nature aud are capable of cultu re,
Men w}30 devote themselves to art and science have no other
souls with other faculties than those which all me
Others have thfa same essential powers. Certainly not all
ha(\;e the same gifts. The degree of power in the imagination
and reason is different in different persons. Some men whose

n possess.
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calling requires manual labor might accomplish but little in
the domain of mental activity. But it is not impossible that
men of the highest endowment for the latter should spend
their lives in the former. The choice of occupation is under
the government of God, and he arranges all things wisely.
We would therefore not be understood as saying that there
are many ‘“mute inglorious Miltons” among those who re-
main all their life-long hewers of wood. The presumption
always is that under the direction of Providence each talent
finds its appropriate sphere of action. But it is still true
that “many are poets who have never penned their inspira-
tions,” and many are philosophers who have never heard of
Plato or of Kant. The capacity for aesthetic and intellectual
impulses is in all men, and the proper discipline of the will
must provide for their gratification according to the dictates
of reason. Much is gained when those who are accustomed
to sensual suroundings are brought under the influence of
art and scicnce. They may not become artists or scientists
or philosophers, but they may have their atitention averted
from that which is low and bage and directed to that which
is lofty and noble. The will, when the surroundings are
beautiful aud true, will make its choice among these, as it
makes its choice among the objects around when these are
such as merely appeal to the sensual appetites. The advan-
tage is great when people are elevated from gratifications that
are animal to those which are rational.

But more still is accomplished when the will can be led
to make its choice in the domain of the moral and religious.
This is nobler than even that of the aesthetic and scientific.
That morality does not consist in the action as such, but in
the design with which it is performed, and that the moral
sphere thus includes all others, does not conflict with our
statement. A person may be virtuous alike in the gratifica-
tion of his animal and of his aesthetic and scientific desires;
he may sin against morality as well in the pursuit of the
beautiful and the true as in sensual indulgence. There is no
class of objects or of actions that as such constitute the do-
main of virtue. A person who eats and drinks to satisfy the
wants of nature and denies himself the gratification of all
impulses to excess is so far virtuous; a person who devotes

2
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his life to the enjoyment of the beautiful merely as a selfish
indulgence in that kind of pleasure, or who pursues knowl-
edge as a means of self-aggrandizement, thus living for self
to the~exclusion of all service of love, is so far vicious. But
that does not militate against the fact that there is such a
thing as virtue and vice, and that it may be pursued as well
‘as beauty or knowledge. The domain of morality is wider
than that of the others; it in fact embraces all the others;
but it is none the less a special category in which man’s ac-
tions are to be contemplated. Nay, precisely because it
stretches over the whole range of human conduct, is it a
category in which all actions of intelligent beings must be
contemplated. It pertains to the purpose with which any
action is performed, whatever may be the domain within
which that action lies. Whether we like it or dislike it, our
designs and deeds will be judged according as they agree or
disagree with that standard. And that category may and
should be chosen as the more important and more worthy.
Whether an act is right is of more moment to mankind than
whether an act is necessary to preserve the life of the indi-
vidual or the existence of the species. But it is also of more
moment than the question whether it promotes art and
science. Probably to intelligences that see clearly beauty
and truth and righteousness are always coincident; but
whether they seem so to us or not, righteousness must reign.
That cannot be subordinated to the requirements of science
and art, even though the interest of these should appear to
demand such subordination. And the same must be said of
the religious impulse. Our felt dependence upon a higher
Being to whom we are accountable for all our mental and
bodily actions is the basis of the moral feelings and judg-
ments. What is due to our Maker and Preserver and Ruler
and final Judge cannot be made of secondary import. We
owe Him allegiance and worship, and if any desires, whether
for animal gratification or for beauty and knowledge, comes
in conflict with this obligation, the former, not the latter
must give way. We must serve God and do right at ever};
hazard and at every sacrifice. This is not only the teaching
of our Lord in Holy Scripture, that we should seek first the
kingdom of God and His righteousness, but also the univer-
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sal testimony of human consciousness. Before the forum of
conscience no man can justify his rebellion against God, or
his living contrary to the rule of right, by pleading the
claims of the body or the demands of beauty or scientific
truth. That which conflicts with religious or moral obliga-
tions cannot be in any sense good, and should not be regarded
as desirable, The will should therefore be led to choose, first
of all, in this category. That is to say, the mind should, in
accordance with the universal testimony of human conscious-
ness, be directed to view all actions in their relation to right
and religion first.

The fact that man is a fallen creature, all of whose ac-
tions are tainted by the corruption which pervades his na-
ture, does not militate against these statements., That man’s
actions in the moral and religious domain will be sinful, so
long as the grace of God does not renew the depraved heart,
is certainly true. But the'same holds in every department of
man’s activity. The sinner can do nothing without sinning.
His acts will be as he is himself. Whatsoever is not of faith
is sin. No act emanating from the selfish soul that is held in
bondage by sin can please God. In that respect no difference
is to he made between acts in the sphere of sensuality, of art
and science, of morality and religion. But that is not the
only respect in which acts can be viewed. From the truth
that all are alike sinful it does not follow that relatively all
are of the same character and of the same value. Murder is
worse than pilfering, and fratricide is worse than manslaughter;
labor in a useful vocation is better than idling about and
living at the expense of others; the enjoyment of beneficience
is nobler than that of avarice. Men have always made such
distinctions, and they can never cease to make them without
doing violence to their nature. Moreover, it is true that in
the highest domain of activity the evil is greatest. Idolatry
is the chief offense against the decalogue. But just as it is
an error to maintain that there should be no works of art,
nor any other works, for that matter, because human nature
is sinful and sins in whatever it does, so it is an error to
maintain that there should be no moral and religious teach-
ing and practice because all will be sinful at any rate. The
ethics of heathen peoples lack that which is essential to
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sound morality, and their religions are an abornination. But
it is the best that nature can do, and the moral and religious
sentiment must not be crushed because that besfis bad. It
must be educated. Self has a work to do in that regard. It
cannot maké itself moral and religious. God has made it so.
But it can exercise such control over its surroundings and its
attention as to give the moral and religious considerations the
first place, and thus secure their prevalence over lower mo-
tives that clamor for precedence.

That the individual cannot secure this without extrane-
ous aid we are well aware. Of course no attention can be
paid to objects which are not at all brought within the do-
main of our knowledge. The choice is necessarily restricted
to that which is placed before the intelligence. Much will
therefore depend upon those with whom we have intercourse
and who exercise an educating influence upon us, whether
directly by precept or indirectly by example. The factors
which enter into the discipline of the will are therefore the
purposes of others as well as our own purposes, the former
affecting our wills indirectly, the latter directly shaping our
special volitions.

When we speak of the influence of the purposes of other
persons in this connection, it will be readily observed that
we make the distinction between self-discipline of the will
and the discipline which it may receive through the influence
of others. We may, indeed, exert an educating influence in
turn upon those who are our educators. But so far as power
is consciously exerted on others with the design of influencing
the will and moulding the character, the object will not as a
rule be ultimately our own self. In the nature of the case
such influence on others with a view to reflex influence on
gelf for its government is exceptional. What is thus affected
is usually without previous purpose and design. The man
who puts forth energies for his own self-control will not gen-
erally take the circuitous route of. first endeavoring to direct
others with a view to being subsequently directed by them.
In itself this is not absurd. A person who has right im-
pulses but consciously lacks decision of character, may exert
his powers to l.ea.d h'is companions right, in order that these
may in turn give him support in following his judgment
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against his passions. But obviously the direct course of as-
serting the power of self against the inclinations and im-
pulses of nature must be the rule. In exerting power over
others, their education, not our own, will usually be the end
in view. We help to mould others, as others help to mould

us.

In this view the discipline of the will becomes an im-
portant element in education. As the moral is by common
consent of a higher order than the scientific and the aesthetic,
as these in turn are of greater moment than the animal, all
judicious plans of education will be arranged with a view to
the attainment of the higher ends. That will not exclude
the gratification of other desires, so far as they present real
wants of our nature. The animal appetites are in no danger
of being overlooked. As they are instinctive, they will make
themselves known and insist upon the necessary supplies.
The danger here is excess, not insufficiency. There is there-
fore nothing further requisite in this respect than due care
that they be not indulged overmuch and that they be not
allowed to gain the ascendancy over those which are nobler.
The aesthetic may be slighted in favor of the animal, and
therefore this requires more attention. The young should be
taught to admire the beautiful and the sublime in nature and
art. While the supply of that which is necessary for our
bodily life does not require any special exercise of volition to
bring it to our attention, because a wise Providence has made
these appetites instinctive and thus always clamorous for the
requisite supplies, the desire of beauty, being less loud and
more modest, because its gratification is not necessary to sus-
tain life, but only to promote its happiness, may be unduly
set agide. That bread is more needful than music or sculp-
ture, than poetry or painting, especially as the natural desire
in this regard can be gratified in the beauty and sublimity
which nature presents to the imagination, no one can doubt,.
If the question be whether we shall, when hungry, enjoy a
poem or a potato, the choice will universally fall upon the
latter, although few would be ready on that account to place
the vegetable absolutely above the work of art. The wants
of the body must be satisfied in order to preserve life. Aes-
thetic enjoyments are in that respect secondary. But they
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are so only in that respect. The appetites often cry for grati-
fication after the wants of nature are supplied. Then the
question arises whether luxuries for the sense should be sup-
plied rather than that which satisfies the aesthetic wants of
our souls. The decisive principle is that all the demands of
our nature should be regarded. None should be slighted,
none should be pampered. When that which is needed to
sustain life is obtained, the attention should be directed to
the supply of wants which, because they pertain to higher
faculties, are nobler in their nature. Music and poetry and
painting are preferable to wines and pastries and confections.
If we cannot have both, the former should be secured to the
exclusion of the latter; if we cannot have the latter to the
desired extent without depriving ourselves of the former, self-
denial is necessary in regard to the sensual appetite in favor
of the aesthetic taste. The same principle applies in regard
to the desire for knowledge. It is folly to starve the intellect
in order to pamper the sensual appetite. Even the pleasures
of taste must give way to the thirst for knowledge, because
the gratification of this not only affords pleasures, but sup-
plies us with that which is useful in furnishing supplies for
all the other wants of our nature. Knowledge gives us con-
trol over the various forces in nature by making us acquainted
with the laws according to which they operate, thus aiding
in the supply of our physical wants; it enlarges our view in
the domain of the beautiful, and thus increases the area of
choice, whilst it refines the taste and thus contributes
towards making the choice accordant with higher ideals; it
suggests wider views of moral ends and furnishes new ma-
terials for their accomplishment, thus promoting morality by
thrusting moral aspects upon the attention and facilitating
the securement of that which conscience requires. That this
latter aspect should always be made prominent in the teach-
ing imparted to others is recognized by all men that have not
been spoiled by vain theories. If the question arises whether
right shall be done or knowledge secured, or taste gratified, or
animal desire satiated, there can be no hesitation in deciding,
People should be taught to do right, through every want of
our nature else should remain ungratified, Education thus
becomes an important factor in ennobling man, whose ten-
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dency is to indulgence of appetite to the neglect of all the
higher impulses. That man cannot thus be rendered holy
need not be mentioned to those who know the Scriptures and
know themselves. But that is not here the subject of inquiry.
The will can be disciplined in the direction of the high and
the noble in our nature, notwithstanding that our nature,
even in its nobler powers, is depraved; and in that respect
education is an important element in human improvements.
It will never render a person otherwise than carnal; that is
in our nature and cannot be eradicated by human power; but
it can elevate the carnal mind by developing the powers that
are nobler and securing to these the ascendancy. The man
devoted to art and science is superior to the man devoted to
eating and drinking, even if both are ungodly.

In this spirit self may discipline the personal will. The
necessary effect of objects of knowledge and desire upon the
soul may be utilized. The area of freedom in making choice
may thus be determined by specific volitions made in accord-
ance with generic volitions in governing purposes. The edu-
cation which we receive and the culture which arises from
self-application will direct us in this. The person who is
trained to admire art and science will not, in determining
his choice, ignore this domain. The person who is led to
appreciate virtue will not, in exercising his power of volition,
entirely overlook the claims of righteousness. He may be
overmastered by sensual desires; he may be induced to choose
some governing principle that sets aside higher claims; but he
will not be likely entirely to overlook the things that are noble.
He is not ignorant of them and cannot render himself ignorant
of them. They will sometimes, through the power of con-
science, assert themselves in his soul. He is master, and his
mastery may declare itself through the will. He can choose
the governing purpose, and if he be trained in the way of
virtue the governing purpose will be to do the right. In this
respect the education given in youth is decisive. “Train up
a child in the way he should go, and when he is old he will
not depart from it.” Prov. 22, 6. In this sense “the child is
father to the man.” But even when the proper education has
been neglected in youth, there may be a self-education that
will secure nobler purposes. When we have learned, whether
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by reflection or by reading, to appreciate the relative value
and dignity of the various powers of the soul, we may choose
the nobler as the guide of life, and subordinate the others in
the order of their worth, This will form the governing pur-
pose of our life. All special volitions will, as a rule, be
directed by this. We say that this will be the rule, not that
all volitions will be in absolute conformity to the purpose.
There will always be desultory volitions in disharmony
with the rule. The artist or philosopher may sink into acts
of animal excess; the virtuous man may fall into deeds of
evil; but while the governing purpose remains, the philosopher
will return to his search for truth, the righteous man to his
love of virtue. In that path they will walk, and all devia-
tions will be exceptions. The will may be trained to choose
the highest of these categories as that by which the life is to
be gauged; and when the choice is made, self may be habitu-
ated to assert itself in volitions that accord with it and in the
refusal to put forth volitions that conflict with it, however
strong may be the appeal of lower elements in our nature.
Such decision of character is the result of a wise discipline of
the will, by which a strict guard is kept over the passions, and
self habitually asserts its supremacy by its persistency in
choosing that which commands itself to the judgment as
adapted to the end. Whether such a character is noble or
base will depend upon right judgment in deterniining the
relative value of the various powers of the soul and their
gratification and the generic volition which forms the govern-
ing purpose or leading principle of action.

By exercising such discipline men have even in heathen-
dom reached moral heights that render them the admiration
of all ages. Man is fallen, but he has remained man. He
still retains all the faculties of that immortal soul with which
he was originally endowed, though sin has corrupted them
all. These faculties, notwithstanding their sinfulness, are ca-
pable of a high degree of culture. This appears probable
from the nature of these faculties; this is rendered certain
by the history of mankind. So elevated have been the
thoughts and sentiments of some men, so noble have been
their lives, that some have even failed to see the fundamental
difference between such lofty characters among heathens and
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the humble disciples of Jesus. Such an error is radical and
fraught with the direst consequences. But it cannot be
remedied by the effort to substitute for it the other error that
man has ceased to be a living soul endowed with high powers
of intellect and sensibility and will. These powers corrupted
are still in essence the same. Thought is still thought and
sentiment is still sentiment. The intelligent creature still
has the power superior to the brute. And intelligence and
rational feeling still rank higher in man than animal appetite.
Socrates is a nobler character than Nero, There is something
gained when an interest in art can be awakened in the sot,
or a zeal for knowledge can be excited in a debauchee. There
is something gained when high talent can be rendered sub-
servient to moral instead of wicked ends. Man is not thus
delivered from the depravity of his nature; he is not saved
by such a discipline of the will; but he is thus lifted to a

higher level, and life on earth does thus become more tolerable,
L.

CONFESSION CONCERNING SOME CONTROVERTED
POINTS OF DOCTRINE.

Following this is “The Confession” which Dr. Schmidt of
the Norwegian Synod and his friends have presented at the
pastoral conference lately convening in Decorah, Iowa, and in
which “Confession” these our brethren set forth their faith
concerning the doctrine of election, etc. The translation of
it is by Mr. A. Huus of our Seminary., According to “Altes
und Neues” of November 15, 1884, the Confession now has
73 signatures, among whom there are 4 Professors in the em
ploy of the Norwegian Synod. For an historical introduc-
tion to this Confession, the reader is referred to the Article of

Prof. Stellhorn in the last number of this Magazine.
C. H L. 8.

A.—CONCERNING ELECTION.

We confess as the doctrine of the Word of God concerning
election to the infallible attainment of eternal salvation:
a) What Dr, E. Pontoppidan teaches in question 548.
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“Sandhed til Gudfrygtighed,” as follows: “ What is election?
That God has ordained all those to eternal life of whom he
from eternity foresaw that they would accept the proffered
grace, believe in Christ, and in this faith remain steadfast
unto the end.”

b) What the Form. of Conc. teaches Part II, Art. XI,
§ 18, namely, that God in His purpose and counsel has de-
creed “That all those who, in true repentance receive Christ
by a true faith He would justify and receive into grace,
adoption and inheritance of eternal life.” Form. of Concord,
P. 1, Art. X1, §13: “In Him, therefore, we should seek the
eternal election of the Father, who, in His eternal divine
counsel, determined that He would save no one except those
who acknowledge His Son, Christ, and truly believe on Him.”

¢) What John Gerhard teaches, Loci Theol. X, Chap. IX,
Intuitum fidei ingredi electionis decretum, § 161: ‘ The
merit of Christ is the cause of our election. But, since the
merit of Christ does not benefit any one without faith, we
therefore say, that (God’s) consideration of faith must also
be included in the decree of election. With a loud voice we
confess that we teach that God has found nothing good in
that man who should be elected to eternal life, that he has
taken into consideration, neither good works, nor the use of
the free will, yea, what is more, not even faith itself in such
a way that either being induced by these, or on account of
them, he has elected some. But we say that it is the merits
of Christ alone whose worthiness God has taken into con-

sideration, gnd that He has formed the decree of election out
of pure grace.

Yet, since the merit of Christ is not to be found in man
without faith, we therefore teach that election has taken
place in consideration of the merit of Christ which in the
future would be apprehended by faith. We therefore say
that all those, and only those, are by God from eternity
elected to salvation, concerning whom He has foreseen that
they, by the operation of the Holy Spirit, by the ministry of
the Gospel, would in truth believe in Christ the Redeemer. and
remain steadfast in faith unto the end of life.” And D’ispo.
.Isag. page 711: “We say that the moving cause of election
is the merit of Christ, apprehended by faith. The meaning
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ig this: God has by no means by an absolute grace predestined
some to eternal life, and, by an absolute hatred rejected others
to eternal death. Nor has He, on account of their own
merits, predestined some to life; but, in His eternal decree
of election He has only taken into consideration the perfect
and satisfactory merit of His Son, whereby He permitted
Himself to be induced to elect some to eternal life, namely,
all those, and only those, concerning whom He foresaw that
they would by faith apprehend the merit of Christ, and in
this faith remain steadfast unto the end. Councerning whom
He, on the contrary, foresaw that they would not accept His
merit, but continue in impenitence and unbelief unto the
end, these He has rejected. For the merit of Christ is re-
garded in the decree of election not only with regard to its
acquisition by Christ, in which respect it pertains to all men,
but also with regard to its appropriation, in so far as it is ap-
prehended by a true and steadfast faith. From this it may
be seen that the internal moving cause of election is not the
merit of Christ in itself, or considered without its appropria-
tion, but the merit of Christ apprehended by faith.”

We reject as false doctrine “The Reformed doctrine con-
cerning election, in consequence of which God has, without
respect to the belief or unbelief of man, from eternity ap-
pointed some to eternal life, and others to eternal death,—a
doctrine which is well adapted to lead man either to carnal
security or to despair.” (Minutes of Norwegian Synod, 1869,
page 73.) At the same time that we declare that he teaches
correctly who says that God, in His eternal election of those
who will infallibly obtain eternal salvation, has permitted
Himself to be influenced only by His grace and the merit of
His Son, Jesus Christ, at the same time we declare that He
teaches falsely who wants to explain this thus, that God,
when He made His decree of election, did not take into con-
sideration, in how far this merit of His Son Jesus Christ,
would be apprehended in a true conversion, by a living faith.

B.—CONCERNING THE CALL.

We, furthermore, confess as the doctrine of the Word of
God

,a) What E. Pontoppidan says in question 478 of “Sand-
hed til Gudfrygtighed,” as follows: “What is the call of God?
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that by His Word he moves the hearts of men, and especially
by the Gospel reveals His grace to them, earnestly offering it
and, at the same time, giving power to accept it.” 2 Tim. 1,9,

b) What the Form. of Conc. teaches (P. I, Art. XI, § 8):
‘“Thus Christ calls to Himself all sinners, and promises them
rest, and He is anxious that all men should come to Him
and permit Him to help them. To them He offers Himself
in His Word, and wishes them to hear it, and not to stop
their ears or (neglect and) despise the Word. He promises
besides the power and efficiency of the Holy Ghost, and di-
vine assistance for perseverance and eternal salvation” P.1I,
Art, XI, § 29, as follows: “ Therefore it is Christ’s command
that to all in common to whom repentance is preached this
promise of the Gospel also should be offered. Luke 24, 47;
Mark 16, 15.

And this call of God, which is made through the preach-
ing of the Word, we should regard as no delusion,-but know
that thereby God reveals His will, viz. that in those whom
He thus calls He will work through the Word, that they may
be enlightened, converted and saved. For the Word, where-
by we are called, is a *“ ministration of the Spirit,” that gives
the Spirit, or whereby the Spirit is given (2 Cor. 8, 8), and
“a power of God unto salvation.” Rom.1, 16. “And since
the Holy Ghost wishes to be efficacious through the Word,
and to strengthen and give power and ability, it is God’s will
that we should receive the Word, believe and obey it.....”
33. “With this revealed will of God we should concern our-
selves, and should follow and study it, because the Holy
Ghost, through the Word whereby He calls us, bestows to this
end grace, power and ability, and we should not attempt to
scrutinize the abyss of God’s hidden predestination as it is
written in Luke 13, 24.”

We reject as false the doctrine that God the Holy Ghost,
through the Word whereby He calls men, does not bestow on
all these men whom He calls, and every one of them, grace,

power and abibility to convert themselves to God and to be-
lieve in Christ.

C.—CONCERNING CONVERSION.

God We, furthermore, confess as the doctrine of the Word of
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a) What the Form. of Conc. teaches (P. II, Art. II, § 18),
namely, “that the free will, from its own natural powers, not
only cannot work or co-work as to any thing for its own con-
version, righteousness and salvation, or follow, believe or as-
sent to the Holy Ghost, who through the Gospel offers him
grace and salvation, but rather from its innate, wicked, per-
verse nature, it hostilely resists God and His will, unless it be
enlightened and controlled by God’s Spirit.” 2 Cor. 3, 5;
1Cor. 2, 14; Rom. §, 7.

b) What the Form. of Conc. teaches (P. II, Art. IT, § 49):
“Tt is not God’s will that any one should perish, but that all
men should be converted to him and be saved eternally. Ez.
33,4. John 3, 16. Therefore God, out of his immense good-
ness and mercy, causes His divine eternal Law and His won-
derful plan concerning our redemption, namely, the holy,
only saving Gospel of His dear Son, our only Savior and Re-
deemer, to be publicly proclaimed; and by this (preaching)
collects for Himself from the human race an eternal Church,
and works in the hearts of men true repentance and knowl-
edge of sins, and true faith in the Son of God, Jesus Christ.
And by these means and in no other way, namely, through
His holy Word, when it is heard as preached or read, and the
holy Sacraments when they are used according to the Word,
God desires to call men to eternal salvation, to draw them to
Himself, and to convert, regenerate and sanctify them. 1 Cor.
1,21; Acts 11, 14; Rom. 10, 17; John 17, 17. 20. Therefore
the eternal Father calls down from heaven, concerning His
dear Son, and concerning all who, in His name, preach re-
pentance and forgiveness of sins: “ Hear ye Him” (Matt. 17,
5). This preaching (of God’s Word) all who wish to be saved
ought to hear. For the preaching and bearing of God’s Word
are instruments of the Holy Ghost, by, with and through
which he desires to work eflicaciously, and to convert men to
God, and to work in them both to will and to do.”

¢) What the Form. of Conc. teaches (P. II, Art. 53):
“This Word man can externally hear and read, even though
he be not yet converted to God and regenerate; for in these
external things, as above said, man, even since the fall, has
to a certain extent a free will, so that he can go to church
and hear or not hear the sermon. .... Although now both,
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viz. the planting and watering of the preacher, and the run-
ning and willing of the hearer, would be to no purpose, and
no conversion would follow, if the power and efficacy of the
Holy Ghost were not added thereto, who, through the Word
preached and heard, enlightens and converts the hearts, so
that men believe this Word and assent thereto; nevertheless
neither preacher nor hearer should doubt this grace and ef-
ficacy of the Holy Ghost, but should be certain, if the Word
of God is preached freely and clearly, according to the com-
mand and will of God, and men listen attentively and earn-
estly, and meditate upon it, that God is certainly present
with His grace, and grants, as has been said, what man can
otherwise from his own powers neither accept nor give. (72.)
This doctrine also directs us to the means whereby the Holy
Ghost desires to begin and work this (which we have men-
tioned), instructs us how those gifts are preserved, strength-
ened and increased, and admonishes us that we should not
receive this grace of God in vain, but diligently ponder how
grievous a sin it is to hinder and resist such operations of the
Holy Ghost.”

Furthermore, what Mart. Chemnitz teaches (Postil XX
after Trinity): “According to the Scriptures we can and must
not judge otherwise than that it is the will of God, when He
brings us His Word, that He will thereby be efficacious in us,
and effect, that by His gift, power and operation, we can ac-
cept the proffered grace. But the natural wickedness of the
flesh can also resist such operation of God.”

Likewise what Jobhn Musaeus teaches (Concerning Elec-
tion, p. 263): “Man can undoubtedly not convert himself,
and of himself and of his own power believe; but yet he can
do it by the grace of God, which is present to him to work
conversion and faith by the Word itself, which commands
them to convert themselves and believe. Consequently Christ
wills by those words of command (Repent and believe) that
sinners shall convert themselves and believe, yet not by the
natural powers, which is an impossibility, but by grace.”

. d) What Dr. E. Pontoppidan teaches (Summary of Doc-
trine § 31): “Whoever does not resist the grace of the Holy
Ghost, but allows himself to be lead into this order of salva-
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tion, is awakened from his spiritual death, is born again unto
a new life, regains again the lost image of God, new light in
the understanding, new desire and power in the will, a change
of mind and heart.”

Furthermore, what Polycarp Leyser teaches (against Hu-
ber, p. 22): *“ When the Holy Ghost by the Word offers men
the grace of God, and begins to work in them, they have still
a capacitas passiva (a8 the Book of Concord calls it), that is,
they are not as a stick or stone, but they can by the grace of
God receive the gracious, efficient working of the Holy Ghost.
And they who thus permit God to accomplish His work in
them, receive faith, and through faith the grace of God, and
together with this also the adoption or election to adoption
with God.” Rom. 8. Eph. 1. “And these do not thus bring
about that God is gracious or performs a work of grace (as
Huber accuses us of teaching), but by the operation of the
Holy Ghost, they only receive the grace of God and accept
the action of grace.”

Finally what Joh. Micraelius teaches (Concerning Pre-
destination, p. 435): “That grace, which by regeneration
transfers man from death to life does not in an irresistible
manner determine the will. For, although man in spiritually
good things has not a free will, he still has the ability to re-
main in the evil, and thus to resist the grace. Nor is he con-
verted as a stone, but as a man, who is endowed with reason
and will. Therefore, when he, under the external guidance
while the Word is preached to him, hears it, ponders over it,
and searches it, as the Chamberlain of Ethiopea, then will
the Holy Ghost kindle faith in him, not however, by powers
which he finds in man, but by powers which he communi-
cates.”

¢) What the Form. of Conc. teaches (P. II, Art. II, § 58):
“But where such a man despises the instrument of the Holy
Ghost, and will not hear, no injustice befalls him if the Holy
Ghost do not enlighten him, but he be allowed to remain in
the darkness of his unbelief, and to perish; for of this it is
written (Matt. 23, 37): How often would I have gathered thy
children together, even as a hen gathereth her chickens under
her wings, and ye would not!” Furthermore (P. I, Art. XTI,
§12): “That, however, many are called, few are chosen, does
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not mean that God is unwilling that all should be saved, but
the reason is that they either do not at all hear God’s Word,
but wilfully despise it, close their ears and harden their
hearts, and in this manner foreclose the ordinary way to the
Holy Ghost, so that He cannot effect His work in them, or,
when it is heard, they consider it of no account, and do not
heed it. For this (that they perish) not God or His election,
but their wickedness, is responsible. 2 Pet. 2,1 sq.; Luke 11,
49, 52; Heb. 12, 25 sq.; Luke 7, 30. Furthermore (P. II, Art.
I1, § 60): “And although God does not force man to become
godly, for those who always resist the Holy Ghost and per-
sistently oppose the known truth, as Stephan says of the
hardened Jews (Acts 7. 51), will not be converted. And § 83;
And indeed all those who obstinately and persistently resist
the operations and movements of the Holy Ghost, which take
place through the Word, do not receive, but grieve and lose
the Holy Ghost.”

Furthermore what Pontoppidan teaches (Summary of
Doctrine, § 42): “But he who will not receive and use the
grace of God, according to this plan of salvation, he remain
in his natural state of sin, seperated from God, and must
expect part with the devil and his angels in eternal con-
demnation.”

Furthermore, what G. Mylius teaches (Disputations 11,
136): “That many are not in possession of faith, is not so
because God begrudges them this or denies it to them, but be-
cause they themselves do not want it. For they could have
believed, if they had wanted to, since they could have per-
formed that whereby God undoubtedly would have granted
also them faith, if they had not obstinately resisted the Holy
Ghost, but had been willing to follow the example of the
people of Berea, and diligently search the Scriptures and
ponder the word of the Gospel.”

Finally what F. Balduin teaches (concerning the Articles
of Visitation, 11, 68): That so many of those who are called
are without faith in Christ is certainly not from this cause
that God begrudges them faith or denies it to them, but be-
cause they themselves do not want it. For they could have
believed, had they desired it, since they could very easily
have done all that whereby God promised to grant faith, and
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had they done that, then He would undoubtedly, since He
rejects no one that comes to Him, have given also them faith,
provided they had not obstinately resisted the Holy Ghost,
when He began to work in them.”

f) What the Eastern District of our Synod expressed in
1879 (Minutes, page 45): “When this powerful, awakening
call of grace of the Holy Ghost comes, it will depend on the
conduct of man over against the same whether or not it shall
reach its aim. Man has the ability to resist the call, to close
his ears to the awakening voice. Yea, thus the greatest num-
ber conduct themselves.” —Furthermore, what Dr. Walther pre-
viously taught (Postil, page 93): “Although all men by nature
are equally sinful, and God first must remove their resistance,
yet no one will on that account perish; for when God comes
with His Word, He also comes with His Holy Ghost, and de-
sires to remove the natural resistance But he who then does
not only put his natural resistance against the working of
the Holy Ghost, but also obstinately and persistantly resists,
him even God Himself cannot help. For God will force no
one to conversion ; a forced conversion is no conversion at all.”

Furthermore, what Pastor V. Koren formerly taught (Min-
utes of Synod for 1872, page 33, Thesis 52): “A distinction
must be made between a natural want of the will (unwilling-
ness) to follow the call, and a deliberate will not to follow it.
The former is the natural resistance, which is common to all;
the latter is a real obstinacy and a rejection of the call.”

" We reject as false doctrine :

a) “The doctrine of the Synergists who pretend that man
is not absolutely dead to good in spiritual things, but is badly
wounded and half dead. Therefore, although the free will is
too weak to make a beginning, and by its own powers to con-
vert itself to God, and to be obedient in heart to God’s Son;
nevertheless when the Holy Ghost makes a beginning, and
calls us through the Gospel, and offers His grace, the forgive-
ness of sins and eternal salvation, that then the free will,
from its own natural powers, meets God, and to a certain ex-
tent, although feebly, can act, help and co-operate thereto,
can qualify itself for, and apply itself to grace, and embrace
and accept it, and believe the Gospel,and also, in the progress
and support of this work, it can co-operate by its own powers,

3
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with the Holy Ghost. But, on the contrary, it has above
been shown at length that such power, namely, the facultas
applicandi se ad gratiam, i. e. to qualify one’s self from nature
for grace, does not proceed from our own natural powers, but
alone from the operation of the Holy Ghost.” (Compare
Form. of Conc., P. II, Art. IT, §§. 77 and 78).

b) The doctrine which is expressed in the following
thesis: “Reason can certainly not reconcile this: On the one
band, God says that He is gracious toward all, and that He
earnestly wills the salvation of all men; but, on the other
hand, He also lays claim to a full and unlimited right to
have mercy on whom He wills, and to harden whom He will.
And experience also establishes that from many millions of
men He does not take away their resistance, which He could
as easily remove as in the elect, since they by nature are
equally corrupt, and these are by nature no better than the
others. When we regard God thus, He is undoubtedly for us
a hidden and incomprehensible God.”

D.—CONCERNING PRESERVATION.

Furtbermore, we confess as the doctrine of the Word of
God what the Form. of Conc. says (P. I, Art. XI,32 and 33):
“Thus, also, Holy Scripture shows that God, who has called
us, is so faithful, when He has begun a good work in us, that
He also will preserve and continue it to the end, if we do
not turn ourselves from Him, but retain firmly to the end
the work begun for retaining which He has promised His
grace,” (1 Cor. 1, 9; Phil. 1, 6; 1 Pet.5,10; 2 Pet. 3, 9;
Heb. 3, 2).

We reject as false the doctrine that God should have
given an unconditional promise concerning the infallible at-
tainment of eternal =alvation, that is, a promise which did
not involve this condition: If you convert yourself, if you
believe in Christ, if you remain steadfast in the faith in
Christ unto the end.

E.—CONCERNING THE CERTAINTY.

Furthermore we confess as the doctrine of the Word of
God: '

a) What is taught in “Sandhed til Gudfrytighed” of
E. Pontoppidan, question 759: “Can he be certain of a happy



THE CHARACTER OF THE OLD TESTAMENT, ETC. 30

death, who thus believes and lives in the fellowship of Jesus?
Yes; he is certainly a child of God and an heir of heaven;
and in “ Epitome of Dr. E. Pontoppidan’s Explanation of M.
Luther's Catechism,” question 602: “Can he be certain of a
happy death, who thus believes in the fellowship of Jesus?
Yes; if he remain steadfast in the faith until death.”

b) What is taught in the Form. of Cone. (P. II, Art. XI,
70): “Therefore no one who would be saved should trouble
or harass himself with thoughts concerning the secret counsel
of God, as to whether he also is elected and ordained to eternal
life; for with these miserable thoughts Satan is accustomed to
attack and annoy godly hearts. But they should hear Christ
(and in Him look upon the Book of life in which is written
the eternal election of all God's children to eternal life; who
testifies to all men without distinction that it is God’s will
that all men who labor and are heavy laden with sin should
come to Him in order that He may give them rest and save
them.” ‘

We reject as false doctrine:

1) When it is claimed that a conditional certainty con-
cerning future salvation is no certainty at all.

2) When it is taught that all believers, even those who
do not remain steadfast in faith unto the end, both according
to the will of God shall, and by the working of His Spirit of
Truth can, by Christian faith, which according to its essence
never fails, be unconditionally certain that they are elected to
the infallible attainment of eternal salvation.

THE CHARACTER OF THE OLD TESTAMENT
COVENANT.

The Old Testament is not an accidental collection of the
literary remains of the Israelites in the sense in which we
have an Indian, a. Greek or a Latin literature. In its highest
and truest conception, it is a revelation and the history of a
revelation. Its chief virtue does not consist in its ability to
furnish us the data for a clear idea of the intellectual and
political development of the most interesting member in the
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oriental family of nations; but its prime object is to hand
down to us the revelations of God, through word and deed,
designed to show fallen man the way back to reconciliation
with God and restoration to a lost estate, as also to show how
this revelation took historic form and growth in the develop-
ment of that nation which the Lord had chosen to be bearers
of its truths. - In ‘other words, the chief burden and central
thought of the Old Testament is the plan of redemption
adopted by Jehovah and to be inaugurated and developed by
means of a covenant with His own peculiar people. More
particularly then, the covenant between Jehovah and His
people is the pivot around which all the other thoughts and
facts of the Old Testament circle, and in relation to which
they find their importance and mission. Such is certainly
the view entertained by Christ and His apostles concerning
the character of the Old Testament canon, and the Savior
with His revelation knew Himself to be in the most inti-
mate connection with that of Moses and the prophets. To
regard these books then as literary productions in the ordi-
nary sense of the word, as this is done by Wellhausen and
his school, may be “scientific,” but it is unhistorical and
false, In fact this fundamental error is the =p@rov ¢reddus of
the new critical school. As they expel God from Israel, they
eliminate the divine element from his revelation.*

Since God in the Old Testament dispensation is working
out His plan for the salvation of mankind through His
covenant with Israel and since the Old Testament revelation
is the record of this covenant from its inception to its transi-
tion into another state through Christ, the character of this
covenant will naturally be a matter of the greatest impor-
tance for the student of God’s Word. Manifestly Old Testa-
ment Theology has no profounder theme than the elucidation
of the character and nature of this covenant and its bearing
and influence upon the whole spiritual, religious and social
life of those who lived. under it, as also its connection with
_— !

* Kuenen, De Godsdienst, I, 5 8qq., in defining his standpoint, says:
“Of the different religions, that of Israel is one; nothing less, but also
nothing more.” “Judalqm and Christianity belong to the leading re-
ligions, but between these two and all other rehglons there exists no
specific difference.”
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the covenant of the New Testament as established by Christ.
No problem in the Old Testament can surpass in importance
the one concerning this covenant, concerning God’s com-
mands and behests within the relationship it established, the
conditions of citizenship it imposed, its stage of develop-
ment, the principles which guided the Lord of the covenant
in his dealings with the people, or, in other words, the
ground of righteousness and acceptance before God under it,
the basis of justification and the foundation of hope in the
hearts of the faithful, in short, the whole nature, aim and
object of this peculiar relation between God and Israel.

A brief exposition of this point may not be without a
good purpose, not only on account of the intrinsic impor-
tance of the probleni, but also because erroneous views are
frequently entertained in respect to it. Not only is this done
by negative critics who frequently build their fantastic hypo-
theses on a false conception of the religion of Israel, but also
by devout believers. The notion is not infrequently ex-
pressed, and still more frequently implied, that the basis of
the Old Covenant, is its accompanying legal feature, or, what
is ternied by some, Mosaism; that the righteousness demanded
and taught by the Old Testament is a legal righteousness;
that it demanded such a strict compliance with the minu-
tiz of the Mosaic code as would make a sinner just
and acceptable in the sight of God; or, in other words, that
the principle of righteousness in the old dispensation was a
righteousness through the works of the law, and that the
faithful, in order to be just before the Lord within this cove-
nant, had to earn this by obedience. This is the view of
those who find in the Old Testament only law, but no gos-
pel; ouly condemnation, but no grace and pardon. It pre-
cedes from the premises that “ Mosaism” is identical with the
Old Covenant and the Old Covenant with “Mosaism.” No
error could do greater violence to the essence and spirit of the
0ld Covenant than this identification. ““Mosaism” is not the
0ld Covenant, nor is the Old Covenant “Mosaism.” The
error of indentifying the two and making obedience to the
law of Sinai the basis of righteousness and justification in
the pre-Christian dispensation undoubtedly arises from a
misconception of Christ’s and Paul’s attitude toward the law.
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Their explicit and emphatic rejection of all legal righteous-
ness and decided vindication, over against this principle, of
a justification by faith alone, are frequently considered as
polemics against the law and its principles as such. In
reality, however, both the Savior and the great Apostles, as
indeed the whole New Testament, contends for the truth of
the new dispensation not over against an error of the Old,
but only against an erroneous interpretation of the Old.
The theology of the schools in Israel in Christ’s days, as this
was taught by the Pharisees, who can fairly be considered as
the representatives of the popular beliefs of the times, did
certainly teach the doctrine of legal righteousness and holi-
ness. -That they had deserted the true basis of righteousness
in the kingdom of God and substituted in its place a self-
righteousness through an obedience to the law is very evi-
dent from Christ’s scathing condemnation of their doctrines.
Their teachings are the leaven of unrighteousness because
they teach a false righteousness. It is true that in his
polemics against the popular teachers of the day, Christ does
not give a systematic statement of their false views, but we
need only to glance at such passages as Matt. 15, 1 sqq., 16, 6
sqq. and read the woes pronounced in Matt. 23, 13 sqq. to
recognize that they are @dyroi tvplol roplay (Matt. 15, 14) be-
cause they proclaim a legal and self-righteousness. Paul’s
repeated and emphatic elucidations of the doctrine of justifi-
cation by faith alone, with the avowed and entire exclusion
of all righteousness by any self-merit or work of the law, is
to be attributed to the fact that the whole Jewish theology of
the times was entirely permeated by this fatal error. How
thoroughly this was the case is apparent from the doctrines
laid down in the official records of the Jewish faith, the
Talmud, Targum and Midrash. Although the codification
of these does not reach up to the apostolic era, yet in their
fundamentals they are without doubt correct representations
of the beliefs entertained by Christ’s contemporaries. And
if any principle is plainly taught in these works it is the
doctrine of righteousness before God solely and alone through
the works of the law. The public teachers of the day main-
tained the nomistic principle in all its crudest outgrowths.*

*The most satisfactory and exhaustive work on this subject is that
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While they sat on Moses’ seat (Matt. 23, 2) they did not teach
Moses’ doctrine. For that their conception and interpreta-
tion of the Old Testament was erroneous in toto is evident
from the steady opposition of New Testament teachers and
teachings. Indeed the very reason why they so bitterly
antagonized the Savior and His work, and He so terribly de-
nounced them was because between their doctrines there was
an impossible gulf, because the basis and fundamental thesis
of their whole system, namely that entrance into the king-
dom of God and acceptance before the Lord who had made a
covenant with Israel was dependent upon a righteousness
conditioned by an obedience to the Mosuic code and the
traditions of the fathers, was totally and fatally false. They
were not correct exponents of the teachings and spirit of the
Old Testament. Christ, who came with the full conscious-
ness of standing in a living connection with the past revela-
tion in the kingdom of God, finds this revelation misinter-
preted and falsified by the leaders in Israel. This is why He
contends against them. He came not to overthrow the Old
Covenant, but to fulfill it; and just in so far as the teachers
of the people differed from Him, in so far too they had de-
parted from the truth of the covenant and set up error.

If then the views of Christ’s contemporaries are a false
expression of the character and spirit of the Old Testament
covenant, and if the righteousness which it demands is not
the rightcousness of the law, what then is its correct principle
and what is the nature of the righteousness it calls for? To
learn this the best method will probably be to view the Old
Testament in the light of the New. Augustine, whose works
abound in terse statements of great truths, savs: “In Veteri
Testamento Novum Jatet, in Novo Vetus patet.”t The New
Testament is the best exposition of the Old; Christ and the
apostles are the best exegetes of Moses and the prophets. In

of the decensed pastor and missionary Weber, edited by Delitzsch and
Schnedermann, and entitied “System der Altsynogogalen Poluestinishen Theo-
logie, aus Targum, Midrash und Talmud,” 18%0; and on the point under
discussion the XIX chapter, p. 267 to 300 is to be compared. Excellent
material, though more to show the genesis and the historical unfolding
of the errors of New Testament Judaism, is furnished by Edersheim, in
the Introductory chapter to his grand “Life of Jesus the Messiah.” 1884.

T Quest. in Exod. 73.
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its fulness of meaning the Old can be understood only in the
light of the New. Biblical hermeneutics certainly teaches this.
For however much critics may debate over the propriety of
admitting the testimony of the Scriptures of the New Testa-
ment in the discussion of the literary problems of the Old,
certainly every fair-minded Christian must instantly yield
that for the theological study of the Bible no better aid can be
found than the Bible itself. Let Scriptures interpret Scrip-
tures, and it will always find acceptance among believers.y It
will be best then to start investigation from the New Testa-
ment.

In regard to the question of the character of the Old dis-
pensation and the righteousness and justification it taught,
the New Testament sedes doctrinae are Romans c. 4 and Gal. 3,
6-14, where the apostle Paul explicitly and ex professo discusses
this problemn. The burden of Romans is the doctrine of justi-
fication by faith alone, without the deeds of the law. In the
progress of hix argument the logician Paul, in chapter 4,
appeals to the carlier revelation and history of God’s king-
dom un carth to prove that the true rightcousness before the
Lord ie the righteousncss of faith alone. He here produces
the scriptural, i. e. the Old Testament proof for his thesis.
To prove his point he adduces the accounts given by the Old
Testament of those two men who were undeniably the best
representatives of the spirit and character of the covenant
between God and Israel, namely Abraham, the father of the
faithful, and David, the man after God’s own heart, and shows
that according to these accounts they were justified before
God not on account of any obedience to the law, but because
they had faith in the promise of God. In other words, their
righteousness was one of faith and not one of works. Inv.3he
cites the words of Gen. 15, 16 as conclusive in Abraham’s case;
and in v. 6-8 he adduces David’s words in Ps. 32, 1. 2. to show
that the great singer of the Old Covenant put his confidence

i This process in no wise is a vio ation of the historico-critical method
of Biblical research, which correctly claims for a passage only that mean-
ing which it was intended to convey at the time it was revealed, for
whatever interpretation revelation gives to earlier revelation must evi-
dently bave been within the scope and intent of the latter. Studying
the Old with the enlightened vision from the New Testament is not a
false * Lysteron proterun’’ exegesis.
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and hope in God alone. The rest of the chapter is devoted to
an elucidation, on the basis of Q. T. citations, of Abraham’s
«case, and the Apostle draws his conclusion in v. 22: “And
therefore it (his faith) was iniputed to him for righteousness.”
Abraham, then, the historical head, and as acknowledged by
revelation and the author of revelation, the most faithful
exponent of the Old Testament covenant, was justified be-
cause he had faith in the promises of God: he is, argues Paul
on scriptural basis, as is also David, a convincing proof that
also under the old dispensation acceptance before God or, what
is the same, righteousness and justification, was based not
upon merit or work, but upon faith alone.

The passage in Galatians is cven clearer. The object of
this epistle is to vindicate the. great doctrine of justification
by faith, which Paul had' preached to the Galatian congrega-
tions but which Judaizing teachers had attempted to over-
throw by maintaining that the Christians were yet bound to
-an observance of at least certain portions of the law. This
gives the Apostlg an opportunity of explaining the relation
between the observance of the law and the nature of justifi-
-cation for those who had lived under it. In the course of his
argumentatiou he gives in ¢. 3, 6-14 the scriptural proof that
the Old Testament saints were justified, not because of their
-obedicnce to the law of Moses, but on account of their faith,
again mentioning Abraham as a proof of this position and
basing his argument on Old Testament citations. His con-
clusion is drawn in v. 11: “But that no man is justified by
the law in the sight of God, it is evident: for, The just shall
live by faith.” Heb. 2, 14. Of course, as it is Paul, the de-
fender of the doctrine of justification by faith alone, who
employs this argument, the faith of Abraham must have been
of the same character and had the same object which the
faith demanded by the New Covenant has. Cf. also John
-8, 56.

From both these passages it is evident that the Apostle
Paul contends that faith in the words and promises of God or
in Christ as the real contents of these promises is the conditio
sine qua non for justification under the Old Covenant as it is
under the New, and that as far as cardinal principles and
fundamental character are concerned, there is no difference of



42 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

kind between the two dispensations. For in the nature of
the case, it can admit of no doubt that.what the Apostle here
proves from the Old Testament records as having been true
in the case of Abraham and David, is true also of the whole
Old Covenant and of all who lived under it. For these two
are true and correct representatives of the life and spirit of’
that covenant, and are acknowledged to be such by both
revelation and history. The point proved in their case proves
it for the whole old dispensation. Paul, as it were, in order
to make assurance doubly sure, continues his argument and
shows how these individual cases furnish the principles for
the whole covenant, of which they were such representative
examples. For the Abrahamitic covenant is the Old Cove-
nant; is the same covenant under which all the children of
Abrabam lived, and there is no indication of any sort in the
records of later revelation that God ever changed, abrogated
or recalled the conditions of justification which were in force
in the case of Abraham. Paul is careful to prove this and to
show that what is true in Abraham’s case must be applicable
also to the whole pre-Christian dispensation. The promise of
grace once given to the father of the covenant and based
upon faith; could not be, and was not changed. In Gal 3,
17-18 this important truth for the understanding of the
whole O. T. religion and history is clearly expressed: “And
this I say, That the covenant, that was confirmed before God
in Christ, the law, which was four hundred and thirty years
after, cannot disannul, that it should make the promise of
none effect. For if the inheritance be of the law, it is no
more of promise; but God gave it to Abraham by promise”
(i. e. by faith). To paraphrace: The covenant existed before
the law; this covenant conditioned, as is proved by Paul’s
exhaustive argument from Old Testament citations, justifica-
tion and an acceptable status before God on the principle of
faith ; now when the law came, it could not change these car-
dinal principles of the covenant, as it was not the purpose of
the law to supplant the existing covenant by a new one or to
essentially change its character and conditions, but to be of
service in making this covenant all the more effective. Thus
then, argues the Apostle, even after the coming of the law,
there was no change in the covenant relation between God
and His people, and all later generations of Abraham’s chil-
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dren must be justified before God as was their father Abra-
ham, namely by faith in Christ.* The Qld Testament cove-
nant does not begin at Mt. Sinai, but in Ur of the Chaldees,
when Abraham was called to settle in Palestine (Gen. 12,
1-9). The Noahican covenant (Gen. 8, 15-9, 17) had proved
an abortive attempt, and with the emigration of Abraham a
new and important step was undertaken in the realization of
God’s plans for the redemption of mankind. Within him
the covenant was established which later in history assumed
the national form of a theocracy. The importance of Mt.
Sinai and its law consists not in the overthrow of the old and
the introduction of a new plan of Jehovah, but it was an
epoch in the growth of this covenant, externally in its trans-
fer from the family and individual to the national shape, and
internally, and really resultant from the external change, by
the giving of a law by which this national organization of
God’s people was to be governed and educated for their his-
torical mission in the unfolding and development of the
kingdom of God on earth until the fulness of time. '
With this exposition of New Testament revelation to
guide us, we will know where to begin an investigation of the
nature and peculiarities of the Old Testament covenant,
namely with the history of Abraham. After the deluge the
Lord had promised to Noah (Gen. 8, 21. 22) that He would
not again destroy mankind from the face of the earth on ac-
count of their sins. But the history of the sons of Noah, as
far as knowledge and worship of the true God was concerned,
was beginning to prove a repetition of the very same sinful
development that had caused the dire destruction of the
deluge to come over the descendants of Adam. In order
then that the divine plans for the redemption and salvation
of mankind might become a reality and fact, God selects

* The views expressed in these two places can fairly be regarded as
the teachings of the whole New Testament, both directly and by impli-
cation. On Abraham’s faith and justification consult also Kurtz, Sacred
History, translated by Schaeffer, 3 24-29. In Hebrews chap. 11 the
power of faith in the saints and heroes of the old Testament is itemized
in extenso. This chapter is not so much of an argumentative character
and its facts are not cited by the author to prove a thesis, but it rather is
illustrative and is to serve a parenetical purpose, belonging to the prac-
tical and exhortative part of the Epistle.
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from among the children of Shem, who had comparatively
speaking maintained the purest knowledge of God, one man,
and with him begins a new development looking toward the
.successful realization of the ideuls which had ever before
'proved a failure through the sins of men. The natuve of this
new development is that of a covenant between Jehovuh and
-the chosen one, Abraham.* The germs of the principles of
this covenant are contained already in the very first words
addressed to Abraham by God (Gen. 12, 1-3), although the
formal establishment of the covenant takes place some years
later and is recorded in Genesis ¢. 15, The call to Abraham
is recorded in these words: “And the Lord said to Abram,
‘Get thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and from
thy father’s house, into a land that I shall show thee: and I
will wake of thee a great nation, and [ will bless thee, and
make thy name great; and thou shalt be a blessing: and [
will bless those that bless thee, and curse him that curscth
thee: and in thee shall all families of the carth be blessed.”
Here Jehovah promises great blessings to Abraham and to
mankind in-general, if Abraham will put his trust and con-
fidence in Jehovah alone and follow His guidance. The con-
dition under which Abraham is to be the recipient of the
promised blessings is that he renounce all his trust in and
.allegiance with his earthly relations, country, family and
home, and in absolute, and so-to-say blind adhesion to the
Lord obey without faltering and hesitation the words of the
Lord and go into a strange land knowing assuredly that
Jehovah would make good His promises and redeem His
pledges. The principle involved here is evidently the prin-
ciple of faith: Abrabam will prove acceptable before the
Lord in case he has faith in the Lord’s promises; or, to use
the phraseology of later rendition, he was justified, and
deemed righteous with God through his trust and faith.
What is here implied finds clear expression in the estab-
lishment of the covenant itself. That the events of chap. 15

* The etymology of the word berith, and whether it is originally the
-equivalent of Je:adyjzy or gusSyxy, i. e. whether it is originally meant
simply a divine ordinance or an agreement between the contracting par-
‘ties, is a matter of less moment for our purpose. Oehler, O. T. The-
-ology % 80 and Gesenius, Handwerterbuch maintain the former; Breden-
kamp, (Fesetz und Propheten, p. 22. {., the latter.
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are then to be considered as the formal conclusion of the
covenant between God and the patriarch, is evident from v.
18: “In that same day the Lord made a covenant with
Abram, saying.. Unto thy seed have I given this land, from
the river of Egypt unto the great river, the river Euphrates.”
The Lord says: “Fear not, Abram: I am thy shield, and thy
exceeding great reward.”—When the patriarch complained.
that he was childless, the Lord tells him to go forth, and said -
“L.ook now toward heaven, and tell the stars, if thou art able
to number them. So shall thy seed be.” Notwithstanding
all the difficulties, or almost impossibilities in the way to an
entertainment on the part of Abram of such a belief, the
biblical records continue: “And he believed in the.Lord; and
He counted it to him for righteousness.” Abram’s part of the
covenant then was faith; the result of this compliance with
the conditions of the covenant was, that God counted it to
him for righteousness.. Abraham’s reward, as promised by
the Lord of the covenant, is the multiplication of his seed
like the sand of the seashore and the possession of the land
of promise. The kingdom of God on earth was then yet in
its incipient stage of development and the promises are of
such things as will form the basis for further growth and find
consummation. But the higher and spiritual feature is not
lacking, for in Abraham all the families of the earth are to
be blessed.

Like all things in God’s creation and God’s kingdom, the
covenant with Abraham was a growth. In c. 17, which records
events at least fourteen years later than those of c. 15, the
second stage of this covenant is depicted, and beside the re-
announcement of the fundamental principles of the covenant,
its sign, namely circumcision, is revealed to the patriarch, as
also the theocratic lines of descent established through Isaac,
the promised son of Abraham and Sarah. In this chapter, v.
1. Abraham’s covenant duty is put in these words: “Walk
before me, and be thou perfect,” an injunction which presup-
poses and embraces in its compliance the confidence of faith
which had been counted to Abraham for righteousness, and
expresses rather the outward proof of the inward faith. The
direct statements in the biblical account of Abraham as algo
the conduct of his life by the hand of Providence, especially
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his willingness to sacrifice even the son of promise at the
behest of the Lord, are all of such a character as to leave no
doubt that the New Testament interpretation of the patri-
arch’s relation to Jehovah is the correct one, and that he is
the father of the faithful, because in his life he was the model
exemplar of that faith, trust and confidence in the promises
and providence of God which show that a theocracy (i. e. $eds-
xpazeiv, a rule of God) had been established in his heart and
thereby a God-pleasing relationship established between him
and his God. This relation was such for no other reason than
that he had faith in Jehovah, and that was the basis of this
special covenant. Naturally this covenant relation is not
developed in Abraham’s case as it was in the time of the
Prophets or under the new dispensation; but the cardinal
principles and truths are there: it is a covenant of faith.

The account in Genesis show how in the case of both
Isaac and Jacob the same covenant with the same conditions
continued, with very little, if any, advance beyond the stage
it had already reached, externally and internally, in the person
of Abraham. Aslong as the covenant relation was an indi-
vidual or a family relation, its primitive and embryonic status
did not change, nor were the fundamental ideas developed by
further revelation. We are not informed by the sacred records
that the latter patriarchs were further instructed as to the
character and nature of this faith in God’s providential
guidance, nor that any higher theological or ethical truths in
this connection were made knawn to them. The accounts
are chiefly of a simple, historical character and furnish us
rather the data to judge of the life and workings of the Abra-
hamic covenant in the souls and minds of the chosen family.
Nor have we even complete records of this status. 1t is a
matter of considerable dispute among Old Testament students
as to how much or how little the people of Israel had retained
of the great truths of the covenant when Moses was sent to
them with his message of deliverance. Based upon the in-
terpretation or misinterpretation of some passages in the
Prophets, some have endeavored to prove that Israel had
sunk into a state of polytheism or idolatry of some character,
and had lost all but the names of their patriarchs of faith;
while others claim for the people considerable knowledge of
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the truth. Be this as it may, revelation tells us that with
Moses came an important change in the outward form of the
covenant relation, the change from the family. to the national
form, and an inner change, the introduction of the law.

In the providence of God, the family of Jacob, under the
bondage of aliens and strangers in the land of Egypt, de-
veloped into a compact people with strong national feelings
and individuality probably more pronounced than would
have been the case, if they had remained in the land of
Canaan, amid tribes kindred in descent, language and cus-
toms, with whom it would have been but natural for the
chosen family to associate and form alliances detrimental to
their peculiar divine mission. When thus the nation had
been born, Jehovah, through His chosen instrument Moses,
effected the transfer of the theocracy from the family to the
national form, The covenant relation and its fundamental
character of faith as its distinguishing feature on man’s part
were to remain, but were to be made the possession of the
people, of the nation as a whole. An epoch of such an im-
portance in the unfolding of God’s plans for man’s redemp-
tion necessitated outward and inward steps of considerable
magnitude. The outward step was the same as had been
taken in the case of Abraham when the covenant was origi-
nally established, namely an election and selection from
among the other nations of the earth and the establishment
of a national life and rule in a particular country, where un-
disturbed by the examples and teachings of idolatrous neigh-
bors, Israel could under the guidance and providence of God,
work out its historical mission, both inwardly, as far as the
knowledge, worship and recognition of God and His revela-
tion were concerned, and outwardly, in developing, over
against the Gentiles, who “were suffered to walk in their
own ways” (Acts 14, 16), in visible form the kingdom of
God on earth. With mighty arm Jehovah leads His people
out of the land of bondage, and when they had been wit-
nesses again and again of His power and His merciful pro-
tection, He, at Mt. Sinai, enters upon the covenant relation
with them as a people. The motive in this particularism is
the same as in the cases of both Abraham and Israel; namely
outwardly to establish them in such surroundings that God
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could accomplish His inner educational purpose within them.
The rule.of God, or the theocracy, in the individual now be-
comes. such: .in. a.people.. For that reason, they are to form
one nation, separated.entirely from all the rest, living in a
land chosen for them and their historical mission by God
Himgelf, and under His own personal rule and government.
If the great plans of God wére to be realized then such a
separation and such a theocracy were a necessity, otherwise
the attractions of sin could have thwarted the divine pur-
poses.

The plans of God in Israel were the same as those He
had in view in the case of the patriarchs, for the covenant
He makes with the people is the same in principle and char-
acter, and is in fact identical with the one entered upon by
Abraham and the other fathers. This identity is throughout
the sacred words of Israel everywhere felt and expressed.
God reveals himself to Moses as the God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob (Ex. 3, 6, and passim), and as such Jehovah is to
be proclaimed to the people, and Moses is to inform them
that now the time has come when the Lord will be about to
redeem His promises given unto the patriarchs and will lead
His people into the possession of the land flowing with milk
and honey. But as these promises were given to Abraham,.
Isaac and Jacob in virtue of the covenant of grace and faith
existing between them and their God, this fulfillment of the
promises on God’s part is in itself already a sufficient testi-
mony that the same covenant was still abiding and was to
continue in the case of the people. There is not only not a
syllable in all the revelations through Moses and in all the
arrangements of Mosaism that points to a change or abroga-
tion in the character of the covenant, but there is proof
abundant, both expressed and implied, that before as after
the covenant relation depended upon the faith and trust put
by man in the promises and words of God.

The objective ground of this covenant, or the reason why
God selects just Israel and no other people, to be the recipi-
_ ents of His special mercies is everywhere in the Pentateuch
recognized to be the unmerited grace of Jehovah. Nowhere
is there any intimation given that Israel was chosen om
account of any special merit, but rather the very opposite,.
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the confession that Israel was entirely unworthy of this elec-
tion, finds repeated expression. Especially is it in the book
of Deuteronomy that this is the case. The Lord chose them
because He loved them (Deut. 7, 7. 8; 8, 17). The mighty
deeds of God in delivering the people from the hands of their
oppressors, and of doing so without any merit or virtue on
their part to deserve it, 1s a thought un(ierlying not only all
Mosaism but also all later revelation. He who fails to see
this deep undercurrent of a confession of unworthiness of
God's grace and the strong consciousness of sin in the whole
Old Testament revelation, will never be able to understand
the pre-Christiun revelation. Mosaism knows nothing of
self-righteousness, but acknowledges itself as the constant
recipient of undeserved mercies on Gol’s hands. This idea,
which necessarily lies at the bottom of. und is presupposed in
a covenant of grace, finds a much clearer expression in the
early narratives of Israel than in the accounts of Abraham. *
It wus only on this basis that they hoped to be “a peculiar
treasure above all people . . . . a kingdom of priests and a
holy nation.” For in the recognition of all lack of merit or
righteousness in themselves, lay the other element or subjec-
tive side of this covenant, namely faith in God. Although
this demand of the covenant finds its clearest and plainest
expression not in words but in the actions of the people, in
their following of God’s appointed scrvant and their willing-
ness to be guided by Jehovah, yet it is also plainly expressed,
that Israel as a people and the individual is acceptable and
righteous before the Lord, i. e. is true to the covenant relation
with the Lord, if he, like his forefathers the patriarchs, puts
all his trust and confidence in God and Him alone.t The
chief xin of which the Mosaic system has any knowledge is
that of idolatry, which is nothing but the transfer of faith
and confidence from the true to a false God. In this manner
the covenant relation could be and was most flagrantly vio-
lated, and against this sin the very first of the ten command-
ments is directed. It recognizes faith then as the subjective
basis of this covenant. Indeed the whole spirit of God's
revelations to Israel and His deeds in the forinative stage of
their natural life show clearly enough two things as essential
elements in the covenant established between them, namely,
first, that God chose Israel and showers His blessings upon
it as an act of pure grace and mercy; and, secondly, that
Israel, if it would be acceptable before the Lord, must in
faith and obedience follow the leading of the Lord. An
Israelite was then true to the covenant if his life and actions

*Cf. Ex. 19.5; 15, 13. 16. 26. Num. CC,, 11. 12. 16, 20.
1 Cf. such passages as Ex. 8, 11 ff.; 4,1. 8. 1. 31; 24,3.7; 19,8. Cf.
also Schultz. A. Fliche. Theologie, 2nd Ed., p. 30, 1 8qq.
4
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showed that he had faith and confidence in the Lord of the
covenant.

But how about the law? Does not the existence and
object of the Mosaic law prove false the view of the Old
Testament religion here expressed? By no means; but, if
rightly understood, it only confirms what has been said. It
cannot be repeated too often that to identify the Old Cove-
nant with the Mosaic dispensation, or to make Mt. Sinai
annul the Abrahamitic covenant and establish in its place a
new covenant with a principle of legal righteousness, is
totally false. The teachings of Moses nowhere claim this for
themselves and there is no scriptural testimony for such a
view. The law finds its mission in and within the covenant,
and represents one stage in the growth and unfolding of this
covenant. Its object was not to supplant the covenant of
grace and faith, but rather to be subservient in preparing the
way for it in Israel and in the history of God’s kingdom.
Paul, who so clearly states that the Old Testament saints
were justified by faith alone, has not forgotten to inform us
of the important work of the law in the unfolding of God’s

lans. He says, Gal. 3, 19: “Wherefore then serveth the
Exw? It was added because of transgressions till the seed
should come to whom the promise was made;” and in verses
21-24: “Is the law then against the promises of God? God
forbid: for if there had been a law given which could have
given life, verily righteousness should have been by the law.
But the Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that the
promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that
believe. But before faith came, we were kept under the law,
shut up unto faith which should afterwards be revealed.
Wherefore the law was a school-master [tutor R. V.] to bring
us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith.” The
expression ratdaywyis eis Xpiatév tells the secret. The law was
an educational means to bring the people to a realization of
the requirements and to a full and real acceptance of the
covenant. Its aim was a propaedeutic and preparatory one,
both for Israel and for history. If the ideal as expressed in
the official covenant established at Mt. Sinai was ever to be-
come a life and truth in the hearts of the people and not a
mere outward formality, then the prople would have to be
educated up to an understanding of its principles and the
acceptance of all that it involved. That they had not at-
tained to this standard when the covenant was established,
or indeed ever afterwards, is one of the most evident teach-
ings of their history. A righteousness accounted through
faith implies a recognition of a want of rightcousness in one-
self, and a dependence for righteousness and salvation upon
somebody else. In the covenant of the Old as in that of the
New Testament the anthropological principle of an absolute in-
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ability to render oneself acceptable or just before God, as also
the soteriological principle that such a salvation or re-estab-
lishment of that true relationship between God and man
which had existed before the break caused by sin, must come
from the grace and mercy of the Lord, are implied and pre-
supposed. The covenant required faith and absolute allegi-
ance to God; but faith and absolute allegiance to God would
be possible only when it was apparent that such faith and
allegiance in the redemptive work of a promised Messiah
whose life, merits and death could atone for sins and satisfy
all just demands on man, were the only means of righteous-
ness. And this brought with it the further truth that any
departure from such a life of faith, i. e. any sin of whatever
nature or character, was also a violation of the covenant rela-
tion and hence a forfeiture of the blessings it brought, for
which sin some restoration and atonement would have to be
made if the broken covenant relation was to be re-established.
That all these principles are embraced in the covenant in its
Mosaic form is apparent from the sacrificial and atonement
svstem, where they are recognized by word and deed.

In order that these great truths of God’s plan of redemp-
tion should work out their way into the consciousness and
convictions of the chosen peopKe, and that they should be-
come the people of the covenant in truth, God establishes
them as a politico-religious state, under His own rule, and
gives the wgole complex system of moral and ceremonial law
known as Mosaican and contained in the Pentateuch. This
body formed the limits in which the covenant as a soul should
have its being and undergo its development. The whole
legal system, as established by Moses, in its religious, politi-
cal and social features was the outward wall that protected
the inner growth of the covenant principles and at the same
time promoted the latter. The commands of the Lord, from
the height of the ten commandments down to the lowest
and least behest for the conduct of private affairs represented
to those under the covenant the just demands which the
Lord of the covenant had a right to make upon those who
would possess the blessings of the covenant; it represented
to those who had sworn allegiance to this covenant at Mt.
Sinai the duties which they owed to Jehovah. It brought
directly and strongly before their eyes the knowledge of
which ‘a faithful performance of their covenant relation de-
manded of them, and at the same time would necessarily
awaken in them a consciousness of their inability to comply
with these demands and to be faithful to their promise. In-
deed this latter fact of inability and of a sinful state is
recognized by the law itself as a necessary feature in the life
of those subject to it. For the same law that commands
and condemns also provides for means of pardon and atone-
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ment for the violation of its mandates. The sacrificial por-
tion of the Mosaic system can be understood only on the
premises that an honest child of the covenant would recog-
nize the sinful state and deserved condemnation and rejec-
tion, and that the life under the law would necessarily be a
life of constant confession of transgression and a constant re-
sort to the throne of Jehovah for pardon and renewed recep-
tion. This feature of the legal code shows that at the bottom
of the covenant of which it was the outward framework, lay
the ideas of repentance for sins and faith in Jehovah to for-
give these sins. As Christ says, Matt. 23, 23, the weightier
matters of the law were “judgment, mercy and faith.” To
promote these in the hearts of the Israelites was the purpose
of the Sinaitic code. Its complex character and minute
ramifications covered the whole public and private existence
of the Israelite and constantly reminded him what he owed
to his divine king whose rule he had chosen for himself by
agreeing to the covenant. Hence too for the Israelite there
was no difference between a moral and a cercmonial law:
both were equally an expression of the will of Jehovah under
the covenant relation; a violation of either was a rejection of
the principle of faith and obedience and hence equally pun-
ishable. EAter, when the kingdom of God had passed beyond
the circumscribed state of the limits of a single nation and
particularism had developed into universalism, then these
features of the law which were conditioned by the Frepara—
tory stage and were not based upon the fundamental truths
of the covenant could fall away, as they did when Christ came
and established the congregation of saints, not only in Israel,
but over the whole world. But as long as the covenant was
circumscribed by locality and nationality for the education of
a peculiar people, so long too all those laws established by
God for effecting His purpose were equally binding upon the
adherents of the covenant. Under such circumstances a
transgression of a ceremonial law was punishable equally
with one of a moral command.

These facts explain why it is that in the establishment
of the covenant, as this is recorded in Ex. 19 sqq., so much
stress is laid upon the obedience of the people to the com-
mands of the Lord. This obedience is the obedience of faith,
and the faith of those living under the legal rule finds its ex-
pression in the obedience to this law of the covenant. An Is-
raelite is “just” in so far as he complies with the norm of the
law, because a transgression of these laws given by Jehovah
for the guidance of his life and worship is a rejection of the
authority of God and a refusal to trust him. A rebellion
against God’s ordinances is a rebellion against:the very cove-
nant itself. An Israelite who truly believed in Jehovah
would necessarily feel himself in duty bound to obey these
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laws. He could not do otherwise, or his life and his confes-
sion would antagonize each other. But never do we read
that such an obedience is to be regarded in itself as a merito-
rious act or as a means of righteousness. The Mosaic system
knows of no legal or work righteousness.

While recognizing then their duty to obey in all its
minutiae the commands of the law and learning by that
how sinful they were, those under the law put their trust for
righteousness and deliverance in the mercy of the Lord. Just
to what extent the object of their faith is the mercy of God
in general or is the merit of the promised Seed, might be a
debatable question. Their life under the law- certainly
pointed out to them the necessity of looking solely to the

race of Jehovah, but to what extent they were conscious of
the fact that the objective grounds of this grace were the life
and death of a promised Messiah may not be easily decided,
although the most advanced children of the covenant un-
doubtedly were quite conscious of this great truth. Cf. John
8,56 and Gal. 3, 10-18. Certain it is that from the time of
the protevangelium in Genesis 3 to the evangelistic flights in
the second part of Isaiah there is a golden chain of prophecies
running through the whole Old Testament life and revelation,
that a Redeemer and Messiah should come. And that in the
Mosaic system this personal Savior is the basis of faith seems
evident g'om the typical and symbolical actions in the sacri-
fices and atonements, as their true significance and meaning
are explained in the Epistle to the Hebrews. There and in
other places in the New Testament the typical character of
the tabernacle, of the cultus in its different kinds, of the
festivals etc. is recognized and the relation between type and
thing typified shown.* And then Moses repeatedly recog-
nizes the coming of a personal Deliverer, and has before it
also all the grand prophecies to this effect given to the patri-
archs centuries before.

Such then was, according to the New Testament and also
according to the Old, the historical mission of the law in its
relation to and bearing on the Old Covenant. Far from
standing in antagonism to a covenant of grace and faith, its
aim was to develop and make such a covenant the soul and
life of a nation, so that its principles might become in the
growth of this people some of the great truths of history,
that, in the fulness of time Christianity might base its work
of victory on such results of earlier developments.

Hand in hand with the Mosaic dispensation and closely
allied to it was the prophecy in Israel. It isa fatal error of
the new critical school to put the law and the prophets in

* The best authorities on this interesting subject are Baehr’s Symbo-
lik des Mosaischen Culius, Keil’s Archaeologre and Kurtz’s Sacrificial System.
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antagonism to each other. Those passages in the prophets
that seem to speak slightingly of the law can be interpreted
as opposition to the proper mission and functions of the law
only by misinterpretation of the legalism in the religious
development of Israel. : Not the use, but the abuse of the
law, by reducing it to an opus operatum formalism or to a
means of pharisaic selfrighteousness, is condemned by the
prophets.* Moses himself, the lawgiver, was also a prophet,
and both Mosaism and prophecy, in their divine purpose and
actual workings, conspired together toward the development
of the great truths of the Covenant between God and the
chosen people. Instead of being contradictory or antago-
nistic, they are rather mutually complementary and aim to
make God’s plans facts and truths. While the law points
out to man the duties he is to perform as a child of the cove-
nant and thus instructs him in the great truth of sin and the
constant need of divine pardon and mercy, and while this
law is to make these truths the*teachings of Israel’s history
in them and for others, the prophets, as the speakers and
seers of God, accompany this historical development with
their revelations of knowledge, reproof, guidance and consola-
tion. The prophets are the instructors of the people sent by
the Lord of the covenant so that the people would be taught
to walk and live aright under the conditions of His covenant
toward the fulfillment of their historical mission. Prophecy
had thus, like the law, a work to perform in the unfolding of
God’s kingdom, and this work was for the same ultimate end,
in the case of both the early prophets of action as the later
literary prophets. It must not be forgotten that the chief
work of the prophets was not, as is sometimes supposed to
be, the prediction of future events. The prophets were de-
cidedly men of words and action for the immediate present,
for the demands of the hour. They preached to Israel and
not only or principally to later generations, and what they
did and said was intended to have its effect in moulding the
religious destiny of the people they addressed. All prophecy,
both those specially so-called as also the historical books
written in a prophetic spirit, must be looked upon as reflect-
ing the character and life of the Old Covenant. They repre-
sent one phase in the development of this covenant and
hence can fairly be called upon for instruction as to what the
real nature of this covenant was. The lives and teachings of
the prophets as well as of all those under the Old Covenant
who proved acceptable before the Lord can be properly re-
garded as expressive of its genius and spirit. Yet nowhere
do we find among the prophets or other Old Testament saints

* The relations between the law and the prophets has recently been
made the subject of an excellent work by Bredenkamp, entitled * Gesetz
und Propheten,” Erlangen 1881. Cf. Oehler 2 201.
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a single one who considered himself just because of his obe-
dience tc the law, and who based the correctness of his atti-
tude to the covenant, and consequently his hope of justifica-
tion, upon the fulfiliment of the Mosaic code. The experience
and faith of the men of God under the old dispensation, as
this finds utterance in the records of their sacred volume,
these correct indices of the religious life and hope under the
covenant, leaves no room for doubt or debate, that they knew
nothing of a legal or sclf-righteousness. One thing is sure,
that the saints of the Old Testament felt and rejoiced in
their acceptance before God; for then full righteousness and
membership in the kingdom of God was not regarded simply
as a possibility of the future, but as a present reality and
fact. That the prophets and psalmists and all the true repre-
sentatives of the Old Testament covenant life felt this in
their heart of hearts, and that peace with God was to their
soul’s existence and life, is as historically certain as anything
in the sacred records can be. And that they did not base
this happiness upon the righteousness of the law, is equally
certain. The total absence of any word or hint in this direc-
tion is sufficient proof. But we have evidence in abundance
that the very opposite is their teaching. The prophets as a
rule, start out with the lesson of the law, namely the recog-
nition and confession of sin. They recitc how merciful the
Lord has been to His people, how undeserving of this grace
they have been and how unfaithful in their covenant rela-
tion. On the basis of this knowledge they exhort the people
to repentance and faith, assuring them in the name of the
Lord of the covenant, whose spokes-men they are, that if the
sinners will return in repentance, the Lord will pardon them
their transgression and again receive them as His own pecu-
liar people, and that they should put their faith and confi-
dence in Him and in Him alone. It is this line of thought
that we everywhere find in the prophetic words and prophetic
deeds. They upbraid sin, call to repentance and then offer
the repentant and trusting sinner the fulness of God’s mercy.
In the prophetic feature of the Old Covenant development
these are the cardinal and leading thoughts, and show with
clearness that for them too it was a covenant of grace* In
one prominent point the prophets advance beyond Moses,
namely in their clear announcement of the objective ground
of the grace which God promises to the penitent sinner.
The Messianic features of the prophecies constantly grow in
clearness and emphasis, until in such flights as Is. 53 we seem
to hear not a prophecy but the record of history. The evan-
gelical feature in prophecy is ever unfolding itself more and

* Cf. in this connection especially Oehler, 1. c. ¢ 202, and Schultz, in
the Jahrb. f. D. Theologic, 1862, p. i4l ff., where this subject, of which
we give only the leading ideas, is fully and exhaustively treated.
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more. In their hands the law becomes more and more a
school-master unto Christ. They teach not only that the law
cannot justify., and that in His mercy God will do so, but
also that He will do so for the sake of the future Redcemer.
They believed not only in a salvation to come, but also in a
Savior to come, and it was thus only that the circuit of sav-
ing truths was completed.

This then, in general outlines, is the character of the Old
Teéstament covenant. It is like the new,a covenant of grace;
the fundamental ideas of both are the same. The chief dif-
ference lies in this that in the old is found the preparatory
stage, when within the bounds of a nation and the hedge of
a law, the conscioustess of sin and need of a Savior were de-
veloped; the new starts out with this knowledge and pro-
claims the Savior from these sins. The sins demanded a
sacrifice: Christ did, by His life and death, become a sacri-
fice and atonement; and with these words the greatest difter-
ence between the Old and the New Testament covenant has
been stated. The Old teaches the knowledge of sin and looks
forward to a coming sacrifice, as a hope and promise; the
new starts out with this conviction and has the complete
sacrifice already performed. But the basis of hope, the ohject
of faith is in both the same, namely Christ Jesus, our Lord.

In view of these facts it may De called a piece of doubt-
ful wisdom to speak of two covenants at all. In reality there
is but one covenant, namely that of grace and faith, but in
two historical stages of development, the preparatory and the
completed. Between the two there is not a difference of kind,
but of degree. The traditional theological terminology as gen-
erally understood tends rather to separate and keep apart as
two distinct or even antagonistic things that are really but
two sides of one and the same thing. The covenant idea is
the connecting link between the two Testaments as it is de-
clared to be by the preaching of John the Baptist and of
Christ. They announce that the kingdom of God, which had
hitherto been in preparation and a promise, had now arrived
and was at hand; and they consciously thus place their
mission and work in direct connection as complementary to
that which had preceded. They build upon Moses and the
prophets.

Many questions of Old Testament religion and Isagogics
naturally suggest themselves in connection with this outline
of what is the central thought of the Old Testament develop-
ment. especially the bearing which the correct and biblical
view of this development must have in deciding the vexed
problems proposed by the Wellhausen-Smith school. But the
discussion of these points would go entirely too far in connec-
tion with an article of a general character like the present
and besides they would not materially affect the result of this
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investigation. Suffice it, that our examination has shown
how intimately, in their roots and essence, the two Testa-
ments are connected, and how correct is the terse dictum of
Augustine that the new lies concealed in the old and the old
lies revealed in the new. Both proclaim the sin of man, but
both announce also that the mercy of God is ready to pardon
man, if he repents. They record for us how God, who did
not desire the dire work of sin to succeed, made a covenant
for the purpose of thwarting the destruction of mankind,
how this covenant, in which God asked that man should
have faith and confidence in Him alone, grew and developed
under the politico-religious kingdom of %srael, until in the
fulness of time this development had taught beyond a doubt
the need of a Savior, the Savior really came and performed
His mission of love and redemption. The new and the old
are one undivided revelation because they are the record of
one kingdom of God on earth. " G. H. 8.

HOMILETICAL DEPARTMENT.

FIRST SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. Rowm. 12, 1-5,

AL

Int. 1. The present season of Epiphany should remind us of the
time when we were separate ‘from Christ—alienated from the common-
wealth of Israel, and strangers etc. ctc. But that now we, that once
were far off, are made nigh in the blood of Christ—that we are fellow
citizens with the saints and of the household of God. Comp. Eph. c. 2.

2. The blessedness of the relation we now sustain to Christ and
Christians, as the Scriptures speak of it and as our hearts experience it.
But yet, of this itself we would not speak to-da{; but rather of this how
such relation to Christ should lead us to live a holy and useful life also,
as our text suggests.

THE HOLY SERVICE ENJOINED ON US BY OUR MEMBERSHIP
IN THE BODY OF CHRIST.

Prelim. Remark: Of course, without Christ we can do nothing.
Avpart from Him we are dead in trespasses and sins; but engrafted into
Him, the living Head, life of His life is infused into us and so are we
quickened to do something acceptable to God. -

I. That, in body and soul, we be sanctified wholly unto God.

1. Presenting our bodies a living saerifice -

a) sacrifice: Old Testament priesthood and its sacrifices have
passed away; but we too are priests before God, and what
we are to sacrifice, we are here told, i. e.

b) our bodies, living, holy and acceptable before God.—Away
with every abuse of our body: gluttony, drunkenness,
wantoness, foolbardiness ete.

2. Being renewed in our minds, unto an increased

a) knowledge of God’s will; )

b) conformity with God’s will of our own will.
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(Away with ignorance in things spiritual—ignorance is a sin—and away
with vain doubts and speculations, with worldwisdom in so far as it
militates against the wisdom of God—bad literature etc.)

II. That we, as members together, edify one another
1. in humble love
2. according to the gifts received. C. H. L. 8.

B.
THE LIFE OF TRUE CHR{)SPI“IégIS) AN UNBROKEN SERVICE

1. They present themselves unto God daily as living sacrifices.
II. They labor, without censing, for the renewal of their minds.
III. They manifest this by an humble and loving service of the
brethren.
FROM THE GERMAN OF AHLFELD.

SECOND SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. Rowm. 12, 6-16.

Int. A. “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not
gf y01’1,rselves; it is the gift of God. Not of works, lest any man should

oast.

B. “For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto
good works, which God hath before ordained that we should walk in
them.” Eph. 2, 8-10.

Here is set forth the true relation between salvation and good works.
Salvation is the free gift of God’s grace; works on our part an expres-
sion of gratitude for the gift received. Of His own gracious will are we
begotten of God and made His sons and daughters; and because such,
the love and obedience of sons and daughters are required of us as of
children, The Lord has redeemed us for His service also.

SUNDAY DIRECTIONS ABOUT SERVING THE LORD.

1. That each one employ the gifts received, and abide in the call-
ing pointed out to him.
1. Differences of gifts,
a) by nature,
b) by special grace.
2. Differences of offices,
a) all profitable,
b) all honorable.
II. That, however divers the gifts and offices, all be led by the same
spirit.
1. Not of natural love, which is blind and corrupt.
2. Of sanctified love, which is (v. 9-12.)
a) without dissimulation,
b) holy—abhors etc.,
¢) kind and respectful,
d) fervent and active,
e) hopeful and patient:
III.  That at no time we esteem ourselves sufficient in self, but rely
wholly on that grace which God giveth.
1. All our sufficiency is of God; and
2. 'To God we have access through Christ by prayer.
IV. That we confine our service to no particular class of men, but
do good to all.
1. To friend and foe (13-14.)
2. To each according to his need (15).
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V. That we insist not unduly on our own works and ways and
methods, but peaceably covperate with others. V. 16.
1. Be not overwise or conceited.
2. Be not vain-glorious or ambitious.
3. Love, and follow after, unity and union.

Conclusion. The fact that we come so utterly short of meeting such our
holy obligations should teach us the impossibility of being saved by
works; to cling all the more to Christ for righteousness; and to God
for sanctifying grace. C. H. L. S.

THIRD SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. Rom. 12, 17-21,

A
THE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL OF PEACE.
I.  Lesson: Disturb not the peace by any fault of your own.
I1. Lesson: Keep the peace, as much as in you lieth.
III. Lesson: Make peace, by doing good to all.
ADAPTED FROM THE GEKMAN OF GEROCK.
B.
THE CHRISTIAN, A MAN OF PEACE.
1. He loves peace.
II. He preserves peace.
III. He makes peace.

FROM THE GERMAN OF CASPARI.

FOURTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. Row. 13, 8-10,
AL
THE HOLY DEBT OF LOVE.
. Owed by all!

II. Paid by none/
Con. Rom. 10, 4. and Rom. 8, 2. B C.H. L. S

THE LOVE OF THE NEIGHB(;R AND THE LOVE OF GOD
ARE ONE.

L. We love God in loving our neighbor.
II.  We love our neighbor in loving God.
FROM NEBE’S EP. VOL. 3, p, 29 OF DISP.

FIFTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. Cor. 3, 12-17,
LET THE WORD OF CHRIST DWELL IN YOU!

I. The meaning of this exhortation - 16a.
1. The word of Christ is the Gospel, with
a) its light—as a word of instruction, wisdom, assurances, etc.
b) its gifts—as the bearer of saving grace, i. e. of Christ, His
merits, pardon, etc. .
¢) its power—as the means through which the Spirit works
faith, love, etc.
2. The word is to dwell in us, that is
ag enlighten,
b) emrich, . L. . .
¢) quicken us, and continue to do this in us without ceasing,
“richly” and unto “all wisdom,” ete.
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II. Whereunto this i3 profitable
‘1. in our relation to God, 15-17,

2. in our relation to men, 12-14. C.H.L.S.
SIXTH SUNDAY AFTER EPIPHANY. 2 Per. 1, 16-21,
AL

WHEN ARE WE FIRMLY GROUNDED IN TAE FAITH?

I. When we place the witnesses of God above the fables (and words
of men).
II. When by the Word of God we are directed to the bright Day-

star (the Day-star arise in our hearts).
FROM THE GERMAN OF MUENKEL.

B.
MOST SURE IS THE WORD WE PREACH UNTO YOU!

1. God the Father Himself has spoken it ;
II. The Holy Spirit Himself has inspired it
III. It approves itself by itself as the word of truth.

FROM NEBES EP. IIL. D. 33 DIsP.

SEPTUAGESIMAE. 1 Cor. 9, 24-10, 5.

Int, That it is the good and gracious will of God our Savior that all
His Christians stand in connection with the Church also in so far as this
is an outward and visible body, there can be no doubt. The object and
end of the true visible Church is to confess her Lord and His truth, and
to be instrumental in doing His work of saving souls. They, therefore, .
who refuse to belong to the Christian Church, refuse to confess Christ
the Lord who bought them, they deny His saving truth, and they hin-
der His blessed work. In short, they deceive themselves when they
think that they can be Christians and yet deny Christ—Christ will deny
them before His Father in heaven. Matt. 10, 32.

Yet, though it is a holy duty and a blessed privilege as well, to
stand also in formal connection with the Christian Church, it must not
be inferred from this that all who so belong are for that reason true
Cbristians and really saved. Many, alas, are misled by this notion and
lost to God on account of it. The Gospel of the tares among the wheat
teaches us that there are mixed up with Christians such as are not
Christians at heart; also, that at the end of time the angel of God will
single out these hpocrites, etc. Likewise our epistol. lesson of to-day
teaches us that
MANY ARE FOUND IN THE COMPANY OF GOD'S PEOPLE,

HAVING FREE ACCESS TO THE GOOD THINGS OF HIS

HOUSE, AND YET PERISH; AND MANY RUN THE RACE,

AND YET OBTAIN NO CROWN.

Either
I.  Because they are not sincere; or
II.  Because they err concerning the saving truth ; or also
III. Because they do not continue faithful to the end.
Ad I. The thoughtless, indifferent, hypocritical.
1. Since they are in fellowship with the people of God they have

indeed all the imstruction, correction, grace and blessings of
God’s house offered them. V.1-4. But
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2. While they profess to love the good things of God, and seem to
delight in His services, in their hearts they lust after evil things
and in the dark no doubt practice them also. 1 Cor. 10, 6.
These are rejected and cast away. :

Ad II. The erring and fanatical.

1. These run indeed. and earnestly too, but not in- the right race;
nor do they, in consequence, run aright. V. 24-27." So run
that, etc.

2. With all their confidence of victory, they fail to obtain the
crown. No, good intentions save no man. With their blind
leaders they come to grief. How sad! But then, men must
not walk in their own ways: only God’s ways lead to God and
God’s heaven. Christ the wav. The word the light, etc.

Ad ITI. The faint-hearted and faithless.

1. These forget, that they must hold fast to what they have re-
ceived, and grow in grace. (A word especially for the baptized
and confirmed.)

2. With the loss of their faith they lose Christ and all!—Of the
600,000 which left Egypt for Canaan, only two entered the
promised land, Kaleb and Joshua. They were all on the way,
but on the way to Canaan they perished. > . 8.

SEXAGESIMAE. 2 Cor. 11, 19-12, 9.
AL
“AS THE SUFFERINGS OF CHRIST ABOUND IN US, SO OUR
CONSOLATION ALSO ABOUNDETH BY CHRIST JESUS.”
1. Our sufferings for Christ.
II. Our consolations by Christ. C.H. L. S.
B.
THE ALL-SUFFICIENCY OF DIVINE GRACE.
I. For our redemption ;
II. For our sanctification ;
III. In our labors for the kingdom
IV. In our sufferings, especially those for Christ’s sake,
V. In the hour of death and of judgment.

ESTOMIHI. 1 Cor. 13.
Int. The source of love: the mercy of God, by Christ, through the

Spirit.
THE CANTICLES OF LOVE,
IN THREE PARTS.
1.  Without love, all our gifts and operations are worthless. 1-3,
II. Love can do no harm, but moves unto every good work. 4-7.

III. Love abides, and in this grace we shall live unto God forever.
8-13. C.H.L.S.

INVOCAVIT. 2 Cor. 6, 1-10.
A '
Int. 1. “Thus saith the Lord: thou hast made me to serve with
thy sins, thou hast wearied me with thine iniquities!” Isa. 43, 24. This
painful servitude and this severe weariness which our Savior endured as
our substitute and on account of our sins, constitute the burden of our
meditations and preaching in the season of Lent.

ADAPTED.
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2. Our lesson says nothing directly of the passion of Christ; but it
does beseech us not to despise 8o great a grace as is revealed to us in the
life and death of Christ and dectared by His Gospel. In the strongest
terms our lesson pleads with us for a fruitful reception of that grace—
and so it is well adapted to serve us toward a proper observance of our
Lord’s passion. -

THE EARNEST ENTREATY: RECEIVE NOT IN VAIN THE
GRACE OF GOD!

1. With truly believing hearts yield to it for yourselves.
1. The grace to be received:

From the text and context we see that the fullness of God’s
grace is meant; i. e.

a) to our justification cap. 5, 19-21,

b) to our sanctification. V. 3-10.

2. The receiving of that grace:

a) “not in vain;” i. e. when the head and the outward life are
affected, but not the heart; or when according to Jude 4 we
turn the grace of God into lasciviousness—or when we re-
ceive it for a while only.

b) the effectual and fruitful reception is when the heart, etc.,—

: and that is to be attended to now. V. 2.
IL. With faithful loving hearts press it upon others.

Like St. Paul, and as workers together with Christ.
. As we are called and enabled to do. V.1 and 6-7.

In no way hindering the course of the Gospel. V. 3.
With much self-denying labor. V. 5.
Doing battle for the Lord. V. 7-8.
Enduring hardships and sufferings. V. 4 etc.
Comforted in things evil and enriched in things gé)m}.] IY g—lO.

B.
DAYS OF SUFFERING ARE DAYS OF SALVATION.
As manifest from
L. The sufferings of Christ;
II. The sufferings of Christians.

FROM THE GERMAN OF NESSELMANN.

REMINISCERE. 1 Tugss. 4, 1-7.
A
OF THE POWER OF JESUS’ PASSION TO SANCTIFY US.
1. In general :

The import of our entire lesson is: *This is the will of God, even

your sanctification. If we would be holy, we must
1. hate what is sinful ; and

2. love what is good.

Unto this the sufferings of Jesus are our strength: as by them (in
consequence of our justification before God and by Him on
account of them) we die unto sin we become alive unto the

good.
II. In particular:
Two graces are mentioned in our text;
1. chastity; ’
To protect ourselves against uncleanness, etc., we must look at the
suffering Jesus, and remember: it is the lust of our flesh which
has covered His holy body with so many wounds; with His

[y
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blood He has cleansed our souls and bodies ... .and will con-
tinue to cleanse them .. ..

2. righteousness (of life);

To protect ourselves against unrighteous dealing, think (among
other things) of the 30 pieces of silver for which Judas be-
trayed his Lord to the murderers. Will you sell your Lord ?

FROM THE GERMAN OF WESTERMEIER,

B.
WHEREIN SHOULD WE ABOUND MORE AND MORE?

1. In the knowledge L
II. In the doing } of God’s will.

FROM NEBE . .. p. 43.

OCULI Erg. 5, 1-9.

Int. 1. In his letter to the Philippians St. Paul says: ‘“‘To write the
same things to you, to me indeed is not grievous, but for you it is safe.”
Of these words am I reminded by the sameness of those lessons which
for some time past were presented for our consideration . . ..

2. In their criticisms of the sermor, the hearers quite often say:
“There was nothing new—it was the same old thing over again!” To
such hearers the preaching was irksome.*. .. In answer to them, I
would urge: the preacher is not called to say what is necessarily new to
everybody, or what some people account of as new; and then, they
themselves may have failed to perceive what indeed would have been
new to them, had they given to it proper attention. Lastly, and this is
the chief point in our answer: the word which we preach has a double
office, to wit: to convey and recall knowledge and to exercise power
unto the hearers’ edification and salvation. Now as a sanctifying and
saving power, the Word of God is ever new and ever needful to all
men.

3. Writing to the Corinthians, Paul says: ‘“Knowledge puffeth up,
but charity buildeth up.” (I. 8.1.) A man may have all saving knowl-
edge even, and not be saved. See Heb. 10, 26. Even the knowledge of
God’s Word may be abused; and it is abused by those who wish to pos-
sess themselves of it only to boast of their learning, etc. Then, too,
even with us who are saved, the head, as a rule, is far in advance of the
heart; we know, but we do not. So well are people acquainted with
godliness, that they are next to perfect in its forms, and yet deny the
power of it.

After this somewhat strange introduction, we venture to take up
again an old subject—a holy life. We will ask and answer the ques-
tion.

WHAT SHOULD INDUCE CHRISTIANS TO EXERCISE THEM-
SELVES UNTO GODLINESS OF HEART AND LIFE?

1. The holiness of God our Maker. V. la.

a) Asour model. *“Be ye followers, imitators of God.” Here
we can sce what true godliness is: not equality with, but
likeness unto God in what we are to be and do.

b) Asour motive. Our duty to God as our Muker should con-
strain us—His perfection and blesseduess invite us to aspire
unto godliness.

“*The worst hearers of God’s Word, when preached, are perbaps the preachers
themselves. Habitually, they would know what is said, and how this is said—hoping
thereby to learn something to make use of in their calling. This is all well; but it we
stop there, we are bad hearers. We should ask, not only what is that which is said to
us as preachers, but also: what is it to us as poor sinners, etc., and so let the Word
preached work on our souls for their saving.
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2. The passion of Christ our Savior. V. 2. L ] .
a) ‘ghich being an expression of God’s indignation at sin, can
we love it?
b) Which being the work of redeeming love and mercy, should
we not hate sin which has so bruised our dear Lord?
3. The sanctifying help of God the Spirt. V. 3.
a) We are saints, that means justified and sanctified sinners.
b) Sin does not become us as saints, but rather godliness.

4. The high dignity of our position as children of God. V. 1b.
, 6. The call to be a light in the Lord. V. 8.
a) We are enlightened.
b} We are called to enlighten others.
6. The severe judgments of Cod. V. 4-7. C. H. L S

LAETARE. Gar. 4, 21-31.

BY GRACE ARE YE SAVED.

1. Grace gives to us the rights of children.
II.  Grace works in us the nature of children.
TII. Grace lays up for us the portion of children.
FROM THE GERMAN OF CASPARI.

JUDICA. Hes. 9, 11-15.

CHRIST THE HIGHPRIEST OF THE NEW COVENANT.

I. The sacrifice He hath rendered.
IL. The blessings He hath secured. C. H. L. S.

PALM SUNDAY. PuiL. 2, 5-11.

BY THE CROSS TO THE CROWN.

1. Such was the watchword of our Lord.
IL.  Such should be the watchword of us all.

FROM NEBE’S EP. p. 52.

GOOD FRIDAY. Isa. 53.

THE MAN OF SORROWS.

I.  The most despised and unworthy in the eyes of men.
II.  The most merciful and gracious toward sinners.
III.  The most humble and obedient before God.
IV. The most rich and powerful in heaven and earth.
FROM NEBE'S EP. p. 56.

EASTER-DAY. 1 Cor. 5, 6-8.

Int. 1. And now the joyous Easter-days have come again—days
commemorative of the great victor?' which Christ, the Captain of our
salvation. has obtained for us. God’s people are glad to-day; for “The
Lord is risen indeed!” God hath brought from the dead the great Shep-
herd of the sheep. The price of our redemption is accepted, and our
peace is made. Death is swallowed up in victory. Life and immortality
are brought to light.
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2. You cannot well make too much of the resurrection of Christ;
for, if Christ be not raised, your faith is vain and ye are yet in your
sins. 1 Cor. 15,17. (Christmas and Good Friday in the light of Easter.)

3. “But now is Christ risen from the dead. Wherefore He is uble
also to save them to the uttermost that come unto Him, seeing He ever
Yiveth tonake intercession for them.” Heb. 7,25. The Lord is risen
indeed! and-we also are saved. He is therefore the real paschal Lamb
and our true Passover.

OUR PANSOVER IS, CHRIST Wfllg DIED FOR US AXND ROSE

& &

I. 7The Passover.

1 Of the Israelites according to the flesh. (Consult Old Testament
History.)
2. Of the Israelites according to the Spirit. .
a) Our spiritual bondage under the spiritual Pharaoh—Satan.
b) Our deliverance by Christ—our Moses.
¢) By our Lord’s resurrection God Himself testifies to our com-
plete deliverance.

IL. The fenst of the Passover.

1. Awmong the [sraelites after the flesh. (See History, as before.)
2. Among the Israelites after the Spirit.
a) Not with the old leaven—
b) With the unleavened bread of —
Con. The old Israelites had their paschal bread—so we: the Bread of
heaven, even the body and blood of Jesus our Pas%éer‘.'l L s
. . e Ny
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HOW SHALL WE ORDER OUR LIVES?

“If in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of
all men most miserable.” Yes, if our longing souls are to be
satisfied with the things of this earth, if death is the end of
man’s being, if our highest expectations are to be buried with
us, and if the fruits of our labors are to perish with the breath
of time, then indeed are we among all men the most misera-
ble. Then may we too inquire, and with more reason than
they who have not our Christian hope: Is life werth living?
Does existence compensate us for the struggle of it, and do
life’s fleeting pleasures outweigh its lingering pain? “But
now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the first fruits
of them that are asleep.” And He says: Because I live, ye
shall live also! Having this hope in us, and by its strength
having passed from darkness and death to light and life, we
cannot entertain the question whether life is worth living.
The very sound of it falls harshly on our hearing; and it
strikes us as the outcry of a soul estranged from God, captive
to doubt, and dragged to the brink of despair.

We Christians know life to be a gift of God, and to pos-
gess an intrinsic value; we know it to have been bestowed fer
a high and holy purpose; we know the price of its redemp-
tion, and that it is destined to be made perfect in endless
bliss and glory. We have an empiric eertainty of its higher
reality, and a foretaste of the sweet things with which it shall
be satisfied. In short, we know and we believe beyond all
question, that life is worth living. All the more must it con-

5 .
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cern us to know how to live it worthily; how, by the grace
given us, we may make full our days with deeds acceptable to
God our Maker and Redeemer.

This last is a matter not so readily determined, as at first
it might appear. When we have ascertained what work (rod
would have done in this world, what is to be our motive and
purpose in its doing, and whence is to be derived the strength
for its performance, we have not done with the problem pro-
posed. The real question, and the one most pertinent, is still
before us. It is, that each one ask for himself, What would
God have me do? To say—when one's special calling is
already chosen—: attend to the work of my trade, my busi-
ness, my profession, my office, etc., is something more toward
a solution of our question; but the answer is by no means
made full. Surely it cannot be the will of God that one man
should spend all the days of his life, say, in the making and
mending of shoes; another in the buying and selling of
goods; a third in healing the sick; a fourth in ministering
to. the spiritual wants of his fellowmen ; and soon. The par-
ticular and appropriate calling of an individual, while ordi-
narily it must have the first and fullest claim on his time
and energies, can have no such exclusive right to them. No
one’s avocation, and be it what it may, comprehends the sum-
total of his privileges and obligations. One may be & me-
chanic by trade, but never is he a mechanic only; and he
has much to do other and higher than to ply the tools of his
tfade. So another may be called to the Gospel-ministry, de-
§1ring which a man desires a good office; but even a bishop
mbt:he church, wise and zealous and faithful though hc be as
a bishop, may for all that be a faulty man, and in many ways

fa:il to meet the reasonable demands of life, where this is
viewed in its manifold fulness.

The fact is, there are life-relations beyond and in part
a})ove thPse of a man’s appointed and distinct calling—rela-
'flons which this last does not cover, and each one of which
1f\clude's a whole series of rights and duties more or less pecu-
liar toit, To obtain a proper idea of its correctness ang) ful-
ness, human life must be studied not only with reference to
the several occupations of men, as specified : account must be
taken also of those more common yet not the less sacred
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spheres of life within which men are placed, into some by
their creation, into others by the providence of God.

When a man distinguishes himself by outstripping
others of his craft or profession, or if he covers himself with
renown by the performance of some extraordinary deed, such
feat may be to his praise and it may not. Were all the facts
and circumstances attending the achievement made known,
possibly his very praise might turn to his shame. Was he a
great general ? an eminent physician? a renowned author?
a public benefactor? Very well! Meanwhile, what sort of a
man and worker was he as a church-member, say, or as a hus-
band and father? how did he treat his associates or near
neighbors? and what did he for his own immortal self? If a
man is a prodigy of erudition in one branch of literature and
an ignoramus in every other, and as to the every-day affairs
of life a veritable fool, he may astonish us, but he can neither
excite the envy of the ambitious nor win the esteem of the
just and good. When we know a little something and can
do some few things, it is well to bethink us of the much we
do not know and can not do, lest we exalt ourselves above
measure. Be it, that among the sons of the nineteenth cen-
tury there are those who excel the fathers of the sixteenth
in the interpretation of tongues old and new, many and
strange—yes, from the Sanscrit down to the Dutch—: let it
not be forgotten that the fathers had more to do than to pene-
trate into the curious ways and by-ways of the humanities
and that if they came short in these, they did accomplish all
the more in other things. So all honor, we say, to the Chris-
tian mother whose heart goes out in active sympathy to the
vagrant and wretched young that crowd our towns and cities;
not so, however, if in her work of mercy and on account of
it she flagrantly neglects the child of her own bosom. In a
word : if any one have distinguished himself, let him look to
the cost of it. And when we are told what this one has done
and what another, it will not be amiss to inquire whether, in
order to secure credit in one direction there has been default
in any other. “Honor to whom honor is due,” says the good
book ; and we do well not to uncover before & monument un-
less we know it to have been deserved also.

The duties devolving on us as men and Christians in
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view or by reason of our common life-relations and of our
special calling, are more than can be numbered. They will
crowd in on us in such quick succession, and with such ever-
changing importance, that the doing of the one must often
be postponed under pressure from another. Not unfrequently
is the work of the day—or what was thought to be the work
of the day before us—more than begun, when some other
matter will demand our immediate attention; and with a
force of reason and justice, too, that it cannot be rightfully
put off. If postponed it be notwithstanding. the laborer may
put in a good day’s work, and, according to the ways of men,
reap its reward; but he has been neglectful of duty. A
greater delinquent is he, and more reprehenxible, who aban-
dons his own proper business, and slights the common oflices
of life, in order to accomplish some great thing in the world,
Such is the way of the vainglorious man, and he thinks it
good policy, no doubt; be this as it may, it certainly is a bad
principle of action, and on little reflection will so appear to
all thoughtful people. Another aberration of this sort, and
one no less hurtful to the real interests of life, we meet with
in the person who becomes so infatuated with his love for
some object or accomplishment, that he makes a hobby of it.
Obviously, such an one is not likely to concern himself

much about the duties of the hoar or prove faithful in the
work he is called to do.

Now if there is much criminal thoughtlessness manifest-
ing itself in the fashions of men pointed out and in similar
practices, there are indications alsd of not a little shrewdness
in them, and a shrewdness which, we fear, is not wholly
without guile. By some of these ways and methods of doing
things, the road to fame—such as the world covets and be-
stows—is in a measure made cheap and easy. This some men
are not slow in discerning. And in the discovery of it, a
temptation is encountered which human nature, given to
vanity as it is, has not the power long to resist.

Whoever gives little personal attention to his family can,
as a matter of course, devote all the more time to the affairs
of his club; and behold you, all other things being equal, by
the unanimous acclaim of his cronies, he is declared clul;ber
in chief. In like manner, an inactive and unprofitable
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church-member may, in very consequence of such his weak-
ness and imperfection, be all the more active and influential
as a politician: if so, it would be strange indeed were his
gervices to find no kind of public or party recognition,
to the extent of a country squireship at the very least. So
too, if a brother minister steals the time belonging to the pas-
tor and bestows it on the preacher, quite likely his sermons
will be all the more profound in thought and finished in
style: and that is something which is apt to make a pleasant
noise about his ears. A certain legend, found in the story-
books of the good old fatherland, tells us about one Schinder-
hannes by name and a robber in exploit; now while it freely
admits that Hannes was a much dreaded highwayman and
burglar in his day, it strenuously insists that withal that he
was a good man. This somewhat self-contradictory statement
it explains by saying, that its hero only robbed the rich, and
that he would always have the poor to share the spoils. Now
it seems to us that they who devote their time and talents to
the accomplishment of any one thing, however good in itself,
when they are in duty bound to be otherwise employed, fol-
low a philosophy of life not a whit better than that of the
fellow immortalized in the legend. To be sure, it is a way
that will draw the world's gaze on him who walks by it, and
win for him its applause; but to desire honesty and faithful-
ness second to honor and fame: how great a vanity, what
moral recklessness, and what a pitiful self-delusion!

And that not only: by this policy others are most shame-
fully imposed on and defrauded in not a few cases. An in-
stance to illustrate: Here our friend John Dupenloop sends
us his compliments, and his card, announcing that he is now
become an M. D.; that he is a graduate of the great Univer-
sity So and So, and a pupil of the world-renowned professor
Such an One; and that he will be pleased to give us the bene-
fit of his knowledge and skill, should we be so unfortunate
as to be in need of them. But now, who is this great man
Such an One, that the mere mentioning of his name shall
secure the success of his pupil? “ Why ”—says John—*he
occupies the chair of hydropathy in the University So and
So; a man of most extraordinary abilities and acquirements;
though a young man as yet, he is already the author of many
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learned works. Among these there are,  The Use and abuse of
Phlebotomy,” 7 vol’s; “ The sacharine Properties of the Red-beet,”
2 vol's; “ The curious Habits of the Ant-family” and * The Foot
of the House-fly” bound together in one volume; then his
grand work on “ The four Humors” now in rapid preparation,
and to be complete in 8 large volumes ”’—But enough! Now
whether John has read what his medical master has written
to build his fame on and to make money by; and reading it,
what profit there was in it; of how much substantial benefit
it has been to him to sit at the feet of a professor so very busy
outside of the school-room and so famous all the world over;
then too, what all these advantages and honors to the younger
Dupenloop have cost Dupenloop the elder in cold cash -—these
are questions which, besides some others, our kind consider-
ation for our poor young friend and doctor forbids us to ask.
But how much humbuggery and fraud of this kind men
practice on their fellows in all the departments of human in-
dustry, it might surprise even a pessimist to book upon, were
it laid bare.

The erroneous and corrupt views of life and the false no-
tions entertained respecting the obijects of its activity, which
underlie such practices as we have exposed to view and partly
ridiculed, are not new. They are as old as is our depraved
nature, and of which they are an exhibit. They prevailed
in the days of our Lord and His Apostles; and against some
of them we know they contended expressly. Why "—in-
quires Christ of the Pharisees and scribes—*do you also
transgress the commandment of God by your tradition ? For
God commanded, saying, Honor thy father and mother: and
He that curseth father or mother, let him die the death. Bué
ye say, Whosoever shall say to his father or his mother, It is
a gift, by whatsoever thou mightest be profited by me; ' And
honor not his father or his mother, he shall be free. , Thus
have you‘r.nade the commandment of God of none effect by
your traqmon. Ye hypocrites, well did Esaias prophesy of
you, saying, This people draweth nigh unto me with their
mouth, and honoreth me with theijr lips, but their heart is
faf from me. Butin vain they worship n;e teaching for d
trines the commandments of men.” Maté. 15 3—g9 I;‘ ‘:’c(;
unto you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for "ye pay tithe
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of mint, and anise, and cummin, and have omitted the
weightier matters of the law, judgment, mercy, and faith:
these ought ye to have done, and not to leave the other un-
done. Ye blind guides, which strain at a gnat, and swallow
a camel.” Matt. 23, 23-24. On this subject of will-worship,
see also Col. 2, 8-23. Then in the writings of the Apostles
we find among others the following exhortations and reproofs,
bearing on the evils under discussion. * Let every man abide
in the same calling, wherein he was called.” 1 Cor. 7, 20.
“Mind not high things, but condescend to men of low estate.
Be not wise in your own conceits.” Rom. 12, 16. “But let
none of you suffer—as a busy-body in other men’s matters.”
1 Pet. 4,15. “For we hear that there are some which walk
among you disorderly, working not at all, but are busy-bodies.
Now them that are such we command-and exhort by our
Lord Jesus Christ, that with quietness they work and eat
their own bread.” 2 Thess. 8, 11-12. “Let us not be de-
sirous of vain glory, provoking one another, envying one an-
other.” Gal. 5, 26. ‘“As every man has received the gift,
even so minister the same one to another, as good stewards of
the manifold grace of God.” 1 Pet. 4,10. “For God is not
the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches of
the saints.” 1 Cor. 14, 23.

However, as St. Paul says of the ungodly, “their word
will eat as doth a canker,” even so here. Men would be wiser
than God, and have their way in the things that are God’s
and subject to His ordering. And so the things were accom-
plished whereof “the Spirit speaketh expressly” in 1 Timothy
4, and elsewhere. For in the course of time these fallacies, so
baneful to the power of godliness and destructive even to its
forms, invaded the entire domain of Christendom. Once
established there, they multiplied with a rankness and rapid-
ity quite incredible, considering that the ground was holy.
Eventually they so corrupted the system of Christian teach-
ing and preyed upon the vitals of the Church to such an
extent, as to threaten her with extinction. The Lord and
His Word, that only rule of faith and life, were set aside for
the authority of men and for human tradition—and thus set
aside by those who were called to be ministers of Christ and
stewards of the mysteries of God! The anthropology of the
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Scriptures was discarded for the fatal errors of pelagianism.
The righteousness acquired by the Savior of all men was re-
jected, and in place of it self-righteousness was set up as the
ground of salvation. The Father of mercies was depicted to
the people as a hard task-master; His loving Son, the sinner’s
Friend and Advocate, was portrayed as a stern inquisitor and
judge; and the witness of the Holy Spirit was cither falsificd
or entirely silenced, as best it might suit the masters in Ixrael
and its afflicters. With this the well-spring of a holy love
and godly life was, of necessity, almost entirely obstructed in
its flow onward from the heart of God to the hearts of men—

and that Heart so rich and full, and these hearts so poor and
so destitute !

Besides, and holding pace with the spread of these here-
sies, life’s orders, and these of God’s own appointment, were
deprived of their becoming sanctity. While, on the one
hand, the external organization of the Church was unduly
exalted and misemployed in many ways, the communion of
saints, on the other hand, was entirely lost sight of, even to
the idea of it. So also was the State most flagrantly pro-
faned and its authority shamefully traduced. Between the
priesthood and the laity sharp lines of discrimination were
drawn as between a higher and lower order of beings. Mar-
riage was looked upon as rather an unclean thing, and celib-
acy as distinctive of an extra purity and virtuousness. The
time-honored offices of every-day life, the trades end the pro-
fessions, were largely abandoned for a suspicious life in some
cave of the forests, on a pillar along the highway, or in some
cloister of the church; and theological study and research
were made to give way to an interminable questioning and
quibbling about small points of casuistry.

Were such the doctrines prevalent concerning God and
man, and were such the principles in vogue respecting life
and its ordinances, what was the practical reality and what
the actual condition of things, especially among the masses,
can be better imagined than described. Darkness again cov-
ered the earth, and gross darkness the people. It was em-
phatically, the reign of darkness; the nations of Chri’sten-
dom lived in thralldom, and they knew it not.

But “behold, He that keepeth Israel, shall neither slum-
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ber nor sleep;” ‘“the Lord’s hand is not shortened, that it
cannot save;” ‘“His compassions fail not!” With the dawn
of Luther’s day, God caused His own light to break anew
upon the world. He gave the Word, and that Word not
bound; and great was .the company of them that published
it. Ever since that day, in all questions of faith and life the
inquiring soul is directed to “the law and to the testimony”
(Isa. 8, 20; Deut. 4, 2; 2 Tim. 3, 16-17), and told to search
the Scriptures. The bitter but wholesome truth is again
brought to bear on men, that they are dead in trespasses
and sins; and that in their wretched condition they are
utterly helpless. ‘“Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or
the leopard his spots? then may ye also do good, that are
accustomed to do evil” Jer. 13, 20, Then were the glad
tidings preached to the poor in spirit and to the broken and
contrite heart, “To wit, that God was in Christ, reconciling
the world unto Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto
them;” (2 Cor. 5, 19), and, “by grace are ye saved, through
faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God.”
(Eph. 2,8.) Since then, and by that faith, men are again
engrafted into Christ the living Vine, and as branches quick-
ened by Him, and purified by the heavenly Husbandman,
they bring forth fruits of righteousness to the glory and
praise of God. In a word: wayward and captive Israel was
led back to the covenant made with its fathers, and began
once more to realize the promise: “I will put my laws into
their mind, and write them in their hearts: and I will be to
them a God, and they shall be to me a people.” (Heb. §, 10;
Jer. 31, 33.)

Closely following and in part attending this gracious
revelation of its right principle and real power, the true
forms and the divinely appointed estates of a godly life were
likewise set forth again in their proper light. The Church,
the Bride of Christ, was rescued from the embraces of her
profligate seducer, and relieved of the dross of her unlawful
connection; and presented as a chaste virgin to her Lord,
upon His right hand did stand in gold of Ophir. And the
Bridegroom, in the joy of His heart and in good will toward
His friends, was heard to say: ‘“But be not ye called rabbi:
for one is your Master, even Christ; and all ye are brethren.
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And call no man your father upon the earth: for one is your
Father, which is in heaven.” (Matt. 22, 8-9.) Nor was the
beldam State forgotten in this good work of reformation,
By the divine declaration again published: Render unto
Cesar the things that are Cessar’s, and unto God the things
that are God’s,—a behest of heaven so old and yet so new to
the ears of men in that day,—she regained her liberty, was
restored to authority, and were the boundaries of her domain
irrevocably fixed. Moreover, the heroic Luther and his brave
coadjutors taught, as do the Scriptures, that marriage is hon-
orable in all; they reasserted the sanctity of the home and of
home-life: and in proof of the sincerity of their convictions
they, in defiance of the corrupt opinions of their times, prac-
ticed what they preached. Besides, all manner of useful labor
life’s varied stations, its divers orders of industry, the arts
and sciences, had severally restored to them their rightful
dignity, and were quickened to a renewed and sanctified
activity.

From these, its main features, it may be seen what was
the character of that ever-memorable work, which in those
days our gracious God wrought out among men and by their
instrumentality. If now we ask what was the result of this
movement and what the principle secured to us in so far as it
relates to our present inquiry and as it may serve us in
answer to it, we will find it the following,—summarily stated,
and with the Word as the only rule of life as its fundamental
postulate,—to wit:

That we fear, love, and trust God above all things,; that in this
Jframe of mind we glorify Him and serve our fellow-men ; that so we
do in all those conditions and relations of our common being, into
which God may place us; and that, in order to faithfulness in all
things, we in wise measure husband our moments, our substance, our
bodily strength, and the powers and passions of our minds and
hearts. (See Luther's Explanation of the Ten Command-
ments, and his “Table of Duties,” etc.)

They that are born of God are to live unto Him: if they
are children, then as becomes a child; if men or women, then
as it behooves their sex and age; if man-servants or maid-
servants, then as subordinates; if master or mistress, then as
they who have authority; if husband or wife, then as a lov-



[ d

HOW SHALL WE ORDER OUR LIVES? 75

ing and dutiful spouse; if fathers or mothers, then as faithful
parents; true as friends, kind as neighbors, loyal as citizens,
abiding in their calling and walking worthy of it; doing
good as the Lord gives them strength and opportunity; and
that thus they live unto Him as dear children, increasing
daily in favor with God and men.

Such, we may say, is the view of life at which we have
arrived by the Reformation of the 16th century. Simple as
it may seem, it is, nevertheless, profoundly significant; and
it becomes as difficult of application at times, as in its sweep
it is wide and searching. Historically, as stated, it is thor-
oughly protestant, and we believe it to be as Scriptural, and
therefore Christian. In every way, it merits close inspection
on account of both the predominance to which it has attained
among mankind and the supreme importance of the matter
involved in it.

Life, in all the capacities men should live it according to
the word and will of God, may be said to present itself to us
in a threefold aspect. In its references, namely: first, to the
nature and character of its subject; secondly, to its several
institutions, divinely established; and thirdly, to the special
vocation and employment followed by the individual to secure
his livelihood. It will be observed, that these its separate and
distinct relations are given in the order of their weight and
worth—whether absolutely and without exceptions, we are
not prepared to maintain. But to illustrate: a man may be
a Christian, and the husband of one wife, and a fisherman, all
in one—as was Sf, Peter at some different times of his life.
Now it is held that the being a Christian is more than is a
husband; and that to be a husband is more than a taker of
fish. The first denotes relation to God, and at the same time
expresses the highest quality of which human nature can be
made to partake; the second denotes relation to man, (or
woman, if you prefer it so), and presents an example of life
in an estate of God’s own institution and sanction; the third
denotes relation to things, such as pertain immediately to our
bodily existence, and hence are the objects of some earthly
calling. Of an honest and efficient steward in the last we
say. that he is useful and as worthy of praise as he is of his
hire; to the loving and faithful husband or wife we ascribe
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great worth, honor and happiness; but be who has the prom-
ise of this life and the life to come and for whom the highest
glory is held in reserve, is the godly man—the true Christian,
and no other. So there are, on the other hand, the sin of
idleness, the sin of adultery, and the sin of infidelity: the
one entails poverty and the like evils, the other God’s judg-
ment, but the last eternal damnation without all hope of
escape.

In the order of gradation, as here exemplified, do the
Scriptures generally distinguish and emphasize with refer-
ence to the multitudinous affairs of life; (as witness also the
ten commandments in their sequence). The spiritual condi-
tion of man—or his-personal relation to God—is set forth as
first in order; then come the three estates, divinely insti-
tuted, namely the family, the state, and the church visible;
lastly, following these and subservient to them all, come the
various earthly callings or occupations. On close examina-
tion it will be found, as might be expected, that, as we thus
recede from the highest and higher concerns of human life,
the will of God becomes less profuse, definite, minute and
clear in its declarations, so that in the lower affairs of his life
man is thrown back more or less upon his own judgment and
the pleasure of his will. Yet never is he left without some
general principle and power from God to guard and direct
him even here, if he will but avail himself of them.

When now, in the first place, we speak of life in its
bearing on the subject-object of it, the latter comes under
consideration as a man, as a sinner, anc} as a Christian or
child of God. In each and all of these his characters and
conditions, the subject of life is, under God, himself the chief
object of his thoughts and cares and doings! and this to the
end that the sinner may mortify and die; but that the man
and Christian live, and so live that he grow from strength to
strength unto a perfect manhood in Christ Jesus.

That, with this end in view, man direct his attention
first of all upon his entire self, there are good reasons. His
body with its members, his mind and heart with all their
powers and capabilities, in so far as they are created by God
and considered apart from their moral condition, are good:
and as gifts bestowed they are held in trust, because bestowed,
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not absolutely but for a purpose; they still belong to Him
who gave them and who continues to exercise over them His
sovereignty and care. But accountable for their use or abuse
is above "all he who indeed holds them in possession, but so
holds them in trust for God. Then, too, is the entire man re-
deemed, and the entire man called to enter God’s kingdom of
grace and glory—so precious are even our bodies in His sight,
that the Scriptures speak of them as members of Christ and
temples of the Holy Ghost. 1 Cor. 7. But now, that I my-
self fail not of so great a grace, there can be no higher and
nearer concern, for in this I care for self as an object of God’s
redeeming grace, as one whose body and soul are bought for
His kingdom with the price of His own dear Son sacrificed
for me. Moreover, man naturally loves himself: and this
were not a vice but rather a virtue, would be but love him-
self wisely and well, that is, love himself as one created and
redeemed by God and for Him. So God would have it; and
on man’s sanctified love of himself, He rests in part the
entire 2nd table of the law, saying: “Thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself.” Matt. 22, 39; comp. Eph. 5,29. Lastly,
in so far as man is to love his neighbor and is called to be in-
strumental in doing, or in furthering the doing of, any good
work, there is nothing which, in the end, will prove so utterly
injurious to his part of it, as neglect and abuse of self. A
whole and healthy body, and a sound mind well improved,
are conditions relatively, while a good and pure heart is the
absolute condition of perfect action—as God reckons perfec-
tion. “Do men gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles?
Even so every good tree bringeth forth good fruit; but every
corrupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit. A good tree cannot
bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth
good fruit.” Matt. 7, 16. Accordingly, that the tree be made
good will be the first care of every good husbandman: and
we, to be fruitful of good works, must first of all give heed to
our own condition. To acquit and approve ourselves as men
and Christians, manhood and Christian character must be
established in us. True, to do this is God’s work: but that
He do this work in us and for us, that we in no wise hinder
His wiil and operation in order to it, is and must remain
throughout life our chief concern. Unless God first love us,
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we can not love Him, nor can we love ourselves and our
fellow men. Except He serve us, we can neither serve Him
nor men. Our fulness is altogether of things evil; of good
things we are entirely empty; for “ what hast thou, that thou
didst not receive?” 1 Cor. 4,7. We add: what art thou, in
the matter of goodness, that God hath not made thee? and
unless His strength be made perfect in thy weakness, what
canst thou do? It is the personal and living relation be-
tween God and himself, whereby the individual’s relation is
determined to men and things about him. (Seee.g. 1John
5,1 and 2 Pet. 1,5-7.) It is by the God-given faith which
justifies and regenerates us, that we come to a child-like fear
and a trustful love of God, and these constitute the source
and strength, the impulse and virtue, the very essence of all
true life; for in them only and proceeding from them is all
holy love of the brethren and of mankind. ‘Meditate upon
these things; give thyself wholly to them; that thy profiting
may appear to all men. Take heed unto thyself, and unto
the doctrine; continue in them: for in doing this thou shalt
both save thyself, and them that hear thee.” 1 Tim. 4, 15-16.
This charge of Paul to Timothy may be generalized, and will
be found excellent counsel wherever applied.

Proceeding to speak of life in its relation to the three
estates above mentioned, it may be well to explain, in order
to avoid misunderstanding, that these are indeed substan-
tially what in the old church language are termed the Status
or ordines ecclesiasticus, politicus, and ceconomicus; or, sum-
marily also, the ordo triplex hierarchicus. But since very
unscriptural and most pernicious notions have been and are
still advanced concerning these divine institutions, and
whereas such notions have found cover in these termini, it is
better not to use them. They are favorite terms with those,
for example, who insist that these three estates are but so
many dominions and orders in the which, they say, God
would have set up in high power and dignity a chosen few,
while the humble masses are to find their happiness in ren-
dering homage and obedience to them. True, there is au-
thority and there must be submission in affairs ecclesiastical,
political, and domestic; but yet not as every body may choose
to conceive of, and to account for it. Never can the sum-total
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of life in these estates be resolved simply into the two func-
tiong, the one of rule and the other of obedience, as the ultra-
montanists and others of like imperious proclivity would
have us believe. However, what we here contemplate is a
few words respecting life in its aspect of membership respec-
tively in the church as externally organized, in the body
politic, and in the family be it as husband or wife, parent or
child.

To be born in Christendom, and of Christian parents, is
an inestimable blessing. There is an advantage in this so
replete with present and future good to the child,—yes, and
to mankind,—that he can never be sufficiently thankful for.
One so born may be said, with certain restrictions, to hold
the triple membership just referred to by birth. That he is
not cast upon the world as a bastard or foundling, but re-
ceived into the shelter and care of a chaste parental home;
that he falls not into godless hands but is safely bedded in
the bosom of a Christian family and at once committed to
the fostering care of the Church; that, when for the first time
he opens his eyes it is not on a state of barbarism and anarchy,
but the rather is greeted on all hands as a new-born subject
and citizen of a well-ordered society—this and all this we
hold to be infinitely more than to be born a king, and were it
of all the earth, Wherever men are so born, it is by God’s
doing: He in His wisdom and kindness has ordained the
family, the state, the church; whatever these are in virtue,
He has made them; whatever of good they have to offer, of
Him they have received it; and it is by His grace when our
lines are cast in such pleasant places, be it by birth or other-
wise.

But immensely lavish as these spheres are in their entail-
ment of good things both real and possible, in the same
measure do they impose responsibilities on all who receive,
and on all invited to receive such benefits.

First of all should we, who are thus favored, become
thoroughly cognizant and conscious of the sacred nature of
the several bodies in which we find ourselves as members, as
also of the supreme importance of those affairs which enter
into their composition. As we proceed in this, we should
gratefully accept the blessings therein offered us, put to good
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use our privileges, and cheerfully assume the discharge of
such obligations as fall to our share. To learn, and to learn
from the Bible, what it signifies to be membered on earth as
well as in heaven with God’s people, and what is the purport
of citizenship under our own government and of membership
in one’s own household, and then to practice what has thus
been learned: such is one way of making ourselves really
and widely useful, and goes far toward filling the measure of
our days with fruits acceptable to our good Master. A faith-
ful church-member, citizen, husband, wife, parent, son, daugh-
ter, domestic—such are epitaphs worthy of our higher aspira-
tions, and of our best efforts as well.

As pointed out, some people are, so to speak, born into
the happy life-relations under cousideration; at least, they
are born into a relation of some sort to them all, while into
places in them more closely defined they are otherwise intro-
duced. Now as such youthful members of the church and
state, as well as of the household, grow up in years and arrive
at a consciousness of themselves in any such capacity, their
situation in any or all of these holy stations becomes a mat-
ter for personal approval or disapproval. They are called on
to say whether they are satisfied with the relations into which
others have placed them, and whether they will confirm what
others have done in their behalf. Moreover must they decide
whether they will continue in the course, on which their feet
are set, and advance in it to other and higher positions. That
many, as soon as they are free to act in such matters, ruth-
lessly sever the ties which have held them to the home and
to the church of their youth, and look with disdain on the
land of their birth—such are occurrences which have become
frightfully common in our time, notwithstanding they are
atrociously criminal. Such actions are insolent in the ex-
treme, and exhibit an open contempt for those holy ordinances
which God has instituted to secure our common well-being.

Whatever may be the view taken of it among men, be-
fore God it is not a matter left to the arbitrary will of 1"nan
whether or not he will be, and will act the pal:t of, a church-
member, a citizen, a husband, a father, etc. In things of so
holy and weighty a nature, no one is permitted to be his own
arbiter. There is a blessing offered to the individual and
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enclosed for our race in each and all of these relations of
God’s appointment; and it seems to us the most glaring self-
conceit and the basest ingratitude, either frivously or wilfully
to reject the tendered boon.

That the Church, also on the side of its essential external
constitution, is God’s own creation ; that there is no power but
of God, and that the powers that be are ordained of God; and
then, that God Himself has instituted holy marriage—such
are facts so entirely self-evident, that in the Scriptures them-
selves but little is said about them by way of enunciation.
To whatever of commands and promises, of exhortation and
comfort is found in the Bible with reference to these estates,
the fundamental and antecedent truth is, that such estates
are divinely ordained. But the postulate of their divine es-
tablishment implies that man, for whose sole benefit they are
so established, enter and live in these estates. In other
words: the will of God is that men be or become church-
members, citizens, husbands and fathers; and this again
means, that men, to conform their will to the will of God,
should desire to be and become what God would have them
be. Such is the rule; and if there be any exceptions to it, as
¢xceptions there are, these must find their justification in the
will of God, never in the will of man as apart from or op-
posed to the divine will. When, for example, in the judg-
ment of St. Paul, he that giveth his own virgin in marriage
doeth well, but he that giveth hernot in marriage shall do
better (1 Cor. 7, 38); and when he would that all men were
as himseclf in this matter (v. 7), he speaks conditionally
(compare verses 7, 9, 17, 26-28), substantiating that there
may be exceptions, and hinting of what nature these may be.
The facts remain that, God creating man, “male and female
created He them,” (Gen. 1, 27.) and that He has implanted
and will sanctify and bless their mutual love; (ib. v. 28.) as
also does His Word still abide® “It is not good that the
man should be alone: I will make him an help meet for
him.” (Gen. 2, 18.) Generally we conclude that it is God’s
good and gracious will that we cheerfully avail ourselves of
all the privileges He offers us in the three estates of His own
appointment, and that we faithfully do such duties as de-
volve on us in connection with them.

6
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Subordinate to these general forms of existence in which
men are called of God to live and move, and subservient to
these forms, there are the various special callings of the indi-
vidual. While these are all, a few excepted, of man's own
invention, yet are they sanctioned by God. Any cmploy-
ment or occupation which is as such not divinely approved,
is not to be reckoned among the legitimate callings: i~ in fact
no calling at all; for, in the mind of the Christian at least,
whatever he engages to do is to him the work of his calling
only then when he knows that God would have him do it.

But can he have a certain knowledge in this matter?
That is the question; and resolving it, he may ask: am I
really to work at all? and if, what is work ? and then, which
is the work intended for my doing?

In answer to the first of these queries, the Scriptures are
very decided in their utterances. In the state of his created
) integrity, the dominion over the earth was given to man,und
he was charged to subdue it (Gen. 1, 28); but when «in had
come in, the earth was cursed on account of it, while to the
sinner himself God said: “In the sweat of thy face =halt
thou eat bread, till thou return unto the ground (Gen. 3,
17-19); in the process of his restoration now. the God of his
salvation has indeed removed from him labor as a curse and
burden, but as a blessing and pleasure to him He would have
it remain. . (1 Thess. 4,11-12; Eph. 4, 28.and 6,6.) Neither
do we find "that the Scriptures anywhere discriminate in this
matter, as, for example, between rich and poor, high and low,
master and servant; the command is rather categorical: If
any will not work, neither let him eat. 2 Thess. 3, 11. For
would-be consumers only, the Bible will have no room among
men. Idleness as proceeding from indolence is a sin of a
grievous and pernicious character. The lazy man is a thief
of time (Zagbieb), talents angd opportunities such as really be-
long to qu, and of which mankind, the steward of them in-
cluded, is to have the usufruct by the very terms of the trust
by which they are held.

‘ What are the signatures of work in itself and properly so
designated, is to be determined rather from the cause and
effect of it than from its form and nature. It is not an end
in itself, but a means to some end. It is enough to know
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that God our Creator in His wisdom and goodness will have
it, and that our entire constitution requires it, that we em-
ploy the powers of our whole being; and when we do this—
it matters not in which of the numberless branches of human
industry—with usefulness to men and in praise to God, we
work. ‘ Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye
do, do all to the glory of God. Give no occasion of stumbling,
either to Jews, or to Greeks, or to the church of God: even
as I also please all men in all things, not seeking mine own
profit, but the profit of many, that they may be saved. Be
ve imitators of me, even as I also am of Christ.” 1 Cor. 10,
31-33. Whether, accordingly, the buffoon, the speculator, the
professional beggar, the proprietor of a tippling-house, the
unscrupulous fictionist, the quack, and others of like charac-
ter, may be said to be workers, it is not difficult to make out.

Knowing how to distinguish real work from such as may
have the semblance of it but lacks all its gualities, it remains
for the individual to determine which of its many kinds is to
be the ordinary work of his life; in other words, to make
choice of his calling. In order to do this the Word of God
gives him no direct information, for reasons quite obvious.
But there are given him general principles which will, if
conscientiously followed, guard and guide him in the right
while he makes his choice. These are partly of a negative
and partly of a positive nature.

Sloth and covetousness are everywhere condemned in the
Scriptures; he, therefore, who is actuated by such ruling
passions as the love of ease and the love of money, is more
likely to miss than to meet the calling intended for him,.
The young man who starts out in life with the notion of
little work and big pay is apt to fail; and if he does succeed,
it is from an impure heart, and his success is not real. Does
the world pronounce him a child of fortune, do not envy
him; “fret not thyself because of him who prospereth in his
way, . . those that wait upon the Lord, they shall inherit the
earth.” Ps. 87, 7 etc. The rule is, “ The soul of the sluggard
desireth, and hath nothing: but the soul of the diligent shall
be made fat” (Prov. 13, 4); and “they that will be rich, fall
into temptation, and a snare, and into many foolish and hurt-
ful lusts, which drown men in destruction and perdition.



84 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

For the love of money is the root of all evil: which while
some coveted after, they have erred from the faith, and pierced
themselves through with many sorrows. But thou, O man
of God, flee these things. .” (1 Tim. 6,9-11). No better than
the lover of ease and money will he fare who desires the
pleasures and the honors of this life, and with a view to these
makes choice of his calling. “For all that is in the world,
the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride
of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world. And the
world passeth away, and the lust thereof; but he that dovth
the will of God abideth forever.” 1 John 2, 16-17. In what-
soever things we would wish to know and do the will of our
Father in heaven, we must in no wise consult our own “ flesh
and blood ”—in these is the divine will not revealed. (Cop.
Gal. 1, 15-16.)

No, not in his flesh and blood ; and yet does God nowhere
speak so plainly in reference to the matter before us, as He
does in and through the natural parts of him whose voca-
tion is to be ascertained, so that the first among the positive
rules is that of actual and potential natural fitness. Ican be
called to do only that for which my Master gives me the
ability of body, mind and soul necessary for its performance.
It is not said that he who has the muscles for it, must become
an iron-smith ; but no one is called to wield the sledge unless
he have the arm to do it. Not every one of glib tongue ix to
be a preacher; but that the tongue-tied is not so called. will
be generally admitted. None will assert that the naturally
foolish are to be teachers of wisdom—none whatever, exceﬁt
it be the toolish themselves, and therein we see the folly of
the proposition. Then too is the voice of the heart to be
heard. True, we at times meet with a repugnance to one or
the other of the callings which is wholly unreasonable and
quite sinful ; but from this we must distinguish such inclina-
tions as are inborn, and of which we cannot say that they
oppose the divine will; hence, in so far as such predisposi-
tions admit of sanctification, they should not be suppressed
but be allowed to cast their vote in the election. The rule
here set forth is thoroughly scriptural; for St. Peter writes:
As every man has received the gift, even so minister the same
one to another, as good stewards of the manifold grace of God.
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If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of (tod; if
any man minister, let him do it as of the ability which God
giveth : that God in all things may be glorified through Jesus
Christ; to whom be praise and dominion for ever and ever.
An‘en' 1.4, 10-11.

But other questions may arise in this connection, and to
which no answer is given in what has been said thus far.
What if a man’s powers and gifts fit him, as is often the case,
for the work of several callings and he have no dccided
preference for either, so that he is in doubt as to which he
should apply himself? Here let him remember that through-
out the whole of his quest he is to seek the wisdom of God
and hearken to the counsel of his clders, especially of his
parents.  “If any of yvou lack wisdom, let him ask of God,
that giveth to all men liberally, and upbraideth not; and it
shall he given him.” James 1, 5. Prov. 2, 10, etc. “The
way of the fool is right in his own eyes: but he that heark-
eneth unto counsel is wise.” Prov. 12) 15 (and the 4th com-
mandment), It is a part of the wisdom so acquired that he
note the relative usefulness of the callings and the compara-
tive want of laborers in one or the other of them. If he
finds that there is no room for him in the one of his first
choice, the very fact may indicate that he should turn to the
second. Were the desire uppermost in the hearts of men to
be useful to God and men, then would the vineyard of the
Lord not want for laborers, and then should no work of life
suffer neglect. Here, as elsewhere it is the arbitrary and
selfish will of men whlch hinders the will 0f God that would
bless us and prosper us in all good things. Then there is
stil! another circumstance in which the will of God may be
read. Occasionally the heart of a youth is set on a certain
profession or art which requires years of expensive prepara-
tion of him who would labor in it. But the young aspirant
may be destitute of the necessary means, and parents or
brothers and sisters may depend on him for immediate sup-
port besides. In such a case again should he reveal his cause
to good Christian men and prayerfully commit it unto God.
He who made little David, the son of Jesse and his shepherd
both, king over all Israel, has ways and means in abundance
to grant the desires of His children whenever He will; and
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His will is always right and good. Therefore, “Delight thyself
also in the Lord; and He shall give thee the desires of thine
heart. Commit thy way unto the Lord; trust also in Him;
and He shall bring it to pass.” Ps. 37, 4-5.

It remains to give somne attention to the closing part of
our proposition, to wit: that, in order to faithfulness in all
things, we in wise measure husband our moments, our sub-
stance, our bodily strength, as also the powers and passions of
our minds and hearts.—Here, to avoid the meshes of casuistry
as much as possible, there can be room only for a few general
observations.

However manifold in its conditions, orders and modes,
life presents itself to us when viewed on the side of its heav-
enly and of its earthly vocations, there should be harmony
and no division between its many interests. This unity of
spirit and of purpose in life, St. Paul points out, when he
writes, 1 Cor. 12, 4-7: Now there are diversities of gifts, but
the same Spirit. And there are differences of administra-
tions, but the same Lord. And there are diversities of opera-
tiouns, but it is the same God which worketh all in all. But
the manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man to
profit withal.” Since the one God has made me a human
being and a Christian; and since He has called me to be a
husband and father, a church-member and citizen; and since
He has placed me among those of my kind and will have me
to serve them in useful labor, it follows that there is not to
be, and that there need not be, any real conflict between
these several capacities of my being and doing. But that
is not all: it furthermore follows, that I am to devote a
certain measure of my time, my thoughts, and my means
both in preparation for, and in living out, these conditions of
God’s own ordering. Were such not the case, God would not
have placed me as He did.—And that God has so placed him,
that is an assurance which the Christian must not lack in
any of his situations, and a strength and comfort he should
not want to be without for all the world.

How much of his time, for example, the Christian should
set apart for things heavenly, and how much for things
earthly; what measure of interest he should take in the
affairs respectively of the Church and the State: how much
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of his personal attention belongs to his family, and how
much to his business; in what ratio he should use his money
on himself and on others—such are a few out of a thousand
similar questions, the exact answers to which must ultimately
be left to the conscience of the individual concerned in them.
But when the conscience is bound up in the Word of God, he
will not fail to see and do what is right. That there is so
much transgression in this respect, is due not so often to a
lack of knowledge as to perversity of will. And yet the want
of adequate knowledge, of the right circumspection and
thoughtfulness has much to do with it. What makes so
many parents, fond Christian parents, stint their children in
the matter of education? They will tell you that for their
station of life, their daughters have learned enough, never
thinking that these have a right to things the highest attain-
able; they will tell you, that for a farmer or for a mechanic
their sons knew enough, and while they are too short-sighted
to zec the advantage of a good education in all the depart-
men'ts of labor, they forget besides that by the goodness and
grace of God their sons are called to be, not farmers or
mechanices only, but men and Cbristians, church-members
and citizens, etc., and that for these their high callings no
education can be too thorough and good. So too it may be
only thoughtlessness in the professional man who is always
““at his books,” so that he is seen by his family only at meal-
time, and by the outside world once a year, perhaps. But
such habits are sinful, and of such sins the world is full.

As we should apply ourselves and our means to the vari-
ous spheres of our lives in a measure righteously propor-
tioned, so should we husband also especially the strength of
our bodies and minds by means of the necessary rest and re-
creation. Of these last we shall speak here only in so far as
they are common' privileges and duties. There is need of
this, whether it be that men have lost the knowledge of, or
the belief in, rest and recreation in these their particular
aspects, we know not. In these our times of rush and push,
the person caught at home with his hands folded, or out of
doors in search of diversion, is at once put under the ban of
suspicion by some good people. He who sleeps but four out
of the twenty-four hours of the day is generally held in
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higher esteem than he who ventures to take seven or nine
hours of sleep. The quicker a man spends himself —we
should say, wastes or murders himself—in the struggle of
life, the greater is his praise in some quarters. The good
Lord and alwise Creator seems to have made a mistake when
He ordained the succession of day and night, of labor and
rest; and that man and beast are so constituted by Him, that
weariness and weakness will creep into all the parts of their
being, that some people regret as the greater blunder of the
two. It is related of a certain historian—by his admirers, of
course—that to banish sleep at late hours he would plunge
his feet into cold water. In our humble judgment, neither
the man nor his work are any the better for such open viola-
tion of the laws of nature and of nature’s God.

What may properly constitute a day’s work, a night’s
rest, and how many hours may be taken for recreation and
diversion, about that there may be some difference of opin-
ion; but there is none about the need of either of them in
some measure; and there should be none about each one of
them being a duty. He who wastes his time and talents in
wilful idleness, sins; but so does he who, in injury to himself
and others, deprives himself of such rest and recuperation as
he may stand in need of in mind and body. The command:
“Six days thou shalt do thy work, and on the seventh day
thou shalt rest: that thine ox and thine ass may rest, and the
son of thine handmaid, and the stranger, may be refreshed”
—Exod. 23, 12—has not lost its moral for any one.

We of course here speak of these things with respect to
life in its ordinary condition and movement; what may be
done under the stress of extraordinary circumstances, is an-
other matter entirely. Iam entitled to my night’s rest; but
not, when a sick friend needs my services. When the bells
of my church call me to the house of God, I should go; but
if at the same moment my neighbor raises the alarm that his
house is on fire, I better stay to help him in his distress. On
account of the negligent and lazy in the world, the dutiful
and industrious will ever be required to put in an extra stroke
of work now and then. The care of the orphans falls to the
lot of the fathers and mothers who survive. To save the life
of another, I may be called to risk my own, etc. Moreover,
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in speaking of rest and recreation, of diversions and amuse-
ments, we have in view only such things as are not oppo-
sites to, but correlatives and in part parallels of, industry and
labor. Nothing is meant that is physically or morally in-
jurious, but only such things as are conducive to soundness
of body, mind and soul.

We close with the words of our proposition, rightly to
order our lives it is necessary—

That we fear, love, and trust God above all things; that in this
Jrame of mind we glorify Him and serve our fellow men; that so
we do in all those conditions and relations of our common being
into which God may place us; and that, in order to faithfulness in
all things, we in wise measure husband our moments, our substance,
our bodily strength, and the powers and passions of our minds and
hearts. C. H. L. S

THE GREAT MYSTERY.
BY REV, D. SIMON.

There are mysteries within us and there are mysteries all
around us; for whatever our senses cannot reach is a mystery.
The mind that thinks, the heart that beats in sympathy, the
soul that believes, the life that pervades our whole being, are
all mysteries within us and may not be solved by such short-
sighted and limited beings as we are. True, psychology,
physiology, philosophy and science in general have thrown
much light upon our inner being. But so little is known,
ahd so much unknown, that we can very properly say that
we do not know ourselves. Self is a hidden mystery. We
do not, and we cannot know it, We are living beings, but
who can tell us what life is? Man has an intellect, but who
can tell us what that is? Man has a soul, but no one can
tell us just exactly what is meant by that term. .’I‘hgre .is
life in the body, there is life in the mind, and there is life in
the soul. The exact relation of the body, mind, and soul to
one another cannot be determined. Each one lives, yet not
independently of the other. Each one has its particular



90 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

functions to perform, yet there is a continual co-operation,
and the action of one is in sympathy with the others. For
example, the mind has willed to perform a certain action, the
body is already set in motion to perform it, when the voice of
the soul (conscience) protests, the body halts, the mind medi-
tates. Again, the body has committed a crime, the mind is
guilty, the soul is stained. The physical ear hears God’s
Word, through hearing it goes into the mind, and through
the mind into the soul. In this way faith, an action of the
soul, is awakened, and faith cometh by hearing. The soul is
reached through the body and mind.

Now these are facts respecting the activity of body, mind,
and soul, but they fail to reveal to us their nature. True,
when asked what is the nature of the body, we say it is phy-
sical, or when asked respecting the nature of the mind or
soul, we say it is spiritual. The definitions, however, dv not
make the matter any clearer, the definitions presenting more
difficulties than the words defined. Man is truly, and must
ever remain a mystery to himself.

The world in which we live is itself a grand mystery.
Geologists have attempted to “discover the foundations
thereof” but they have not yet quite reached the centre of
the earth! They admit that the distance to the earth’s centre
is about four thousand miles. Into this immense thickness
they have penetrated not quite one mile. The formations of
the o!;her three thousand nine hundred and ninety nine miles
remain a mystery even to the profoundest geologist. And
these great thinkers, as they profess to be, want to know more
about the world than the Almighty God who called the very
elements into existence by the power of His Word! The
truth of it is that geology knows comparatively nothing about
the formations of the earth, and absolutely nothing of the age
of the .world. The earth is too vast for man’s research. For
every iota of knowledge there are ten million of mysteries
even in this world of ours,

The astronomer, who has directed his attention upward,
finds also that his mind is finite, he can go so far, but must
acknowledge when he has reached a certain point tl’xat he can
go no further. Instruments of wonderfyl magnitude have
been constructed for the purpose of examining the heavens.
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A good deal of information has been gained respecting the
movements of the heavenly bodies and their distances from
one another and from the earth. But much of this is esti-
mated on the basis of uncertain hypotheses. Mistakes of
some hundred millions of miles are occasionally discovered.
What Las been established as truth and been believed for
centuries, niay, by some new discovery, appear as a grand
scientific error.

Morcover the more deeply the scientist penetrates into
the heavens, the more does he comprehend his inability, for
he becomes enveloped in a complete cloud of mysteries. New
stars are discovered, but the more he discovers the more seem
to be in the infinite beyond, not yet discovered. His knowl-
edge is so very limited in comparison to what remains to be
learned, that he is forced to acknowledge that as yet he knows
comparatively nothing.

Man drops his eyes downward, he beholds the grass and
the flowers and the grain and the trees. He sees these chang-
ing from life to death and from death to life, he sees them
developing and producing each one after its kind, he investi-
gates and finds that each plant has roots and that these roots
take up moisture and nourishment out of the soil, and as a
result the plant develops or grows. But further than this he
cannot go. He sees there is life there, and he calls it vegetable
life to distinguish it from animal and spiritual Irfe. But why
or how water and ground can develop a little seed into a
beautiful flower or a little acorn into a majestic oak, are things
a8 mysterious as the centre of the earth or the heavenly
bodies. And who can comprehend how the same vegetable
food and drink can produce different colors in different plants
Or even in the same plant? There are verily mysteries above,
beneath, and all around us in nature. Who would not be in-
duced to join in with the Psalmist in his song of praise to
the great Creator and say: “I will praise Thee; for I am fear-
fully and wonderfully made: marvelous are Thy works, and
that my soul knoweth right well.” Ps. 139, 14. And even
respecting the works of God in nature, we have reason to ex-
claim with Paul: “O the depth of the riches both of th'e
wisdom and knowledge of God! how uusearchable are His
judgments, and His ways past finding out! For who hath
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known the mind of the Lord? or who hath been His counsel-
lor? Or who hath first given to Him, and it shall be recom-
pensed unto him again? For of Him, and through Him,
and to Him are all things: to whom be glory forever. Amen.”
Rom. 11, 33-36.

When we enter into the sphere of the spiritual and medi-
tate upon the Infinite Being and His wonderful works to-
wards the children of men, we are completely lost in wonder
and admiration. Great is the Mystery of Godliness. God Him-
self is the greatest mystery. Every attribute of His Being
presents hidden mysteries. We know that God is all and in
all, Almighty, Omnipresent, Omniscient. We can think of
great power and extensive knowledge, but when we try to
think out, or to comprehend the idea of having all power and
all knowledge, we soon find that finite minds cannot grasp
the infinite. What strange ideas come into our mind when
we attempt to picture to our imagination a being that is at
the same time everywhere, a being so immensely great that
the heaven of heavens cannot contain Him! Not even the
immensity of space circurnscribes Him.

His creative power presents another mystery. The
“things which are seen were not made of things which do
appear.”” Heb. 11, 3. We can comprehend it when things
are made of things which do appear, but when that which is
not is called as though it were, and by the very mentioning
of it, is called into existence, our minds cannot grasp it.
Learned men have tried to solve the problem respecting the
creation, but their learned treatises have only served to illus-
trate man’s absolute ignorance respecting the creative power,
The things created are before us, they tell of a wise and power-
ful Creator, but do not explain the process by which they
were called into existence.

Respecting our own being, we simply know that our
bodies were formed from the earth, and that God breathed
into us a living soul. God imparted also to each creature the
power to produce its kind. Even in this there is a mystery.
How that breath of life breathed into the nostrils of Adam
should give life to his descendants even for thousands of years
we cannot understand. The fact we know, and that is all.

God moves mysteriously in the government of the world.
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His thoughts are very deep, His judgments unsearchable, and
His ways past finding out.

But that which interests us more than any of the mys-
teries so far mentioned is the Plan of Salvation. In fact all
the other mysteries are only of comparative value. God’s
wonderful Being, His hidden thoughts, and His strange gov-
ernment of the universe, lose their interest and value to us as
soon as separated in our minds from the Great Mystery, the
Plan of Salvation. Who would care to meditate on God’s
greatness and almighty power, if he knew not that this great-
ness and almighty power underlie the Plan according to which
God has redeemed us? What benefit could it be to the soul
to dwell on the hidden thoughts of the great Ruler, without
at the same time knowing that in virtue of the Redemption,
all things, whether we understand them or not, must work
together for our good! The Plan of Salvation is then that
mystery upon which we love to dwell. It isin itself exceed-
ingly precious to our souls, because it reveals God’s thoughts
of peace towards the children of men. Follow me then for a
short time, and we will turn our thoughts away from things
earthly, and envelop ourselves in the great mystery of godli-
ness.

We know by revelation that God is just and holy, that
justice and holiness are attributes of His being. He does
not exist without them, that is, He is never unjust and never
unholy. “T the Lord thy God am holy ” is His own declara-
tion. Holiness, however, excludes everything unholy and
unclean, whilst justice requires the punishment of every sin.
Now these attributes are perfect, as all things of God are per-
fect. It is therefore forever settled that nothing unholy shall
enter into His presence, and forever settled that not a single
sin shall escape punishment.

God’s relation to sin never changes. The attitude He as-
sumed against sin in the beginning is the attitude still mafin-
tained. “The day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,”
reveals God’s wrath against sin. God’s attitude to sin is suf:h
that His consuming wrath follows the commission of sin
The soul that sinneth it shall die, is God’s just and unchang-
ing decree. Punishment must follow sin, and this is neces-
sarily so because God’s nature forbids that it should be other-
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wise. God’s very being would needs cease to be what it is
before it could be otherwise. To assume that God could do
otherwise than hate and punish sin would be as contradictory
as to assume that fire can freeze or that light can produce
darkness. Such is the folly of those who assume that, be-
cause God is love, He cannot punish sin. God not only can,
but in the nature of the case, He must punish sin.

Now all have sinned and come short of the glory of God.
The sin that is found in us has stamped upon it the sentence
of death: thou shalt surely die. By sin death came and
where sin is death must follow. We are then doomed to die,
because we have sinned.

But death shall not only affect the body. The soul too
must die. The soul that sinneth it shall die. Although the
word soul is used here in the general sense, embracing body
and soul, the soul is at least included and therefore also sen-
tenced to die. What is meant by the death of the soul we
cannot comprehend, inasmuch as the life of the soul never
becomes extinct. The better way to express the idea would
be perhaps to say that the soul of the transgressor will die
eternally. This dying is endless. The soul does not cease to
exist and yet is dying all the while. The death or dying of
the soul is an eternal death-struggle. Even the body, in
which sin is committed, shall after the resurrection, being re-
united with the soul, suffer these endless tortures in the
flames which eternally burn but never consume. This is the
second death. The death of the body, and the eternal death
of body and soul, is what God’s unchanging justice requires
of him that sinneth.

From this it would seem inevitable that the whole hu-
man family must perish. How can it be otherwise? An eter-
nal Being has been offended, His unchanging justice requires
endless punishment, He, with whoimn there is no variableness
neither shadow of turning, has pronounced an irrevocable
sentence of death upon every member of the human family.
How can they escape! How can a single person escape! The
Sinaitic thunders and lightnings are ready to consume us;
and as we try to escape, calling upon the mountains to fall
upon us to hide us from God’s avenging justice, we hear the
demand: Be perfect, be holy, be righteous, in short, be sin-
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less, and lo! despair lays hold upon us. God’s justice as re-
vealed on Sinai cuts off every comfort and every hope that
might yet be found in the natural man. Reason and con-
gcience unite in saying that hell will swallow us up. And
surely reason and conscience have rightly concluded from the
knowledge they have of God’s justice and wrath.

Now God foresaw from all eternity, before the founda-
tions of the earth were laid, that man would sin and hurl
himself into this wretched condition. He did not however
want those beings whom He would create in His own image,
and for His own glory, to be forever banished from His pres-
ence and to suffer endless pain. In full harmony with His
nature He formed a plan according to which man, sentenced
to die, might escape the wrath of His own justice, and be
made an heir of everlasting bliss. The motive that induced
Him to form this plan was pure love for the human race.
God so loved the world, does not only underlie the execution
of this plan, but without it the plan itself could never have
originated in God’s mind. Love induced God to show mercy,
led Him to form a plan according to which His justice would
be «atisfied so that He could remain just although the justi-
ficr of the wicked. If such a thing is possible, the attribute
of love predoniinates in God’s being. God is love is a form
of expression not used in respect to the other attributes. He
it not only loving but He 4s love. He is nowhere spoken of
as being justice or as being omnipotence, but simply as being
just and omnipotent. So to speak, omnipotence and justice
are qualities of His being, and that, essential qualities, but
even God does not affirm that they are Himself. He does,
however, affirm that He is love. This might seem like specu-
lation, if it were not that in every manifestation of Himself
to the world, love is pre-eminent, justice being exercised only
where love could not accomplish its end. Only when men
refuse to be loved of God are they made to feel His justice.
And even when His justice is manifested to the transgressor
it is done to break the stubborn disposition and open the
heart for the reception of God’s love. Love underlies, and is
interwoven with all of God’s movements towards our fallen
race.

But after all when we look at the naked fact that God is
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just, we cannot comprehend how any thought of peace to-
wards the transgressor could originate in His mind without
doing violence to this attribute. The fact is however before
us, and we can simply wonder and admire. The mystery
underlying the plan lies in the relation between His love
and justice, and although we may not dive into the depths of
Divinity and search out this hidden mystery, it affords us
exquisite pleasure to meditate upon it. Our everlasting hap-
piness in heaven is founded upon it, and without it there
would be no rest for us in heaven.

But the mystery is not only mysterious in its origin.
The plan of salvation is itself so grand a mystery that even
the angels are not able to search it out. Man offended an in-
finite Being by his sin and brought upon himself eternal
punishment. Nothing could satisfy eternal and unchanging
justice except eternal punishment, or its equivalent, infinite
satisfaction. The sentence of eternal death can not be re-
voked. In the literal sense of the word, God never repents
of any of His actions. The death penalty must be endured,
and that by all, or that which is its equivalent, all must die
in their representative. All died, that is, were made subject
to death, in Adam, and as they could all be made subject to
death through the transgression of one who represents all, so
may the eternal punishment awaiting the transgressor, he
endured by one who represents all.

But who shall this one be? Who is sufficient for it?
Who can take upon himself the penalty of others, and who
can endure a million of deaths, each one of which is to be of
eternal duration? Every member of the human family has
enough to do with his own sins, and each one must die eter-
nally for his own sins, how could he pay the penalty for
others’ sins besides. Verily the redemption of man would
cease forever if this were the plan. And yet man must en-
dure the penalty of sin. Man must die, for man has sinned.
The curse pronounced against the transgressor does not per-
tain to any other being. It would not satisfy God’s justice,
though an angel had taken upon himself the curse pro-
nounced against man. The race that sinned must pay the
penalty. The human race has sinned, the human race is
condemned, the sacrifice or punishment must be brought or
endured by that race.
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And such is God’s plan. Man must suffer and die for
man’s transgressions. Man is however finite and cannot
therefore render infinite satisfaction. To render infinite satis-
faction the one rendering it must be an infinite being. But
the Infinite Being is not the offending one, and can therefore
not as such be a substitute for those who have sinned. Sin
requires the penalty of death, but God cannot die, how then
shall He pay the penalty? It would seem altogether out of
the question that even God, although infinite in power, could
redeem us, since it is not compatible with His justice to ren-
der satisfaction for a fallen race in His own being, neither
would it be possible for an eternal being to render the re-
quired satisfaction, because neither pain nor death can touch
Him.

The infinite mind was sufficient to work out, so to speak,
a plan in perfect harmony with His being, and that may be
executed without violating any attribute of His being. That
plan combined the finite and the infinite, the human and the
divine, in one person so that the satisfaction to be rendered
might come from the human race, and yet be infinite in its
character.

God becomes man. The Word was made flesh. The
second person of the Godhead descends to earth and assumes
a human npature. His human nature was mysteriously
wrought in the womb of the Virgin Mary. He came on earth
in the usual order of nature, that is, He was born. His con-
ception was superhuman, supernatural, for He was not con-
ceived of man, but of the Holy Ghost. Coming on earth as
a babe, He does not at once assume the full stature of man-
huod, but gradually develops, increasing in age, stature and
wisdom.

The incarnation did not bring about dny change in the
nature of God’s Son. He did not lay off His divinity when
He assumed humanity. He did not cease to be God when
He became man. He was directing the stars in their course
and ruling the world whilst wrapped in swaddling clothes
and lying in a manger. The incarnation is not in itself a
humiliation. Not the divine nature of Christ humbled itself,
otherwise Christ had ceased to be God, for immutability is

~
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an attribute of God, and any being subject to change cannot
be God.

The Second Person of the Trinity unites Himself with a
human nature, remaining however the same yesterday, to-
day, and forever. The Father and the Holy Ghost, although
one God with the Son, do not become man, and yet the rela-
tion between the three persons remains the same as before the
incarnation.

So intimate is the relation between the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost, that they are One Essence; so intimate
the relation between the divine nature and human nature in
Christ that they are one person. But just as the three per-
sons must be kept distinct in our minds, so must we not coni-
mingle the two natures in Christ. He is true God, perfect in
every attribute belonging to the divine being. But He is
just as truly man. Every attribute essential to humanity He
possesses in perfection. He has a human body; a human
mind, and a human soul. Being without sin Fle need not he
subject to human weaknesses, and yet He is madc subject to
such an extent that it could be said of Him that He became
like us in all things except sin.

The things which we would naturally attribute to one or
the other nature are attributable to the entire person of
Christ. Tt would for example not be according to sound doe-
trine to speak of the divine nature of Christ performing a
miracle or ruling the world. Neither would it be sound doc-
trine to say that the human nature of Christ, hungered and
suffered and died. It is the person of Christ, in whom God
and man are united, that performed wonders, and that has all
power in heaven and on earth. It was the same divine-hu-
man person that suffered, bled and died.

The two natures in Christ are even more intimately
united than our soul and body. The human soul may, and
after death does, exist without the body. Since the incarna-
tion the divine nature of Christ does not exist without the
human nature, as the human nature does not and could not
exist without the divine. IJEven when Christ bowed His head
and died, it would not be proper to say that only His human
nature died. Death could not even separate the two natures.
Not the man, but the God-man, Christ Jesus died. When
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He commended His spirit into the hands of His heavenly
Father, that was not His divine nature, but His human soul
with which of course the divine nature was also united.
When Christ died, the body in the grave was still His body
and ever remains His body.

The incarnation was not undone by His crucifixion, nor
was 1t temporarily suspended. Those murderers crucified not
only a man, but they killed the Prince of Life and Lord of
Glory. The body of Christ is therefore spoken of as the body
of the Holy One of God whom He would not suffer to see
corruption. God cannot die, and yet that cold and lifeless
fern in Joseph’s sepulchre is the body of the true God. God
incarnate could and did die; yea, that this might be possible
He became incarnate. Truly, the person of the Redeemer
presents a deep mystery. We know many facts with regard
to this mystery of mpysteries, but further than facts our
knowledge does not and cannot extend. The samie may be
said of Ilis marvelous works. That He opened the eyes of
the blind and unstopped the ears of the dumb and raised the
dead we know, as we know other facts of history, but the re-
Iation of cause to effect in His works we are not able to point
aat.  How, for example, His words, addressed to the lifeless
boidy of Lazarus, which for that reason could not hear His
words, could call him back into life, may not be explained.

The person of Christ becomes of special interest to us
when we congider Him as the Redeemer of the human race.
He lived a human life for the human family, every breath He
breathed, and every word He uttered, and every journey He
made, and every pain He suffered, and the shameful death
He endured, was not for Himself but for others, for man.
He was appointed of His heavenly Father to be a substitute
for the deeply fallen and condemned race, and after He had
become man, He must needs be about His Father's businese,
and, as substitute, fulfill the law of God, being made under
the law, and suffer the penalty of the law, being made a curse
for those upon whom the curse of the law had been pro-
nounced. The work He wrought, the suffering and death He
endured, being for others, even for us, and this being done by
our heavenly Father’s will, and being but the execution of
His plan to save mankind, we can be positive that our work
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is done and that our death penalty has been endured. The
Savior confirms this when, as He closes His eyes in death, He
exclaims: “It is finished.”

Because He was the Son of God this reconciliation is in-
finite in its character, extinguishing the eternal wrath of
God, removing the curse of God from the entire human
family. We are saved with an eternal redemption. Once for
all men, and once for all time Christ died, and thus forever
opened the way to the bosom of the Father, for God is recon-
ciled with man. Divine love and mercy formed the plan,
according to which divine justice could be satisfied and all
righteousness fulfilled. In Christ and through Him this
plan was executed; hence God can now justify the wicked
and yet remain just. This is the sum and substance of all
Gospel truth. It is the center of gravity of the entire Word
of God. It is the fountain of life from which life and salva-
tion flows to all mankind. It is the brightness of the Light
of the world shining into this benighted world and into our
benighted hearts. It is the foundation of our hope, the
source of our joy. It is the key that opens the door of
heaven. It is the food that nourishes our souls and sustains
our faith in time. It will be the subject of praise in eternity.
In this truth as in no other do we taste that the Lord is good.
The words revealing this truth are verily sweeter than honey
and the honey-comb. This truth is of more value than
much gold and all fine gold. A thousand worlds were too
poor to produce anything even approaching it in value.
Eternity will be too short to express our gratitude and praise
for the revelation of this unspeakable mystery.

This great mystery is not to be solved by finite minds.
God's thoughts of peace toward the children of men are
higher than our thoughts. It is something to be believed.
The faith which embraces the great mystery of godliness
must needs be an implicit faith, a faith that does not inquire
into the “how” or “wherefore,” but accepts it, and trusts in it,
because the Lord hath spoken it.

The plan of salvation is such that those who believe in
it are saved, and none besides. Christ’s work benefits those
nothing who remain in unbelief. Faith saves, Unbelief con-
demns. Faith saves because it embraces the great mystery
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of the reconciliation between God and man. Unbelief con-
demns because it shuts out this saving mystery from the soul.
Faith saves because it clings to that mysterious person who is
the way to heaven, the truth that liberates the soul from sin
and woe, the life that continues beyond the grave.

This faith is wrought in the soul by the same mystery
that is to be believed. Faith cometh by hearing, and hearing
by the Word of God. We hear the mystery proclaimed, the
power that produces faith is concealed in this mystery, and
mysteriously works in the soul the confidence necessary to
embrace it. The Holy Spirit being the author of the words
through which the great mystery is revealed, it is His power
that produces the faith. But He is not only present as the
author of the words, but He always accompanics His words and
through these enables men to believe. The whole work by
which men are brought to believe is mysterious because we
cannot understand how words can convey light and life to
the soul.

The mystery is all the greater from the fact that some of
those who are brought under the gracious influence of the
saving Gospel, come to faith and others do not. Some solve
the mystery, and say God decided to save only a few and
therefore exerts a saving influence only on a few, and these
few come to faith because God wants them saved. This is
however contrary to the original design of the saving plan,
and contrary to the revelation of God's love to the human
race. His plan embraces all, His revelation is for all. Preach
the Gospel to every creature. God wants all to come to a
knowledge of the truth and be saved.

Nay we cannot solve the mystery why the same influence
does not produce the same effect in every heart, all hearts
being alike full of wickedness, and by nature resisting God’s
grace. This will remain a mystery, but this we do know that
those who do not continue to resist will be brought to faith,
whilst those who obstinately or maliciously throw off the
Holy Spirit’s influence remain in unbelief and death.

But the great mystery, reaching the soul through a mys-
terious path, and mysteriously working saving faith in the
soul, shall, after we have passed through the mysterious
valley of death, open to our admiring view those mysteries
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of a better life, which have as yet not entered into the heart
of man, mysteries which shall afford us unspeakable pleas-
ures forevermore.

“And without controversy great is the mystery of godli-
ness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit,
seen of angels, preached unto the gentiles, believed on in
the world, received up into glory.” 1 Tim. 3, 16.

THE FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCE BETWEEN LU-
THER'S AND ZWINGLI’S THEOLOGY.

BY REV. P. A. PETER.

When Martin Luther, at the Colloguium held between
himself and Ulric Zwingli in the city of Marburg in 1529,
said to his opponent: “ Your spirit is different from ours,” he
touched the great, the vital difference between himself and
Zwingli. This difference did not consist merely in the doc-
trine concerning the presence of the body and blood of Christ
in the holy Supper, but in certain principles preceding the
question in controversy; principles touching the supreme
and fundamental truth, that God’s Word alone is the rule in
all matters pertaining to doctrine and life. Not the teachings
of human reason, not the axioms of philosophy, not the
declarations of *“common sense,” not the decrces and resolu-
tions of Church Councils and the opinions of the Fathers of
the Church, are to be considered as the standards, by which
all theological controversies must be adjudicated; but the
Bible and the Bible only is to be the sole authority in all
matters of faith and conduct,

But it may be asked: Did not Zwingli also claim the
Word of God, as his only authority? Did he not also defend
his theological position on the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper
by producing passages from Holy Writ, favorable, as he sup-
posed, to his opinion? Did he, in this controversy maintain,
that human reason or “ common sense” or philosophy, or the
decrees of Councils or the writings of the Fathers are the
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authorities to determine, what was the truth in the contro-
versy in which Luther and he were then engaged ?

It is true, that Zwingli claimed to stand upon the foun-
dation of the Divine Word, that he professed to honor it as
the ouly rule of Christian faith and doctrine, and yet, not-
withstanding his claims and professions, the sincerity of
which we will not dispute, the Bible in fact was not his
authority, and hence his claims and professions were vain.

“ Your spirit is different from ours.” This simple expres-
sion of thc immortal Reformer strikes, as it were, at the very
nerve, the radical difference between the two theologians.
Upon the one hand Luther, with his conscience bound alone
by the Word, without any subtle ratiocination and human
speculation, reposes his faith in the declaration of His Lord.
He exhibits the simple, trusting, earnest faith of a child, im-
plicitly relying on the promise of its father, with a confi-
dence, which cannot be shaken or even disturbed. It is
enough for Luther to know, that his Lord has spoken, and in
the Holy institution of His Supper tells His disciples, that
He gives them His body and His blood. Not all the opposi-
tion; of the world, not all its learning and philosophy are able
to move him for a single moment from his impregnable posi-

-tion.  With what holy confidence, triumphant assurance and
victorious joyfulness he points to the words written on the
table before which he stood: “ Hoc est corpus meum.” Luther
takes the Lord at His Word and trusts in it with unshaken
faith, without attempting to modify his Lord’s words, «o as to
conform with the teachings of human reason and “common
scnse.”  Although before men he is a giant in intellect, yet
before his Lord he is but an humble child.

Luther was fully convinced of the supreme authority,
the divine efficacy, the absolute perfection and the heavenly
clearness and perspicuity of the holy Scriptures. Having
found this immovable foundation, after having long and
fruitlessly wandered about in the mazes of popery, he now
takes the Word as his position against the rationalizing ten-
dencies of the Swiss theologians and the wild enthusiasm
and fervid fanaticism of the Anabaptists and kindred sects of
that day. The mighty intellect of the great Reformer could
have indulged in philosophical speculations with respect to
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the doctrine of the Eucharist, full as well, ay, better than his
opponents; but no, this must not be! God's Word shall
speak and man, with all his wisdom and understanding, must
be silent and bow before the Lord.

Upon the other hand, Zwingli in that memorable discus-
sion at Marburg proved himself, (without designing it,) to be
the forerunner of that theology, which, although professing
great respect for the Word, really has no respect for it, inas-
much as this theology bows before human philosophy aud
perverts the plain and obvious import and meaning of the
holy Scriptures by a humanly devised system of interpreta-
tion, which if followed to its final and legitimate conse-
quences must inevitably lead into a dry and barren ration-
alism.

Zwingli’s first argument against Luther’s scriptural doc-
trine of the real presence of Christ’s body and blood in the
Eucharist is indeed a masterpiece of superficial exegesis.
Christ says in John 6, 63: “It is the Spirit that quickeneth:
the flesh profiteth nothing.”” Zwingli reasoned thus: If
there is no virtue or efficacy in the flesh, then the flesh of
Christ, even admitting it to be present in the Eucharist, can
not benefit the communicant. Why then should we believe,
that Christ’s body and blood are really present in this Sacra-
ment? It is not the flesh, but the Spirit that gives life.

Luther in answer to this sophism of Zwingli answered
in substance: First, that the words of Christ in the passage
quoted above cannot possibly be understood as referring tu
His own flesh, because in the preceding 54th verse He says,
“ Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eter-
nal life; and I will raise him up at the last day.” Here the
Lord Himself ascribes to His flesh and blood a life-giving
power. Then we must also bear in mind, that the body or
flesh of Christ being united with His Divine Nature is very
different, yea, immeasurably so from our sinful and depraved
flesh. When the Lord says, that the flesh profiteth nothing,
He refers to the flesh in which there is no spirit, such as our
flesh is. This, our flesh indeed profits us nothing, for it does
not comprehend the work of His Spirit within us. Moreover
it is certainly blasphemous to say, that the flesh of Christ
profits us nothing. Secondly. Even admitting, that Christ
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in the passage above meant His own flesh, this does not prove
anything against the doctrine of the real presence of His
bedy and blood in the Sacrament; for if these words (the
flesh profiteth nothing) refer to Christ’s flesh, they might be
interpreted to mean, that His flesh does not profit the unbe-
lieving communicant, as St. Augustine has defined this pas-
sage.

Zwingli finding himself defeated by Luther, who van-
quished him with the sword of the Spirit, the Word of God,
now turns to human wisdom and philosophy in order to ob-
tain new weapons to fight his antagonist. He raises the ob-
jection: Christ’s body is human. Now a human body can
not be in more than one place at a certain time. Christ’s
body is in heaven at the right hand of God; hence it cannot
be on earth in the Eucharist. To this Luther anwered, that
man’s finite reason cannot comprehend or sit in judgment on
God’s omnipotence. How can man dare to apply what are
called natural laws to God and to His power and wisdom ?
Besides this, the right hand of God is everywhere, wherever
God’s power and majesty are present, by which God governs
and fills all things. To this Zwingli objected, that God did
not propose to us such incomprehensible things, as the real
presence of the body and blood of Christ in the holy Supper.
Truly, a wonderful objection! Does not God propose to us
in His Word many mysteries as incomprehensible as this?
Are not the doctrines of the Trinity in Unity, the Incarnation
of the Son of God, to say nothing of the many other doc-
trines taught in the Word, equally as incomprehensible and
mysterious as the doctrine of the real presence? Yes, is not
even the doctrine of the creation of all things an incompre-
hensible mystery to the human mind ?

To the Donatistic objection of Zwingli: How can so great
a work, as that the body and blood of Christ shall be present
in the Eucharist be brought about by wicked and unbelieving
priests? Luther answered, that this work is brought about,
not at all by the merit or worthiness of the priest, but by
virtue of Christ’s ordinance and institution.

A third argument was advanced by Oecolampadius to the
effect, that Sacraments are signs, that signify something, and
that the body and blood of Christ are only signified or typi-
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fied, but not really present in the Lord’s Supper; surely. a
very superficial view of the Sacrament. .For whilst it is true,
that Sacraments are signs, yet we dare not make them to sig-
nify anything different from what the Lord designed. Yea,
the Sacraments are not mere signs or empty, unmeaning types
or shadows of things absolutely absent, as the Reformed say,
but are indeed veritable means of grace, offering, giving, im-
parting and sealing grace to the recipient.

When we come to take in at a single glance the argu-
ments and objections of Zwingli and the other Swiss theo-
logians against the biblical doctrine of the real presence of
Christ’s body and blood in the Eucharist, we soon discover
that spirit which was so very different from FLuther’s.
Zwingli’s theology is very plausible, but superficial and
rationalizing, modified by the teachings of human philoso-
phy and a very shallow “common sense,” a theology accomo-
dating itself to buman conceptions and ideas, a theology
which says: ‘‘God does not propose to us such an incompre-
hensible doctrine as this, that the true body and blood of
Christ are really and essentially present in the holy Supper.”
Without being aware of it Zwingli departed from the sure
.and steadfast foundation of the Word, and wandered off into
the labyrinths of human speculation. According to his the-
ology, the Bible no longer interprets itself, but is instead in-
terpreted by human wisdom, which thereby becomes the
criterion for determining the meaning of the Word. This is
the fundamental and fatal error of Zwingli, the spirit which
is so different from Luther and the true Lutheran Church.

Thus we perceive the truth of the assertion made at the
beginning of this article: the difference between Luther and
his opponents at Marburg consists not merely in teaching
differently concerning the real presence of the Lord’s body
and blood in the Eucharist, which difference indeed is a vital
one, but in something beyond or above this doctrine, in cer-
tain principles involving the true interpretation of the Word.
With Zwingli and the Reformed Church in general, the im-
port or meaning of the holy Scriptures is more or less
dependant on the comprehension of -human reason. Reason,
and not revelation, becomes the judge and arbiter on disputed
articles of faith, and the sole authority of the Word is practi-
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cally denied, notwithstanding all professions of honoring the
holy Scriptures as the only rule of faith and life.

The Swiss reformers in a most arbitrary manner separated
and tore asunder the Word and the Spirit, the sign and the
thing signified. Oecolampadius says, that there is a vast dif-
ference between the internal and the external Word, and that
these are separated as far from each other as grace is from the
Law. The external Word merely represents or signifies the
internal in the heart. This error of the Swiss theologian has
been carried out to its final consequences in the vagaries of
Quakerism, which have fully developed into a subtile, spirit-
ualizing system of rationalism, without any means of grace,
looking to an imaginary “inner light,” which may be human
reason, “common sense,” or the fancies of imagination. Con-
cerning the “spirit” we may well say will say with Geethe:

“ Wasg ihr den Geist der Zeiten heisst,
) Das ist im Grund der Herren eigner Geist,
In dem die Zeiten sich bespiegeln.”

This “spirit” may be tradition in one age, decrees of councils
in another and “common sense” in a third, for each age may
have its own peculiar “spirit.”

Concerning this separation of Word and Spirit, as taught
by the Swiss theologians, Luther says: Even renowned and
learned men came to consider baptism as being mere water;
the Word as an external human expression; the Scriptures
as a mere external letter made with ink, and bread and wine,
being made by the baker, were said to be nothing at all, but
external and perishable things. And thus they all joined in
crying: the Spirit! the Spirit must do all, for the letter kil-
leth.” So the living Word of God became a dead letter with
ignorant fanatics, and what was called the “Spirit” became
an authority beside, yea above the Scriptures.

Zwingli’s fundamental error has been the fruitful source
of numerous other errors. The Reformed Churches following
his example, have developed a system of theology, as deficient
and superficial ae that which he exhibited at Marburg. We
refer to a few points in Reformed theology to prove our asser-
tion. Thus for instance the Reformed theology teaches, that
not the body, but only the soul of Christ descended into hell;
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that the Sacraments according to their nature and design are
chiefly figurative and emblematical ; that the communication
of the divine attributes to Christ’s human nature is not
actual and real, but only a figure of speech, and the horrible
Calvinistic error, that God’s universal and gracious will con-
cerning the salvation of all men (1 Tim. 2, 4), is in fact only
the appearance of such a universal and gracious will.

In other doctrines as taught in the Confessions of the
Reformed Churches we find a wanton, arbitrary spirit, tearing
asunder and separating what God has joined together, as the
Word and the Spirit, the heavenly and the earthly, the visible
and tangible element, with the invisible and heavenly gift in
the Sacraments, the divine and human nature in the one
person of the Redeemer and the union of attributes in Him.

In the Reformed theology too much is determined by
human reason and carnal comprehension, which would at-
tempt to fathom the mysteries of the Christian faith. But
as this cannot be done, because of the infinite depths of these
mysteries and the finite powers of human reason, the truth is
openly set aside, as in the doctrine concerning the Lord’s
Supper, or else the Gordian knot is cut by the sword of reason,
as in the doctrine of predestination.

And yet the Reformed Churches publicly express a high
regard for the written Word of God, so that for instance cer-
tain Presbyterian Churches will sing no other hymns but the
Psalms in meter. Thus a Reformed Confession of 1647
publicly declared the Hebrew vowel signs to be inspired.
But notwithstanding this professed external respect for the
Bible, there is in point of fact but little actual submission to
the Word. When the mysteries of the Christian faith de-
mand acceptance the rationalizing spirit of the Reformed
theology objects with Zwingli: God does not propose to us
such incomprehensible things.

How different is the scriptural theology of Luther! The
written Word is the only, the absolutely perfect source of all
doctrine, as well as the only rule of faith and the sole authority
in every doctrine. This Word is clear and perspicuous; yes,
as Luther says, much clearer than the sun. The theology
of Luther acknowledges no human authority as interpreter
of the holy Scriptures, whose interpretation we are in con-
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science bound to receive, on account of the infallibility such
authority may claim, whether it be a single individual, as for
example the pope, or a particular class, such as the clergy, or
a local or general Church Council, or even a whole visible
church itself. The Lutheran Church receives the Word of
God, as it interprets itself (2 Peter 1,20), and above all things
rejects any human interpretation contrary to the analogy of
the true Christian faith (Rom. 12, 7).—When we calmly
reflect on the vast difference between Luther and Zwingli, as
shown in the Colloquium at Marburg, when we consider the
simple, childlike faith of the former, a faith resting entirely
on the written Word, and then look upon the uncertain,
wavering, doubting and rationalizing course of the latter, we
cannot fail to perceive the truth, the propriety and the force
of Luther’s declaration to Zwingli: Your spirit is different from
ours.

JOHN 6, 54.
BY REV. GEO. DILLMANN, FOSTORIA, O.

‘0 Tpdywy pov THv Gdpre, xai Tywy pov TG
alpa, &yet cwiy aldwtoy: x4l dd dvasTiow ai-

oy tf doydry Huépa.

The verb Tpdye occurs also v. 56: ¢ péyws pov Ty sdpra,
who eateth my flesh; v.57: ¢ tpdywy pe, who eateth me; v. 58:
6 tpdywy todrov Tov dprov, who eateth this bread; 13, 18: ¢
Tpdywy pet’ éusv tov dprov, who eateth bread with me; Matt. 24,
88: tpdyovres zat mivovres, eating and drinking,

Nivw throughout the New Testament means to drink.

The sense of this passage is clearly shown by the con-
text: v. 2640, and 47-58.

The Lord Jesus is here instructing the Jews with regard
to faith in Christ, who came down from heaven to make men
temporarily and eternally blessed. Many of the Jews fol-
lowed Christ and sought Him merely for the sake of the
earthly bread which He had miraculously given them, v. 26.
These, together with the rest, He admonishes: * Labor not
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for the meat which perisheth, but for that meat which en-
dureth unto everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give
unto you;” in other words, believe in Him whom God hath sent.
He is the true meat for the soul, the bread of God which
cometh down from heaven, and giveth life unto the world,
the -true manna, of which that eaten by the fathers in the
desert was only a type.

“I am the bread of life,” is spoken figuratively. The
corresponding word “eat,” whereby this bread is received, is
also figurative. But Christ immediately explains the figure
in these plain words: ‘“He that cometh to me shall never
hunger; and he that believeth on me shall never thirst,” v. 35.
“And this is the will of Him that sent me, that every one
which seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, may have everlast-
ing life: and [ will raise him up at the last day,” v. 40.
“Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that belicveth on me hath
everlasting life,” v. 47.  To eat the bread of life is to believe in
Christ.

But why does Christ add: *“and the bread that I will
give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world,”
v. 51?7 “Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink
His blood, ye have no life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh, and
drinketh my blood, hath eternal life; and I will raise him up
at the last day. For my flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is
drink indeed,” v. 53-55. Why was it not sufficient for Christ
to say: ‘““he that cateth me,” but so particularly: “He that
eatéth my flesh, and drinketh my blood £”

We have shown that eating and drinking in these pas-
sages denote believing. But not every belief concerning Christ is
true, saving faith. Many, even many Jews, believe that Christ
was a great Man, a great Prophet and Teacher, who taught
righteousness and showed men the way of salvation by the
exercise of virtue, and who sealed His doctrine by His death.
The grandest thing which this class of believers can find in
the Gospel of Christ is the sermon on the Mount. Such and
nothing more is the faith of many who profess to believe in
Christ. But such faith does not save, nor obtain everlasting
life. 'Who eats Christ only in this way has not within him-
self the spiritual life which flows from Christ, nor will he be
raised up at the last day unto everlasting life. No, we must
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eat the flesh of Christ, and drink His blood, if we would have
life. In other words, our faith in Christ must embrace, and base
itself upon, the great and ever important fact that “the Word was
made flesh,” and that the God-man, Jesus Christ, gave His body
into death for us and shed His blood Jor the remission of our sins.
Who thus eats the bread of God, thus eats the flesh of the
Son of man and drinks His blood, that is, thus believes in
Christ that He is the Son of God, who by His active and
passive obedience has reconciled us to the Father, verily, he
has everlasting life, he has life in him, he dwelleth in Christ
and Christ in him, Christ will raise him up at the last day,
and he shall live forever.

This is briefly Christ’s doctrine of saving faith, as con-
tained in this 6th chapter of St. John, particularly in the
54. verse.

But now another question: What is the relation between
this spiritual eating and drinking of the flesh and blood of
Christ by faith, and the eating and drinking of the body and
blood of Christ in the Holy Supper: is it one and the same eat-
ing and drinking, or not? The Reformed assert, that it is one
and the same spiritual eating and drinking, as in John 6, so
also in the Supper; every other eating and drinking of the
body and blood of Christ besides the spiritual, by faith, is re-
jected. The Reformed derive their understanding of the
Lord’s Supper not so much from the words of institution as
from the sixth chapter of John. See Ursinus’ Commentary
on the Heidelberg Catechism (second American edition), pp.
386, 389, 402. This chapter, they pretend, treats of the Sup-
per. It was indeed not yet instituted when Christ spoke
these words, but He had reference to it and prepared His dis-
ciples for it.

A single argument, however, is sufficient to prove that
the eatlng and drinking in Jobn 6, and the eating and drink-
ing in the Sacrament are not one and the same. Christ says:
“Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eter-
nal life; and I will raise him up at the last day. ... He that
eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in me, and
I in him.” This eating and drinking s always salutary, and
can not be otherwise; for: “He that believeth on me hath
everlasting life.” A warning against an unworthy eating
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and drinking is not found here, because only the believer,
who is worthy, can spiritually eat Christ’s flesh and drink
His blood. It is different in the Holy Supper. Here not
only believing and worthy communicants, but sometimes
also unbelieving and therefore unworthy communicants eat
that of which Christ says: “This is my body,” and drink
that of which He says: “This is my blood,” whereby they
sin against the body and blood of Christ. ‘“Whosoever shall
eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord, unworthily,
shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord.” 1 Cor. 11, 27.
Here then, in the Sacrament, the eating and drinking is not
always salutary, but sometimes very injurious, by men’s own
fault. Hence we have here the warning: “But let a man
examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink
of that cup. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily,
eateth and drinketh damnation [xpiue, condemnatory judg-
ment] to himself, not discerning the Lord’s body.” 1 Cor.
11, 28. 29.

Therefore we justly retain a spiritual eating and drinking
of the flesh and blood of Christ by believers only and always
to salvation, and a sacramental eating and drinking of the
body and blood of Christ, by believers unto salvation, by un-
believers to condemnatian.

HOMILETICAL DEPARTMENT.

HOMILETICAL RULES.

FROM . A. QUENSTEDT’S “ ETHICA PASTORALIS."
Translated from the German by Rev. M. R. Walter.

I. Never should the Preacher ascend the pulpit without thorough
preparation.

The ability rightly to preach conformably to the divine
Will and salutary to souls is not the proceed of human in-
dustry, nor the result of any scientific research; on the other
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band, it is a gift of God and has its basis principally in
Him, as Phillip Melanchthon rightly affirms. Nevertheless,
God requires us to be diligent. It would not only be an evi-
dence of negligence but also of audacity should a Christian
minister presume to preach, especially with a grave, divine
subject as the theme of his discourse, in spite of his. being
unprepared and not having first meditated upon his sermon.
Concerning this, St. Paul admonishes, 1 Tim. 4. 15, when he
says: “meditate upon these things.” * The preparation does
all,” says Periander of Corinth. It is said, that the Athenian
orator Pericles refused to respond to the repeated calls of the
people, because, as he said, he was not prepared. When the
Athenians once asked Demosthenes for counsel, he declined
to give any, with the answer: ou suptetagmai, as he had not
taken the matter into consideration. Tullius (Cicero) also
says of himself, that he never ascended the rostrum with-
out preparation. How much more should those who intend
to enter the holy ministry, or those who are already in the
office, deliberate upon this matter, so that when they are to
preach the Word they may not presumptuously and thought-
lessly babble forth whatseever may run in their minds and
thus ignominiously dishonor, in the very presence of God, of
the angels.and of the Church, that most exalted office. Dr.
A. Hunnius in his work, Method. Cons. col.- 1039, vol. 3, says
most tersely: “Those, who trast to their natural gifts of
speech and babble forth extempore whatsoever comes to their
lips, should verily be subjected to the severest censure, inas-
much as they in the presence of God, of the angels, and of
the Church treat so carelessly such a grave -and important a
subject as concerns the honor of God’s name and the salva-
tion of men; for such godless-and intolerable laziness they
will one day be necessitated to give an account’ to the Chief
Shepherd.” Dr. Chytraeus says in the Prolegom. Rhetor.:

“Some pulpit orators boast that they shake their sermons
out of their sleeves. This folly and indolence should be
beaten out with a cudgel.” Sarcer says in his Pastoral Theol-
ogy, vol. 43: “It is great audacity, indolence, and presump-
tion, yea, a contempt of God and His Word and an indica-
tion that there can be no fear of God, where one has the time
and yet does not study the sermon, * * * * and it is not said,

8
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that one can substitute talent and skill, practice and experi-

“ence; for be you as learned as you will, and have you
preached ever so long, nevertheless, the sermon should be
studied.”

The sermon should be carefully prepared and assiduously
proved in every part ere it be delivered. [Cunctaque prius ad
limana quam ad linguam revocanda.] The better we prepare
ourselves the more fluent and impressive can we preach.
Gregory M. Lib. 6. Moral. c. 16 says: “The preachers should
imbibe in quietude that which they are again to pour forth
in their official ministrations.” Erasmus, in chastizing such
extemporizers, “ who only then think of what they want to
say when they are speaking,” says in his De Lingua, p. 26:
“Tt is frequently the case that those, who do not know before
hand what they are going to speak about, do not remember
what they have said, so that what they have spoken in an
audacious manner they in like insolence positively deny.”
Again, on p. 71, he continues: “No one twaddles more in
speaking than they who either do not understand anything
at all concerning the subject of their discourse or have not
paid much attention to the topic they are treating.” “O
blessed lips,” writes Jeromme, “which have never uttered that
which they would have to recall!” In a marginal note on
the word “ understanding” (Rliiglid), Ps. 47, 7., the sainted
Dr. Luther remarks: “In preaching one should diligently
and constantly employ the Word and not shriek and babble
like the rude, uncouth brawlers and wranglers, and the
shameless preachers who say whatever they may think.” To
issue forth a mass of crude and undigested material is not to
be considered as something born in due time, but as abortive.

A totally perverse ambition pervades the minds of those
preachers who without previous preparation venture to stand,
as it were, upon one foot and preach off hand. For while
such extempore rhetoricians “desire to appear brilliant unto
the simple minded, because they, without preparation, ez im-
proviso, can preach, they are regarded as simple by the judi-
cious,” as Quintilian says bib. 10, c. 7. Not unfrequently do they
use as an apology for such indolence, or rather arrogance, the
words of our Savior, when He spake to His disciples. Matt.
10, 19: “Take no thought how or what ye shall speak; for it
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shall be given you in that same hour what ye shall speak.”
This behest does not require study, but promises aid ; neither
does it treat of the preaching to believers, but of the extra-
ordinary confession to he made among the persecutors, as
Theophylakt teaches, when he writes: “ He bade them to be
of good cheer and not to give way to fear; but when we are
to address believers, then is it our duty to prepare ourselves,
so that we may be ready to give reasons, as St. Peter ad-
monishes. (1 Pet. 3,15.) But when we are in the midst of
violent multitudes and before kings, Christ promises us His
assistance, so that we need not be afraid. For it is our busi-
ness to confess and the way to answer is God’s concern,”

Some who are given to indolence, or have found pleasure
in the society of tipplers, or are much occupied in domestic
affairs, do not think of their sermons until the arrival of
Sunday reminds them of their duty. Some give no thought
to preaching until they are at the church, and then they
boast that they can straightway shake a sermon out of their
sleeves. This is godless, negligent and presumptuous. Sure-
ly, the eager and attentive hearers endure nothing more re-
luctantly than the lack of zeal in the preparation on such
deep, all important subjects. He who is ready and prepared
. to speak is more welcome, being able to preach with greater
alacrity and to produce a better effect upon the heart. To
this end the God-fearing herald of the divine word first earn-
estly implores the guidance of the Holy Spirit, and then in
ghod season begins to meditate upon his sermon and takes in-
to consideration not only the theme and divisions of his dis-
course, but also the style, the sentences, and the words which
are to be used. That which he reads gives him ideas which
he can convert into new material and apply to the subject
under consideration. Some apply that which they wish to
treat of in their sermon to themselves and in an audible voice
instruct, rebuke, admonish, advise, and comfort themselves.
Others think that they have prepared sufficiently when they
in their promenades think over the subject-matter of their
sermon, arrange their ideas, clothe them in suitable expres-
sions, but take no notes at all, relying altogether upon the
memory ; only a few approve of this method of preparation.
Others, again, write down their thoughts and use the pen
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vigorously ; such do not fall into repetitions and monotony of
expression. Of this latter method the second rule treats.

II. The Preacher should write his sermon with his own hand neat-
ly and legibly.

If one desires to impress his sermon readily and firmly
upon his mind, he should write it with his own hand neatly
and plainly [quam ornatissime, quam ordinatissime]. Neatness
in penmanship obviates vexation in reading; but order is the
main support of the memory, yea, as Plato says, *“It isits
soul.” Whatsoever you wish to entrust to memory, arrange
in good order. Disregard order and your labor will increase
beyond measure, and you will with great difficulty comnit to
memory what you will soon forget again. For, according to
Aristotle, the memory easily retains that which is arranged
in good order. Material indiscriminately and hurriedly gath-
ered is the mortal enemy to the memory.

The servant of the Word should write his sermon with
his own hand, for what one writes with his own hand is more
readily impressed upon the memory. Neither should he
write very fine, inasmuch, as age advances, the eye grows
dim. He should aleo write carefully and neatly, so that he
may read with ease what he has written, for what is scribbled
and carelessly written one regards as hardly worth reading.
He who is not mindful of his penmanship and runs hastily
over the paper with his pen, fills a page with writing, but is
scarcely able to read it afterward.

In writing sermons, not all observe the same method.
Some prepare a synopsis in which they arrange in good order,
first, the theme, then under the theme the divisions, not only
in part but in their fulness, every specific division and sub-
division, as well as the main parts, then also show by certain
expressions the relation of the different parts to each other.
This method Dr. Mueller recommends above all others [Orat.
eccles. p. 52]. Qthers, léarned theologians at that, write their
sermons verbatim, that is, they write in full, word for word.
Others again only note the principal parts of their discourse
in the Latin or in the vernacular language, while the minor
divisions they either do not note at all or note them with
great brevity. Others strike a medium and treat the matter
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upon which they wish to discourse in an exact method, yet
in a concise form and at the same time summarily arranged.
They note the subdivisions of each part, also, every point of
doctrine, besides proof and illustrative passages from Scrip-
ture, and also add defining conjunctive forms, while the rest
is left to meditation.

Dr. A. Hunnius maintains, that those who simply note
the principal divisions of the sermon have not done their full
duty. To write the sermon word for word is advisable espe-
cially for exercise; and to the younger and less experienced
clergymen it is not only beneficial, but also necessary for the
attainment of relf-reliance, as well as for a larger vocabulary
and also for the discipline of the memory. In this way the
mind is occupied with the subject for a longer time, so that .
by the time the sermon is transcribed on paper, the subject-
matter is also impressed upon the memory. Yet, I believe,
that in the course of time, one may deviate from this method.
The more experienced, who are well drilled regards the lan-
guage and form, may, therefore, at times, when on account of
extra official duties they cannot well do otherwise, note care-
fully the main divisions, the subdivisions with their minor
parts, the Scripture passages, the illustrations, and other ex-
pressions which may be necessary in elucidating the subject.
In preaching one should not confine himself too closely to
the words of the manuscript, so as to speak with freedom,
and thus be enabled in a propitious moment to select a word
which will better enable him to excite or repress the emo-
tions. Those who have by practice and usage acquired the
ability of quoting Scripture passages correctly and in their
proper connection, as well as the command of language so
that they can readily select the right word, can save them-
selves much labor in writing. But they who, after the ser-
mon is written, insert a sentence here and omit a sentence
there, add a word here and strike a word there, and in their
excessive anxiety are never satisfied with their sermon, double
the labor of committing to memory, and because they un-
seasonably add figures and illustrations—which in themselves
may be excellent but used and applied irregularly—they
falter and stammer when they afterwards undertake to de-
liver the sermon from the pulpit, as Ursinus well remarks,
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THE GERMAN PULPIT.
FroM THE WORK OoF THE MINISTRY, BY BLAKIE.

The Reformation itself was the result of a revived Chris-
tian pulpit. It was the preaching of the Word of God that
made the Reformers popular, and that roused the souls of the
people. Wherever the pulpit was set up, the Reformation
spread, and wherever the Reformation spread, the pulpit was
set up. Where the pulpit was most free, and was used most
vigorously, the Reformation was most thorough. By-aund-by
the Church of Rome came to see the power of this weapon,
and from time to time she has used it, as a means both of
producing a diversion from Protestantism and of extolling
the authority of the Church and the value of her ceremonies.
But her use of the pulpit has always been somewhat restricted
—generally in the centres of intellectual life, among educated
men who were becoming tired of her ceremonies and sceptical
of her whole claims and authority. It is contrary to the
genius of her system that she should place much reliance on
preaching, or represent it as other than subordinate to the
elaborate ritual in which she puts her trust,

The Reformation era was one of great triumph for the
pulpit. Never was its power more conspicuously or more
conclusively shown. The greatest revolution of modern times
was in the main the fruit of this weapon. And if preaching
of the Word had not forcibly been suppressed, if fire and
sword had not stopped its action in France, Spain, Italy, and
Austria, its triumph would have been still greater, and Europe,
with but trifling exceptions, would have owned its power.

The preaching of the Reformation was a decided advance,
in doctripa] clearness and solidity, on that of the fourth cen-
tury, and cven on the hest specimens of the mediaeval period.
Compared with the former, it was more clear, full-volumed,
and definite—dwelling on man’s fallen state, and on the way
of salvation through the sacrifice of Christ, as well as on the
scriptural means of maintaining the life of faith and holi-
ness, amid the trials and temptations of the world. Com-
pared with the preachers of the mediaeval period, the Re-
formers were more hearty, hopeful, and rejoicing. Living
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secluded from the world, as even the best of the mediaeval
preachers did—Bernhard, Anselm, and the like—and sub-
Jected as they were personally to a rigid discipline they were
little fitted to proclaim heartily the glad tidings of free for-
giveness; they rather gave themselves to probe hearts, to
awaken pensive feelings, to wean from the world, and to urge
the carrying of the cross. The preachers of the Reformation
mounted to a higher platform, and unfurled the true banner,
the real Evangel, the glorious news of the kingdom of God.
In their lips the grace of God that bringeth salvation was no
mere speculative dogma, it was the pearl of great price, it was
the treasure hid in the field, it was the unspeakable gift of
God to men. To press on them this grand discovery, to urge
them to lay hold of this treasure and thus secure their eter-
nal peace and happiness, afforded scope for the highest elo-

quence, and was fitted, indeed, to create an eloquence where

it did not exist. There was thus a rejoicing element in the

Reformation pulpit, such as had not been since the apostolic

age. The ring of Luther’s joyous nature was in it, and the

melody of his triumphant hymns, in opposition to the minor

key of many preceding centuries. It was genuine, hearty,

earnest. It filled the world with its sound. Everywhere

men were brought up out of a horrible pit, out of the miry

clay; their feet were set on a rock, and a new song was put

in their mouths, even praise to-their God.

* * * * *

It can hardly be said, however, that the German pulpit
has yet attained a position corresponding to the extraordi-
nary vigor and attainments of the German mind. We doubt
whether German theologians have a high enough conception
of preaching as the great method of advancing the kingdom
of God. Should they attain to such a conception, and Shou!d
gomething of the old earnestness of Lutl'ler’s days come again
into the German pulpit, the most glorious effects might be
expected; the German Church might become the reviver of

the Gospel throughout Europe.
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FOR CONFESSION.
(Preparatory to Holy Communion.)

A .
1 COR. 11, 28. 29.
Int. Before eating of “that bread” and drinking of “that
cup,” self-ezamination. This is
a) a church usage;

b) necessary. A worthy communion requires truly be-
lieving hearts. But the heart is deceitful above all
things and desparately wicked, who can know it?
Jer. 17, 9.

¢) enjoined by the Scriptures.

“«LET A MAN EXAMINE HIMSELF, AND SO LET HIM EAT OF
THAT BREAD, AND DRINK OF THAT CUP?”
1. The object of Self-ezamination i3
1. To ascertain
a) generally, whether we are really in grace with
God; and, whether we have grown, and do daily
grow, in grace with Him;
b) particularly, whether we have “truly believing

hearts” such as are necessary to a worthy com-
munion.

2. To lead us
a) generally to a more sincere repentance and to a
purer and stronger faith in Christ;

b) particularly (in such repentance and faith), to a
hunger and thirst for the body and blood of
Christ for the remission of our sins.

II. The rule of Self-examination is
1. Nothing human, such as the character and the lives of
our fellow Christians, or the sayings of men.
2. The divine Word; i. e., the Law and the Gospel.

Conclusion.—So doing, what do we find? What will we do?
“God be merciful to me a sinner!”
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B.
1 TIM. 1, 15-17.

Int. St. Paul was not ashamed to confess his sins.
Neither was he ashamed of the Gospel of Christ. He speaks
of himself as the chief of sinners; but rejoiced all the more
in that grace of God which bringeth salvation.

Beloved, we have come to the house of God this day to
confess our sinfulness, our transgressions, our unworthi-
ness, our forlorn condition—also to implore God’s pardon,

peace, etc.
Here is God’s answer to our supplication:

CHRIST JESUS CAME INTO THE WORLD TO SAVE SINNERS!

1. This is a faithful saying—a saying which is wearéa, credible,

true, sure, For

1. It is God's own saying; He cannot lie, cannot de-
ceive us. .

2. A saying which God has verified; ‘“‘came,” i. e., Christ
Jesus has come, has saved.

3. A saying for sinners; for all sinners, especially for
those who know their sins, etc.

I 4 saying worthy of all acceptation.
1. It profits mo one unless he accept it; nay, more than
that; who believeth not, shall be damned.

9. It invites acceptation; but only the penitent and be-
lieving sinner accepts it, and has what it declares:

God’s Savior and Salvation.

donclusitm.-—How, by a full and firm acceptance of this Gos-
pel we are made worthy guests at the Lord’s table.

C.

ROM. 3, 23-26.

stians, and though there is

. Though we are Chri
Int. 1. Thoug Christ Jesus (Rom. 8, 1),

no condemnation to them that are in
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we are not perfect. No, our knowledge is in part, our faith is
weak, our love is feeble, our worship of God imperfect. Our
flesh still lusteth against the Spirit; we are daily overtaken
in faults; we sin much, and we constantly need forgiveness.

2. There are those who profess perfection—their error
and danger.

8. The true Christian says with St. Paul: Not as though
I bad already attained, either were already perfect; but I fol-
low after, if that I may apprehend that for which also I am
apprehended of Christ Jesus (Phil. 3, 12). Though not per-
fect, and although perfection is not fully attainable in this
life, the duty devolves on us to follow after perfection. “Be
ye perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is per-
fect,” says Christ. Now to further one another in this work
of following after holiness, we will consider and lay to heart.

ALL HAVE SINNED, AND COME SHORT OF THE GLORY
OF GOD.

L. You and I, we all have sinned, ete.

1. Have we not made unto ourselves gods of wood and
stone—yet have we come short in devotion to our God.
(1. commandment.)

2. Though we are not given to swearing, cursing, etc.,—
yet have we called on God's name, as we should do, in
prayer and praise? (2. commandment.)

3. We have attended divine service—yet have we been
swift to hear the Word, meek and faithful in treasuring it
up? (3. commandment.) (4-10 com. treat likewise.)

II.  Yet we despair not, but we are of good cheer.

1. Because of God's grace, redemption, and Justification.
V. 24, 25,

2. Because of the faith God has planted in our hearts.
D.

REV. 22, 12.

L. Who comes, and what is the purpose of His coming?
1. He, the God incarnate, the Crucified—who has died Jor us,
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and gives us His body to eat and His blood to drink in
the Supper—this same Chrest comes/!
2. Comes to judgment.

II. To whom is He coming, and what does He bring with Him?

1.  To every man.
2. His reward—as his work shall be.

Conclusion.—What will He bring you? O, even now is the
acceptable time; while He comes to you in the Word
and Sacrament with grace, reject Him not, grieve
Him not in any way. He is your Judge and Savior
both.

B.
2 PETER 3, 18,

Int. We have come penitently to acknowledge our sins,
and by faith in Christ to implore God’s grace and forgiveness,

(*Remembering that this is the last day in the year—be
it the Church-Year or the civil year—and that to-morrow we
will partake of the holy Supper, should it please God to spare
us, what can be more appropriate than a review of our past
lives, a look at our present condition, etc.? Favored by a
good and wise providence of God, we all have come, by one
year, nearer to death, to judgment, to eternity! But)

WHILE WE HAVE ADVANCED IN AGE, HAVE WE ALSO
GROWN IN GRACE WITH GOD?
L. OQur growth in grace i the work of God—Has He neglected us ?

1. No, He has come to us in the Word and Sacraments to
Surther, to stablish and settle you in His saving grace.
9. No, in His kind providence He has made all things to

serve for our good.

II. Our growth in Igrace 18 possible to
and co-operation.

God only with our consent

#For 1 Advent or New-Year’s Communion.
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1. Have we been diligent hearers of the Word and submitted
to the Spirit?

2. Have we gladly accepted the rich treasures offered us in the
Word and Sacraments £

8. Have we discerned the blessings hidden for us in God’s
care and government of us, and profited by them 2’

F.
MATT. 5, 6.

Int. What the ordinary gifts of bread and wine are to
our body, that the heavenly gifts of the body and blood of
Christ are to our souls.

Bread and wine, however, will not nourish the body
which is surfeited. Likewise the spiritual food can only
quicken the soul which is hungry and thirsty.

“BLESSED ARE THEY WHICH DO HUNGER AND THIRST
AFTER RIGHTEOUSNESS: FOR THEY SHALL BE FILLED.,”

I.  Who they are that do hunger and thirst after righteousness.
II. They are blessed ; for they shall be filled.

G.

PSALM 51, 14-19.
THE SACRIFICES WHICH PLEASE GOD.
I.  The Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the world. 13
and 14.
I1. A broken and contrite Heart. 16 and 17.
II1. A Life of Righteousness to His Praise. 15 and 19.
C. H. L. 8.

PSALM 130.

Grace be unto you, and peace, from God our Father and the Lord Jesus
Christ. Amen!

You have assembled here in the presence of the thrice
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holy God, whose flaming eyes penetrate into the most secret
recesses of our souls and into the most hidden depths of our
hearts. Before Him you would make confession of your sins
and guilt to-day; and the whole burden of your iniquities
you would enclose in the believing cry: God, be merciful un-
to us sinners! confident that God the Father will, for Christ’s
sake, respond with His own Amen to your prayer. Let me
therefore show you the way to this grace: it is the way out
of the depths of our own sins and misery up to the hights of
divine mercy; it is an upright and heartfelt repentance, such
as is described to us in the 130th Psalm. This is a litany
which leads us down into the deepest depths of human sin
and misery, but which at the same time shows us also the
kindness and goodness of God, who, since we cannot in the
least deliver ourselves, pities us in our helpless and miserable
condition and in His own good time brings us certain re-
demption.

First we are led into the depth of sin’s misery. V. 1, the
Psalmist prays and weeps and wrestles (with God). That he
only can understand who has himself experienced the like.
It is true, there are things in this life, such as the anxious
cares of a father, the pains of bodily diseases, the pangs of
death, the fear of hell, etc., which at times lead the souls of
men into deep distress. So pressed, many a soul has broken
out in the words of the Psalmist: Out of the depths I cry
unto Thee, O Lord! But the most real and the deepest dis-
tress of man is sin. Whoever sins, departs from God in his
heart. But now, all have sinned. All men have deeply fal-
len from those hights of divine truth and righteousness where
man was once placed by his Creator. (Ah, how pitiable, how

miserable is man’s present condition by nature, and by every-

thing he can do and does. He is dead in trespasses and Sifls.

Nothing is left of his former goodness. Nothing but a faint
for restoration; and that longing not understood and
not heeded. But God understands it, hﬁeds it, and merci-
fully teaches us to understand and heed it; yes, .tea.ches and
assures us of His galvation.) Hence, v. 4, the sinner prays
to God with whom there is forgiveness, and who§e ear is ot}')enf
to the cry of the penitent soul. The all-mel:clful i}Jea.r t ]?
God again receives him to favor, and lifts the sinner from the

longing
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depths of his misery to the hights of God’s own blessed fel-
lowship. Ps. 80, 4.

Whoever by true faith lays hold of this free and bound-
less grace of God, which pardons us without any work or
merit on our part and wholly for the sake of Christ, he will
understand more and more, how utterly sinful man is, and
how unholy and vain are all the thoughts, words and actions
of men, even at their best. He will confess with the Psalm-
ist: If Thou, Lord, shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who
shall stand! He banishes every thought of self-sufficiency;
his only refuge is the grace of God which bringeth salvation
by Christ Jesus. Such is the nature of that repentance
which God works.

THE COURSE OF TRUE REPENTANCE.

1. It leads down into the deep places of our hearts and is :

1. knowledge of sin;
2. renunciation of self-righteousness;
3. prayer for God’s gracious help.

I1. 1t leads up to the fatherly heart of God, for

1. there alone is mercy and forgiveness;
2. there is constant help against all evil ;
3. there is final redemption and glory.
ADAPTED FROM THE GERMAN.

PSALM 65, 3.

“INIQUITIES PREVAIL AGAINST ME; AS FOR OUR TRANS-
GRESSIONS, THOU SHALT FURGE THEM AWAY.”

This is

I. A word of repentance. Do not make light of the least
sin,
1. It isan iniquity:

a) unrighteousness, a hatred and despising of the
holy God. '
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b) ingratitude, a hatred and despising of the good
God.

2. 1t prevails against us,

a) here, in time; Ps. 38, 5,
b) there, in eternity; Gal. 5, 21.

11. A word of faith. Do not esteem sin as too great.

(There is no sin so small that needs not to be forgiven;
there is none so great that can not be forgiven.)

1. There is forgiveness of sins. The son of man has
power to forgive sins 1 John 1, 17.
2. God would also forgive you.
a) When thou art penitent, He will, etc.,
b) because He is gracious. Hes. 33, 11.
FROM THE GERMAN OF NESSELMANN.

ROM. 8, 34.

THE CONSOLATION OF THE REDEMPTION.,

1. Who will condemn ?

1. God will not (2 Pet. 3, 6), and yet He must if men
force Him.

9. Men condemn, but should not.

3. You should condemn—your sinfulness etc.—but you
will not.

11. Christ is here,
L Who died for us. Not your life but His death re-
. deems you from the condemnation of sin.

9. Who is risen again. Not your death but His resurrec-

tion is to you the way to life.

3. Whois at the right hand of God and rhakes interces-
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sion for us. Not your wiskes and hopes, but His in-
tercession makes all things to serve for your good.

IBID.

PSALM 51, 12-13.
THE PRAYER OF A TRUE COMMUNICANT.

I. Before Communion.

1. Create in me, O Lord, a clean heart; my heart is un-
clean, hence also are my words and work.

2. And renew a right spirit within me; my spirit is not
trustworthy, is boastful in fortune, despondent in
misfortune.

1I. During Communion.

Cast me not away from Thy presence; now, even now
receive me, and grant forgiveness.

II1. After Communion.

And take not Thy holy spirit from me. (Walk in the
spirit—in love—in thankfulness for the gift re-
ceived.) " IBID.

MATT. 26, 26-29.

Int. Take eat, this is my body—drink, this is my blood.
THE BODY AND THE BLOOD OF CHRIST.
L. A Testimony against all sin. (To repentance.)

I1. An Earnest of all sins forgiveh. (To faith.)
C. H. L. S.
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THE ALLOTRIOEPISCOPOS IN THE CHURCH.,
(1 PeT. 4, 15.)

Among the translations of this compound the following
have been suggested and found more or less favor: one who
(officiously) takes in charge the affairs of another, Bengel,
one who concerns himself about the things belonging to an-
other, Berlenburger Bibel; one who meddles in the business of
another, Stolz and also Gossner; one who encroaches on the
rights of another, Seiler; one who aspires to and lays hold of
the things of another, Van Ess; one who is covetous of other’s
property, Allioli, and similarly Calvin, Beza, (and also Luther
in his comment. on the Ep. of Peter, 1523); a covetous per-
son, Kistemaker; ecin Borwipiger, an inquisitive, prying or for-
ward fellow, de Wette; a disturber of the public peace, Pott;
one who arrogates to himself the supervision of things belong-
ing to others, and which do not concern him, Meyer, alienorum
appetitor, the Vulgata. Dr. Luther’s translation in the Bible
is: einer ,ber in ein fremded Amt greifet;” that is, one who inter-
poses in the office belonging to another. The English ver-
sions are: the old and authorized, “a busy body in other
men’s matters;” the new, “a meddler in other men’s matters.”

From these variata it will be observed among other
things that where the translators generally supply, to com-
plete the sense, such words as things, aftairs, matters, busi-
ness, etc., Luther has office. And this, as it appears to us,
not wholly without reason. In the first place, covetousness
and the consequent unlawful seizure and possession of other’s
things or property can hardly be meant bere, for that is theft,

9
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and is covered by the preceding »Aizzys. Nor can any g:-xxeral
wrong-doing be intended, since this is provided for in the
summary xaxorotss, The fact that N Ul
ceded by the indefinite 5 zaxoows and is seperated !m}l: 1.t by
an o: of its own, indicates that the former must signify a
wrong-doer of a certain distinct class. In the .s't'(:nn(l' place,
the notion of office is found in the word itself. An episcopos
is an overseer, or one who holds the oflice of supervision; and
in view of the scriptural use of the term, it suggests even the
nature of the office, i. e. the episcopal or pastoral. Iuther
translates, not one who holds but, literally, one who grasps
into an office; he thus makes the possessive allotrios not only
to qualify office but also to determine the choice of the proper
verb. The episcopos here is one who unlawfully holds oflice,
because it is not his own nor intrusted to him ; and Luther
gives expression to this not in the subject but as in its adjec-
tive o also in its verb; and thus he puts the oflice where it
belongs by right and not where it belongs etymologically.

However, whether we say with the German Bible, “an-
other’s office,” or with the English, “other men's matters,” it
is evident that the Apostle has in view, generally speaking, a
meddler; and very probably with special reference to one
who intrudes on the official rights and usurps the oflicial
powers belonging to others. At all events this last is in-
cluded in the first. .

The sin here indirectly condemned is criminal in its
character. The allotrioepiscopos is mentioned in the same
breath with the thief, the murderer and evil-doer—xaxng =
bad in every sense, It isa doing of wrong which, it would
seem, not only God and eternity but also men and time will
avenge; a sin therefore which is sure to entail suffering, as do
theft and murder. Let no man suffer as an allotrioepiscopos,
says the Apostle. Inasmuch as it is an encroachment on
such rights and powers as belong to others, the least effort of
the memory and imagination will tell us
this sin has worked in the public and priva
and what great damage it may do.
bery and bloodshed, and is therefore
side by side with theft and murder.

Of course, the nature and extent of the mischief likely
to result from it depends largely upon the kind of affairs

how disastrously
te affairs of men,
It readily leads to rob-
with good reason placed
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meddled in. Where and in so far as these pertain to this life
only, the harm done may be very great indeed; as, for ex-
ample, when the ruler of one nation seeks to exercise do-
minion where another has been appointed to rule. But who
can describe the injury done in the affairs of God and the
soul? It is here where the allotrioepiscopos does his most de-
structive and damnable work. By his utter disregard, if not
contempt, of the divinely ordered and the divinely sanctioned
relations of pastors to pastors, of congregations to congrega-
tions and of churches to churches, he hinders the very coming
of God’s kingdom among men and works the ruin of many
souls; and all this under the pretence too that he would save
them.

In our exposure and condemnation of his evil deeds, we
propose to confine ourselves to the allotrioepiscopos in affairs
ecclesiastical. Now, in order to convict, we must first of all
be clear and sure about the law in the case, at least in its
general outline.

The field wherein the seed of God’s word is to be sown is
the world, says our Lord. And, in His institution of the
Gospel ministry, the charge is given: Go ye into all the world
and preach the Gospel to every creature. * Hence”—says
the fanatic—“my field, as a workman for Christ, is the
world.” The paralogism is not uncommon. To judge from
the actions of some, it seems to pass and be made to pass for
sound logic in certain quarters of churchdom; yes, and for
sound theology as well. But do the premises given warrant
any such conclusions, and these as understood by some ?

According to the Lord’s words, the Gospel is indeed to be
preached throughout the whole world and to every creature.
But His words do not say that any one who pleases may do
the preaching; neither do they say that he who is called to
preach, may do so where and when he pleases. It would be
just as reasonable to argue from Gen. 1, 20, where it is stated
that God gave the earth to man to have dominion over it,
etc., that anybody is now entitled to pitch his tent on any
spot of earth and possess himself of the fish of the sea, of
the fowl of the air, and of the cattle of the field—just as the
notion might strike him, and all this without any “If you
please’ to others. This, if we mistake not, is the commu-
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nist’s ideal of right and order. Have we, perhaps. also an ec-
clesiastical communism? The very fact that the cormmission
given is in its nature an office, and that this is committed
not to one but to many, is evidence that mot every one is
charged with it, and that he who is charged with it, hecause
he is one among many, can not lay claim to the whole tield,
nor to any particular part of it, without let and leave of his
fellows in the office. Of the Apostles, to whom the office of
the ministry was immediately committed, St. Mark says:
And they went forth and preached everywhere. ¢ 16, 20
Tradition relates that the Twelve, before they separated, had
assigned to them respectively their field of labor: and accord-
ingly the Romish church observes the annual festival of the
Divisio Apostolorum, as also do the Hussites in Bohemia.  The
assertion, however, that such a formal division or allotment
of territory ever took place, lacks historiral foundation ; and,
judging from the lives of the Apostles so far as known, it
seems very doubtful. On the other hand, however, from such
information as is extant on the subject, we gather that some
of the Apostles indeed worked side by side in the same place
as, for example, James and John in Jerusalem, and Paul and
I%arnabas among the Gentiles; but neither history nor tradi-
tion records a case of interference by one Apostle with the
field of another. Thus St. Paul says of himself: * Yea, 80
have I strived to preach the Gospel, not where Christ was
named, 'lest I should build on another man’s foundation:
But as it is written, To whom He was not spoken of, they
;?09;111. 51958 2 021121;1 'thééy “:haté have not heard shall understand.”
, omp. 2 Cor. 10, 14-16. Also Acts 14, 23.

Thel’l, t:oo, is it a mistake to argue from the Apostleship
of ‘th‘e Disciples in its every feature to the Gospel ministry as
}Il‘us is now constituted among us. The two are not identical.
bhus we find that, while the Disciples were immediately sent

y tl.le Lord and sent at large, the Gospel minister is sent
lrfledlately,.and he is mediately called to a field of labor dis-
tinctly de§1gna.ted and more or less definitely circumscribed
The facts in the case, as we find them, are simply these: Thé
Iford has given command to His Church to disciple a.ll na-
tions; to this end He has provided adequate means, bestowed
the necessary gifts, assured the workmen of His pre'sence and

’
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promised to bless the work of their hands. But in what par-
ticular order and manner the vast field is to be occupied, and
the work is to be carried out—who, for example is to go to
this place and people and who to another ?—such are ques-
tions not determined in the text of the divine commission
but left to the judgment of its trustee, i. e. the Church. And
the order now established is that the call shall give answer to
all such questions. The call is to decide who is to do the
work of the ministry, whither he is to go, within what
bounds he is to labor, when he is to quit one field of labor for
another, etc., etc.

Hence we see that in matters of this kind there is, of
necessity, a certain commingling of the human with the di-
vine, so that we cannot expect to have an indisputable Word
of God to direct and bind us in every question that may
arise. But while men largely determine by their Godgiven
sense of right, of order and of expediency which things are
to be observed as right, orderly and expedient in the churches
and their work, such human ordinances are not without God’s
sanction. He will have that all things be done decently and
in order,’1 Cor. 14, 40; and to this end He requires us to ren-
der obedience to the ordinances of men, as elsewhere, 1 Pet.
2, 13, so certainly also in the churches.

Now on the subject more particularly before us the Scrip-
tures are not wholly silent. With more or less clearness and
directness they tell us, in part by precept and in part by ex-
ample, what is order, and what is not, in the matter of a
minister’s vocation and its execution. Not only is it writ-
tén: “And no man taketh this honor unto himself, but that
is called of God, as was Aaron,” Heb. 5,4; (comp. Jer. 23,
21. Rom. 10, 15, and Augsb. Conf. Art. 14;) but in Acts 20,
28, St. Paul exhorts expressly, in speaking to the elders of the
church at Ephesus: *“Take heed therefore unto yourselves,
and to all the flock over the which the Holy Ghost hath
made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which He
hath purchased with His own blood.” He says not, take heed
to any and every body, but to the flock, and to that flock over
which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church
of God. (Comp. also 2 Cor. 10, 15-16.) In the same manner
St. Peter writes to the elders in Pontus, Galatia, etc., L. ¢. 5,
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9-3: “Feed the flock of God which is among you . . . neither

i ) i but being examples to the
as being lords over God’s heritage, ng ex coinal
flock.” Here, for the words “God’s hent:}ge, the f>‘1|,,1.1.t‘h
has: t@» xhjpwrs; and this the new ver51on‘r(-’1‘nlm.‘~' \\'1“
greater precision as *the charge allottefl to you.” L‘Ll.‘“s,?::
Luther says: “Every bishop now has his own dlst'lll(‘,l’ })‘ll‘l>[
or pastorate (beftimmt Kirdfpiel oder ‘JJ)f.m'uz)3 wl'nch St. lt:tcl, L
¢. 5, 3, for that reason calls x47pos which 51g1}1ﬁcs a portion, 80
that each one has assigned to him a certain l:llnﬂl(':l: of tl‘xe
people. (Comment. on 82 Ps. Erl. Ed. 39. p. .204.) ‘l Im.t, ;n
this very matter, the Church has an authority which s di-
vinely conferred and sanctioned, and theret:m-e should .lw re-
spected, is evident from God’s Word. For since, :n'corq'lmg to
this, the work of evangelization is assigned to hc}', since t'o
her are given the priesthood and the keys, and since she is
enjoined to prove the spirits and receive those w!no are of
God, rejecting all others—it follows clearly and indisputably
that the right and duty to call and employ ministers belong
to her; and to her alone, because she exclusively is cntrustc'd
with the work and with all that pertains to it. But this
right and duty of extending the call necessarily implies the
other, namely, to mark out for the workman called his ficld
of labor, and the work he isto do in it. The minister cm-
ployed is not the lord of the people calling him,—that were a
contradiction in the adjective—; but he is their servant.
‘“And ourselves your servants for Jesus’ sake.” ’Tis true, “for
Jesug’ sake;” nevertheless, “your - servants.” 2 Cor. 4, 5.
corp. Jer. 5, 31; Matt. 20,25; 1 Pet.5,3. Moreover, he is
" the servant only of those who call him, and of none other.
Without the permission of his employers he must not busy
himself with the affairs of others; nor must he do so unless
these call him to it. Acting contrariwise, he is a faithless
servant respecting the church which has called him; and

with respect to those who have not called him he is an in-
truder, not to say an impostor.

But what if the congregation itself, as is not unfrequently
the case, connives at and abets such doings, or even directs its
minister to obtrude his services on those outside of the
charge? The question is so put as to answer itself ; for
although in that case the minister cannot be charged with
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disobedience to those whom he serves, he is an intruder for
all that. And this because his master is an intruder. The
latter can give no rights and powers to others where he him-
self is without all authority. In other words: than its min-
ister, no more has one church any authority within the
bounds of another except such as this is pleased to accord to
it. Least of all can it ever be right that one church by its
own will and against the will of other churches, should exer-
cise any such dominion over these as must inevitably lead to
their destruction.

When it is said that the Church has the priesthood, the
keys, etc., the meaning is that these divine gifts belong to all
Christians, collectively and individually. Hence our Confes-
sion says: ‘“Where the Church is, there is also the command
to preach the Gospel. Therefore the churches must retain
the power to elect and ordain the ministers of the church.
And this power (or right) is a gift which really God himself
has bestowed on the churches and of which no human power
(or authority) can deprive them, as St. Paul testifies, Eph. 4,
saying: When He ascended up on high, etc.” (Art. Smalk.
on the Power and Jurisdic. of Bishops.) But now the church
is even where but two or three are gathered together in Jesus’
name. Hence we conclude that every Christian congregation,
because it has the priesthood, the keys, etc., has for itself and
independently .of others the power to establish the ministry
and, to that end, call ministers. In point of fact, it is for
this very purpose that Christians, who are one in the faith,
come together and organize, namely, to establish among
themselves and to support the ministry of the Word, thereby
to exercise their common priesthood and put to use the keys
given to one and all alike. In so doing, and especially when
calling a pastor, it is both advisable and appropriate indeed
for one church to seek the counsel and concurrence of its sis-
ter churches; but this is not a matter of obligation and neces-
sity but of privilege and expediency. To elect one’s own
pastor is a divine right belonging to every Christian as such.
Where one chooses the pastor for another it is done, if it be
by any right at all, not by divine but by human right—the
case of parents and children excepted. The same is true of
Christian congregations. In these the divine right to elect
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one’s own minister, possessed by each and all Christians alike
and in common, is conjointly exercised and so exercised upon
terms of their own voluntary agreement. When Christians
organize for this purpose, and when they thus cooperate in
calling a common pastor and join in the support of his min-
istry, then a cleros or parish is established: a body complete
in itself, having all the powers, the rights and the duties of
the Gospel ministry, and a field of operation in all equity its
own.

But what is of chief importance here, remembering the
purpose of this paper, is, that we see clearly the import and
the direct consequences of the principles laid down in so far
as they have a bearing on the subject of meddling in ccclesi-
astical affairs. In view of what has been said we may,
accordingly, lay down the following propositions:

1. If I as an individual Christian have the right and
liberty to choose my own pastor, in a manner accountable to
God, then has my fellow Christian the same right and liberty.

2. If I as a minister of the Gospel am bound to confine
my labors to those who employ me or who desire my services, then
18 my fellow minister likewise so bound.

3. If ome eongregation or parish can lay claim to a cer-
tain field of labor as assigned to it by God, another can do the
same upon the same conditions.

This last may be extended to a

‘.1. If any Christian synod possesses churchly rights on
cfrtam grounds, then do the same rights belong to any other and
like body, having the same grounds to support them.

Th'e premises of these several propositions are considered
a8 having been generally established by what has been said
above;. that being the case, the conclusions are true also, be-
cause inevitable. Accordingly it is presumed that the r,ules
thus obtained will suffice to try any case of meddling in
?hurcb affairs which may arise between the parties named, or
}f not found sufficient, they will at least be of great serw;ice
in the matter. Thaose, of course, who deny the parity be-
'?ween Christians and Christians, between ministers and }I’nin-
isters, churches and churches, etc., as do the papists, we can-
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not hope to reach by anything that may be advanced on the
strength of the principles enunciated.

In conflict with especially the first of the above proposi-
tion there are certain methods of proselytism resorted to in
these days of church-divisions, denominational rivalry, and
dogmatic conflict. It is maintained that every Christian
should be a missionary. This may be true; and is, if prop-
erly qualified and rightly understood. If the meaning is
that, according to 1 Pet. 2, 9, all Christians constitute a royal
priesthood before God that they may show forth the excellen-
cies of Him who has called them out of darkness into His
marvellous light, then it is certainly true that every Christian
is a missionary. But in the minds and mouths of many
people this is not meant. Their notion of it is that they are
called to do all they can to draw other people,—be these Jews
or Gentiles, believers or'unbelievers, members of some church
or of no church,—into their own particular denomination
and local organization. Besides, as to the ways and means
employed they are not over-scrupulous. Thus, “every man a
missionary ” turns out to mean, “every man of us a propa-
gandist of our theological ism ”—an allotrioepiscopos in prin-
ciple as well as in practice.

When a designing priest and a misguided nurse have
conspired to initiate into the Romish Church a child of
Protestant birth by secret baptism, all the Protestant world is
found to rise in condemnation of the act—and the indigna-
tion so manifested is just. But what if some Methodist
nurse, e. g. brings all her denominational zeal to bear on the
minds of children belonging, say, to an Episcopalian family,
and thus alienates the young intrusted to her from the church
of their parents—are such doings less reprehensible than
those of the papists? Is this not a flagrant breach of trust
and a meddling with the highest and most sacred rights of
parents with respect to their children? Certainly we must
80 view it, and accordingly condemn it, unless it can be
shown that the Episcopalian family have employed the nurse
to make Methodists of their children.

Analogous to this, and suggested by it, is the case when
schools under denominational auspices profess to give, besides
a secular also a moral but wholly unsectarian education to
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all who come under their care. Here too, unsuspecting and,
we may add, indifferent parents are not seldom deceived.
They send their sons and daughters away good Lutherans, let
us say, and then see them return after the lapse of a yearor
two with nothing of their old and distinctive faith left in
them. Possibly it may not have been by meddling that they
were misled, but it is very probable. Apropos the query: When
will our people generally learn that papistic ways and means
are not wholly confined to the papacy, and be on their guard
against them in every direction?

Zeal for one’s faith and church is highly commendable;
Put it must be kept within proper bounds. When i person
is found in connection with some Christian congrewation and
thereby has placed himself under the pastoral cave of its
minister, }nembers of another faith and church should respect
that .relatlon.‘ Though such a person together with the church
of his belonging may be in error on some points of Jdoetrine,
nevertheless he professes to be a Christian and he is it church-
member, and therefore not a proper object for the missionary
efforts of those outside of his communion. These, though of
the true faith, have.no duty and responsibility respecting such
;t-] one beyond this that they keep open their churches to
im in welcome should he want to attend their services; see
to lfidthat the confessions of their church are kept before the
g:rh ’dth;‘t books and papers setting forth their doctrines can
s a fy all who desire them, and then that they give 3
Whon of the faith that is in them, when asked to do so.
oneatzv:}: they do more than this to make a convert of any
oo ot eir own faith, is proselytism, is disturbing him in
o yment of his God-given rights, is meddling in other
men’s matters, and th ! . 8
here to th ) & ese most sacred in their nature. An
e . .
thov wish praise of our own people be it said, that while
y wish to be let alone by others, th
wish to be d , they generally do as they
¢ done by. That these in turn are by others looked
upon quite often ¥y others 100X©
as 50 much game for th t, i
Among other things the writ @ net, is but too true.
children, a silk dress for th riter remembers that shoes for the
for the father were at on :’ mother and groceries at half price
family as ind e time held out to a certain Lutheran
Y as inducements for them to joi
The bitter feelings, the h ° join the N. N. Church.
’ eartaches, the spiritual mischief
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caused by such abominable doings only God can know; and
He will avenge them, we may be sure. But in view of such
things does it yet seem strange to any one that St. Peter puts
these busy-bodies on a level with the thief, the murderer and
the evil-doer. For the people it may be said by way of excuse
that they do such things with good intentions but ignorant of
their wrong. Not so for their spiritual guide who approves
of it and leads them in the nefarious work. To plead ignor-
ance for him is to admit that he should not be in the ministry.
And yet there are many who, with all their professed love
and sympathy, feeling of fellowship and respect for their
“brother-minister” will steal from him whatever they can
get. Such fellows are found to frequent the workshops,
ostensibly to see a member of their own; but it is surprising
to note how much of their attention is given to others, You
can see them sitting along the streets on some old familiar
store-box dangling their legs, whittling, and jabbering on all
kinds of topics for hours together, but always with an eye to
business; that is, of making a church-member, no matter how
and from where he may come. They are wonderfully fond of
visiting—and your people no less than their own. Though
they know the bother and risk of it, they even like to lend
books to, and exchange papers with, all sorts of men and
women. It is to be hoped that they do not belong there, but
they do remind us of the class of men spoken of by St. Paul
to Timothy I. c. 4 and II. c. 3.

Luther, we find, gave no quarters to such cringing and
crouching fellows, but denounced their underhand practices
in the severest terms. In a letter written in 1531, On Sneaks
and Hedge-priests, (Bon ben Sdleidern und BWintelpre-
bigern), and which was addressed against the inroads made
into the churches of his faith by the anabaptists, he says,
among other things, the following:

“Tn the first place they are best met by demanding of
them to show their vocation, to say who has commanded
them to come or to creep in among us and preach in secret:
they will not be able to make answer or to present any cre-
dentials. And I say of a truth that if such sneaks had not
the least fault otherwise and were thorough saints, this one
thing” (that they come to us without command and call) “is
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sufficient to convict them of Deing messengers and teachers of
the devil. For the Holy Ghost does not creep about. b;t
openly flies down from heaven. The sc!'pvm. (:ru\\‘ls\ lmtlt e
dove flies; therefore is such crawling the devil's way, and no
mistake of that. . .

«I have heard it said how these insidious fellows ap-
proach the harvesters in the field and preach to them l)«-t\\'ccp
work-hours; so also to the colliers and woodmen at their
work; and thus they everywhere sow their seed il sound
about their poisonous doctrines, and thereby draw away the
people from their own pastor and church. Now there you
may notice the devil’s real step and art: how he avoids the
light, and mouses in the dark. Who is so dull as not to perr
ceive that they are the devil's messengers? If they were of
God and upright, they would first of all go to the pastor of
the place, confer with him, make known their calling, relate
what they believe, and inquire whether he would allow them
publicly to preach it. If the pastor did not permit them,
they would be excused before God, and they might then <hake
the dust off their feet, etc. For the pulpit, the font and t}w
altar are placed into the pastor’s charge as is also the entir¢
pastoral care. But they desire secretly to supplant the pastor
with all his authority . . .. such are really thieves and mur-
derers of souls, blasphemers, and enemies of Christ and His
Church.”

Further on Luther shows how to deal with a church-
member who receives and aids such men. “Ask him,” he
says, “Who has bidden you to harbor this sneak and to
hearken to his secret preaching? Whence do you know that
he has the command to instruct you, and that you are to
learn from him? Why have you not given notice of this to
your pastor? Why do you leave the church where you were
baptized, instructed, corrected, and where you belong in God’s
own order? Why do you crouch about in the dark? Why
do you introduce things new and strange, and that secretly
too and without command? Who gave you authority to
divide this church and cause schism among us? What right
h:.we you to despise, to judge and condemn your pastor, be-
hind his back and before he has been heard or indicted?

How have you become such a judge of your pastor, yes, and
of your own self?” (Erl. Ed. 31, p. 214)
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The reader will observe that every question put to the
person misled by the allotrioepiscopos, may be readily turned
into a cogent argument against the offender, and so be used
to expose his unlawful and ruinous ways.

Doctrinal indifference, liberalism, syncretism and union-
ism are characteristic of modern churchdom; but notwith-
standing this, the war of extermination waged by one church
against another is perhaps as active as ever it was. True,
there may not be that outspoken animosity and that open-
ness of attack which have marked the conflict in days gone
by; but the antagonism 1is still there, and the unhappy
rivalry leads to excesses and wrong-doings as much now as
ever it did, though they be not as strikingly manifest. In
these as in other things, men have learned to cast a certain
gloss of refinement on their ugly doings. That liberalism
and unionism have, in reality, done little or nothing to abate
proselytism, as might have been expected, reflects very un-
favorably upon the propagandists of the present. Their ob-
ject can hardly be to make converts to their faith; for, as
unionists, distinctive doctrines count for very little in their
estimation. What then, if they are honest in their unionistic
professions, do they mean by meddling with others not of
their conviction, and to what end do they invade the churchly
domains of others, be it secretly or openly? There can be
but one answer: they either desire to make converts, and
then they are hypocrites; or they wish merely to increase
their own members and this without regard to the particular
quality of the accession. In either case, the meddler, as he
now is, does a most sorrowful business. Mr. C. of the x. per-
suasion and Mr. B. of the y. persuasion as ‘“dear brethren"
recruit their forces and fight side by side, and the battle done,
they—fight each other for the spoils!

No, unionism can never put an end to proselytism,—one
devil is not cast out by another; all that the one evil will do
for the other is to make it more corrupt as to motive, sordidly
selfish in purpose, and more unscrupulous as to the methods
employed. What alone, if anything, can put an end to this
disgraceful business of meddling and wrangling, of stealing
church-members and murdering souls, is the holy exclusive-
ness of divine truth coupled with the right and order it
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establishes, and with the spirit. of moderation which is be-
gotten of it. The true Christian pastor and people are zeal-
ous of the truth to the exclusion of all error and of every
admixture of things foreign to it. They indeed wish to
make converts to this truth, but by the strength of this same
truth only. They will endeavor to spread this truth, but only
within such limits and by such means and methods as their
Lord has prescribed. They will not go to places and people
whither they are neither sent nor called. Dearly as they love
the truth, faithfully as they cling to it for themselves and
much as they delight in its conquests among others, yet will
they acknowledge and respect the rights of all Christian
churches, though they be not wholly sound in doctrine. Be-
cause, and in so far as, any Church is a Christian Church it is
a plant of God. Hence it has the keys and the right to their
undisturbed use. It has the ministry of the Word together
with all the duties, privileges and responsibilities accom-
panying it. And from its abuse it does not follow that they
bave forfeited it, much less that anybody may possess himself
of it. A'man who takes another’s property because he mis-
applies it, is a thief for all that. Luther, as has been well
gaid in connection with the point in question, was called to
the ministry by the Romish Church; but we have never
heard that he himself or any one else has ever doubted the
validity of his ordination and of his call to the work of the
ministry.

Our fourth proposition brings the principles contended
for to bear on synods. They do apply here; for although
synods are really only human institutions, inasmuch as they
are not prescribed by God, that does not say that they are
without all power and authority and rights such as should be
respected, even as before God. We are sure that they have
the divine sanction. In view of the foundation on which
Christian synods are based, of the things they aim to accom-
plish, of the spirit which animates them, of the work which
they do, and of the blessings which God bestows on them, it
is certain that they are something precious in the sight of the
Lord. E.nough to show, generally, that also before God they
may be sinned against, and that they themselves may sin the
one against the other;—yes, and that 1 Pet. 4,15 N

. : may con-
tain a lesson also intended for them.
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If the relation existing between the individual and a
congregation be in some respects more sacred than is the rela-
tion of that congregation to the synod of its connection, yet
will no one deny the strong analogy of these two relations.
Both are churchly in their character, and relations of religious
liberty and possessing churchly as well as civil rights. Now
since it is forbidden us to meddle with the relation of a
Christian to his congregation, it can hardly be right to
meddle with the relation of the congregation to its synod.
And it is not. If it is wrong to steal a single church-member,
it can not be right to steal a whole parish. To reason con-
trariwise, one might as well say that, while petit larceny is
theft and punishable, grand larceny is justifiable and per-
missible.

It is very sad that synods, let us say of our own Lutheran
faith and church in this land, do not more faithfully respect
their mutual rights than at times is done; or that they do
not insist that the synodical rights of others be respected by
their constituents—be these district-synods, their presidents,
missionaries or pastors. It seems to us a dreadful sin when
synods half-way meet, welcome with open arms, and give
home and succor to such congregations or factions of congre-
gations whose only grievance is that Lutheranism where they
are is too Lutheran for them. As long as this evil continues
among us, wholesome discipline will be much retarded if not
rendered next to impossible. Take, for example, a unionistic
people, or a congregation abetting secret societyists, insisting
on pulpit and altar fellowship with sectarians, etc.: what
shall we, who are convinced of the error of their ways, do?
Shall we tell them to go and connect with such “Lutheran”
gynods as would let men think and do as they please in these
things? If we did, we were faithless stewards indeed, and
pastors without consciences. But again, what shall we do?
Patiently instruct the willing and discipline the refractory ?
Even so; and so we try to do. But oh the discouragements,
the shame and mortification that come over us in such our
endeavors, when we notice that other church-bodies bearing
our own name stand by and look on with the hope that we
will not succeed, and that they give plain intimations to the
troubled charge that among them it could have its own way
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and be at peace. Yes, have its own way, whether right or
wrong; for, in their estimation, such “small things” are not
worth quarrelling about. Now when this is done by parties
belonging to synods which profess to be one with us in the
faith, and say that they desire to be one with us in practice,
such a procedure is hard to understand; and the iniquity of
it seems to us to be all the greater in the light of such profes-
sions. When the sectarian errorist meddles with us, he wants
to make converts to his particular tenets; when the sectarian
unionist meddles with us, he may after all have the same end
in view ; but what can the Lutheran want who meddles with
Lutherans, and what are his motives? ! —Luther calls the
allotrioepiscopos who comes in among our churches from
without, a thief and a murderer. Accordingly, when Luther-
ans so come and prey upon Lutherans, they must be fratri-
cides. From these, may the good Lord deliver us!

It seems to be with reference especially to John 10, v. 1
and 10, that Luther speaks of these busy-bodies as thieves
and murderers; (comp. W. Vol. 12, p. 385 sq.,) and the pre-
sumnption is, not only that they are persons who take to
themselves the office without a call, but that they are teachers
of false doctrines beside. And this, not without good reason.
Like false prophets, they generally come to people in sheep’s
clothing; and therefore the inference is both natural and
justifiable that they are ravening wolves, that is, thieves and
murderers of souls.

That they disregard the law and order of God and men;
that they go whither they are not sent, and come when no-
body calls them; that they do what they have no command
to do, and in many ways encroach on and interfere with the
most holy mission of others—all this is bad enough. But
when to this it must be added that they teach doctrines con-
trary to the Word of God, and that their influence through-
out is ruinous to the souls of men—as is most always the case
— then is the measure of their iniquity made full; and then
can we readily understand why they have been denounced as
thieves anfl mgrderers. They unsettle the faith of men, give
rise to vain disputes, engender doubts, are an occasion for
stumbling to weak brethren and an offense to all; they lead
to indifference in the truth and not seldom to infidelity ; they
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create schism and hinder true union among Christians; in a
thousand ways they disturb the peace of Israel and do they
work ruin to the cause of God.

“Let every man abide in the same calling wherein he was
called.” 1 Cor. 7, 20. C H LS

SOME MISTAKES OF - SCIENTISTS.

In writing to the Colossians St. Paul gives the following
warning in regard to the claims of science falsely so called:
“Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain
deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the
world, and not after Christ.,” It is in accordance with these
words that we herewith undertake to expose some of the mis-
takes and false assumptions of scientists, ancient and modern,
in order that we may all the better “beware lest they spoil ”
us and those over whom the Holy Ghost has made us over-
seers. It is, however, not our intention to endeavor to refute
all unwarranted claims of men of science the world over; for
we have neither the ability nor the time requisite for such a
task. Nor is there any need that this should be done. It is
enough to show that many and great errors have been com-
mitted by scientists and received as undoubted truth by the
world, in order that those who still have ears to hear may
hear and beware lest they be spoiled and poisoned with the
notion, that when so called science speaks all else, God’s Word
not excepted, must keep silence.

The arrogance of many scientists passes understanding.
They have diunk of the cup of philosophy and vain deceit
until they have become thoroughly intoxicated and imagine
themselves possessed of all wisdom and knowledge, whilst in
fact they know but little and have not even the rudiments of
that true wisdom whose beginning is the fear of the Lord.
They think they are explaining everything while they are
explaining nothing; suppose themselves to be a colossus of
learning while they are a colossus of self-conceit; and claim to
be putting an end to ignorance and superstition, while many
of their claims and theories are the very embodiment of

10
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ignorance and superstition of the very worst kind. Professing
themselves to be wise, they have become fools. Let not the
reader suppose that our language is too severe. We refer to
those scientists who set up their science against the teachings
of the Word of the Lord, and many of whom are out and out
atheists. Whoever says there is no God or claims to know
better than God Himself what the facts and laws of nature
are, is a fool, no matter how earnestly he may profess to be
wise. “The fool hath said in his heart, there is no God.”

The hold which modern science has upon the people is
simply marvelous. They seem to be perfectly captivated by
it. Whatever it proclaims they receive and believe as indis-
putable and beyond all question. Any one who ventures to
challenge its claims they look upon as a “crank,” whilst the

scientists are regarded as heroes and benefactors of the human
race.

Nor are the common people the only ones that are thus
captivated by the false claims of science. Even ministers of
the church are held by the same charm as in a vise. Some of
them go so far as to preach Darwinism from their pulpits, or
to teach it from their professional chairs, as the ecclesiastical
trials, which so frequently occur, abundantly testify. It is
not uninteresting to inquire why so many learned men, minis-
ters of the church included, so readily accept the conclusions
of scientists. No doubt the reason is to be found in the fol-
lowing circumstances. Scientists, as a rule, are specialists,
devoting their attention almost exclusively to one particular
branch of investigation; and therefore it is taken for granted
that they know because they ought to know, from the amount
of study and experiment they have applied to any subject,

" what the facts in connection with it are, and that it is un-
necessary, if not presumptuous, for those who are not special-
ists to investigate for themselves. Moreover not all have the
time to make an investigation of the truth or falsity of the
claims of science, even if they had the desire to do s0. Some
are not able to examine for themselves, either because they
are not furnished with the necessary intellectunal outfit, or be-
cause they have not ?he requisite books and instruments, nor
the means of obtaining them, nor access to those of others.
Furthermore, some have neither, the inclination nor the
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patience to investigate for themselves, even if they had the
time, ability and means to do so; for either such investigation
is distasteful to them in itself, or they do not wish to bring
down upon themselves the ridicule of the thoughtless multi-
tude, in case they would find things to be entirely different
from what they are represented by scientists. But perhaps
the chief reason why men of science have things pretty much
their own way, and are able to disseminate their doctrines
and theories without encountering much opposition, is the
wide-spread indifference to the truths of Holy Scripture, and
the manifest lack of that faith in God and divine things
which alone can preserve men from error and enable them to
distinguish between the right and the wrong, the true and
the false.

Between true science and the Bible there is no conflict.
Nature and Revelation are two books by the same Author.
Though they differ in their scope and character, they are not
antagonistic. He who reads both books correctly will find
them to be in harmony with each other in all their parts;
for God cannot contradict Himself. But between science
falsely so called and the Bible there is a conflict, and a very
serious and severe conflict at that. This is admitted by the
scientists themselves; yea, they boast of the fact in a most
supercilious manner, and claim that their investigations prove
the Bible to be all a myth. Sad as this is, it is yet praise-
worthy in comparison with the disgraceful and contemptible
attempts of many ministers to prove that there is no conflict
between the assumptions of false science and the Scriptures,
by taking those assumptions to be true and doing violence to
both the letter and the spirit of the Bible, to make it harmo-
nize with the statements of scientists. By such men science is
made a Procrustus’ bed to fit which the Bible must be length-
ened or shortened, and changed and distorted, until its very
life is destroyed. Shame on the men who claim to be minis-
ters of the Gospel and treat the Word of the Master in such
an abominable manner.

We desire it to be thoroughly understood, once for all,
that we have great réspect for true science, and advocate the
study of it most heartily. If only the science taught is
genuine we cannot have too much of it. But if it be fasle
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we cannot have too little of it; the less we then have of it
the better. Our warfare is with false science. It is not be-
cause we love war that we engage in it, but because we love
the truth, and because false science is dangerous every way.
If we do not resist the onslaughts of this enemy of the truth
God will not hold us guiltless on the day of judgment. How-
ever much we may detest war and love peace, we must still
grapple with the false thrones and false assumptions of scien-
tists, if we would do our duty by ourselves and our fellow-
men. The case is one in which the peace we desire must be
fought for, if we would obtain it. We thereforc have no
alternative. If we would be faithful to the truth entrusted
to our care we must contend against all that is false, no matter
where found or by whomsoever set forth and upheld.

GEOLOGY AND THE BIBLE.

None of the sciences is more arrogant in its assumptions
than Geology, albeit it has in reality less to boast of than
any of the others. In this, however, it follows the law of its
nature: being a species of quackery, it must do an immense
amount of extravagant advertising in order to get and retain
the ear of the public. It is but a child when compared with
such sciences as Astronomy, Geometry, and Psychology ; but
like many other children it has been petted and indulged un-
til it has become utterly spoiled. It presents in itself an
illustration of Aesop’s frog that tried to swell itself to the
dimensions of an ox.

Hence it need not surprise us to find Geology claiming
that the world is much older than the Bible represents it to
be. According to Geologists it required millions of years for
the earth to become a suitable abode for man. Those of them
who still desire to be regarded as Christians try to make the
Bible ha!.rmonize with their theory by explaining the six days
o.f creation as representing six indefinitely long periods of
time. It is impossible for them, however, to tell us exactly
how .long. each period lasted. True, they do a good deal of
guessing in I:egard to the matter; but no two of them exactly
agree in their conjectures. This fact of itself should be suf-
ficient to refute their theory. The Bible speaks of each day
a8 having an evening and a morning, and therefore an ordi-
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nary day of 24 hours’ duration is meant. The account of
Moses is in no sense guesswork, but a plain, positive and
definite statement of the facts involved. Why then do the
Geologists not accept his account as correct? Simply because
they claim that it is impossible for the earth to have been
formed in so short a time. This claim, however, rests ulti-
mately upon the belief that the earth, in one way or another,
formed itself. For if we grant that the first verse of Genesis
is true, there can be no question about the possibility of the
six days of creation being composed of 24 hours each. If we
admit that God created the heavens and the earth, we must
admit that He could create it as easily in six ordinary days as
in six hundred millions of years. To deny this would be
absurd. God is omnipotent; and whatever He desires to do
He can do in a moment just as well as in a long period of
time. Hence those who say that it is impossible for the earth
to have been formed in six common days, must at heart deny
that God in reality created it. Thisis also admitted by many
Geologists. Admitting this, they are bold enough to affirm
that they have no need of God in their theories. But when
we come to examine their much lauded theories, we find that
they really explain nothing, so far as they conflict with the
Bible, and are as full of inconsistencies as an egg is full of it-
self. Thus Lyell at first calculated that it required 100,000
years for the formation of the Mississippi Delta, but after-
wards reduced the period to 50,000 years! What dependence
can be placed upon such calculations, No wonder that Mark
Twain some years ago indulged in some pleasantries in reggrd
to the shortening of the Mississippi, stating that, according
to this shortening process, the time must bave been when the
Mississippi was much longer and extended out over the Gulf
of Mexico like a fishing rod, and that the time will come
when the cities along the great stream, though now hundreds
of miles apart, will be drawn together and have but one

Mayor and one Board of Aldermen. .

Lyell calculated that 80,000 years were necessary to wash
out the channel of the Niagara. Other Geologists claim that
10,000 years were sufficient. This is a specimen of the kind
of agreement that exists among the devotees of Geology
which they are in the habit of calling an ezact science.
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The credulity of Geologists is truly wonderful. The
famous Cardiff Giant is a case in point. A shrewd Yankee,
with an eye to business, and knowing the nature of his cus-
tomers, had a huge image of a man manufactured in Chicago,
and secretly conveyed to the State of New York and buried
in a swamp. In due time the Giant was exhumed and taken
from place to place for the benefit of the curious, but still
more for the benefit of the proprietor’s pocket-book. The
Geologists declared the Giant an Antediluvian that had flour-
ished on the glacier fields of the Tertiary period. The Rev. P.
Eirich, from whose book on the Hetaemeron und die Geologie
this account is taken, states that the Giant’s “arrival at Al-
bany was welcomed with great festivities. The Geologic
Grand Sultans decided with the exact knowledge of experts
that he had lived at the time of the gigantic megatheria and
mammoths, and looked down upon us from that hoary period
of the past in the spirit of Darwinian development. It was
only in a historical way that the deception was discovered,
when the stocks suddenly fell to zero.”

Notwithstanding all that the Geologists say in regard to
the time required to bring about the changes which they
claim have taken place in our earth, we are perfectly safe in
holding fast to the Bible account of the creation, although
ox?ly about six thousand years have elapsed since “the begin-
ning ” mentioned in Genesis. As the Bible furnishes us with
the only plausible history of the creation of heaven and
?arth, the burden of proof rests wholly upon those who deny
its statements or endeavor to explain them away. He who
denies the historical account of the defeat of Napoleon at
Waterloo, must furnish the proof, or his denial will amount
to nothing. This is true of all history: he who denies must
furnish the evidence on which his denial rests, inasmuch as
the history, if it is at all worthy of the name, always gives
the evidence on which its affirmations are based. Hence we
accept the statements of history until it is shown on good
testimony that they are erroneous. Hence we must accept
the Bible account of the creation, even if we place it on the
level of profane history, until those who deny it are able to
'show that it is false. As Christians, however, we cannot place
it on such a low level. To us it is the record which the Al-
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mighty Himself has given, and we cannot admit for a mo-
ment that it can in any way be untrue. He has so plainly
affixed His signature to it and stamped His seal upon it, that
its genuineness and trustworthiness are beyond all question.

Moreover it cannot be shown that the facts of nature
militate against the account of the creation as given in the
Bible. Theories, not facts, are opposed to God’s Word. In
spite of all that has been done in the way of palaecontological
research and discoveries, nothing has ever been found that
weighs as much as a feather against the record contained in
Genesis or in any other book of the Bible. What Geologists
say in regard to the great age of certain fossils is sheer con-
jecture, has never been proved and never can be proved. It
certainly requires no argument to show that conjecture and
proof are by no means identical. It is in the former, not in
the latter, that the achievements of seientists, as against the
Bible, chiefly consist.

So far as human knowledge goes, the coal formations and
various stratified rocks, as well as the ocean, lake and river
beds, now existing, may, for the most part, have been created
at the beginning in the same form in which they appear at
present. It is quite probable, moreover, that the Noachian
Flood brought about great changes upon the surface of the
earth. At any rate, taking into consideration the fact that
God created the earth, in a miraculous manner, out of
nothing, and afterwards caused all living beings, save those
preserved in the Ark, to be destroyed, there is not the slightest
ground for resorting to conjectures and hypotheses that carry
us back beyond the time mentioned in the Bible as the date
of the creation, in order to account for the existence of things
as we find them. The data furnished by Moses, v»:rit.ing by
inspiration of the Most High, are every way sgfﬁc}ent; and
it is the utmost folly and presumption for scientists to en-
deavor to improve upon his record in any way whatsoever.

We deem it scarcely necessary to enter upon an argum.ent
in favor of a literal interpretation of the six days of creation.
It is difficult to see how any one would think of any.other
interpretation, if he approached the sacred rec.ord. without
prejudice. It is only after men have had. their Judgment
warped by the notions taught by Geologists and kindred
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scientists, that they seek to explain away the literal meaning
conveyed by the words used by Moses. Suffice it to say that
to depart from the explanation that an ordinary day is meant
when it is said that the evening and the morning were the
first day—the same statement being made in connection with
the remaining days of creation—is to involve the interpreter
in hopeless and inextricable difficulties; for the day must
inevitably have consisted of an evening and a morning, or a
night and a day, no matter what explanation we may employ
in regard to its length. Hence if the “day” consisted of a
long period, say 10,000 years, the nocturnal part of it must
have been about half as long—a night of 5,000 years’ dura-
tion! The longer the period of the “day,” the worse for the
night. But even if the period is taken to have been com-
paratively short, consisting, say of 2,000 years only, the night
part of it would still possess the respectable length of 1,000
years! Now what would have become of the vegetation
created on the third “day,” and of the fowl created on the
fifth “day,” during such a night of a thousand years? Surely
whoever is willing to accept the interpretation put upon the
Scriptures by Geologists, together with all that such an inter-
pretation involves, must also be ready to close his eyes and

open his mouth to receive anything that any charlatan of
science may ask him to swallow.

It certainly must be taken for granted that God gave us
a record of the creation for the purpose of giving us an in-
sight into the origin of the universe, but more especially of
the existence of the earth and of the things that are therein.
Now the very fact that six days are distinctly mentioned is
proof sufficient that He desired us to know just how long the
creative period lasted and what was done on each individual
day, so that we might not trouble ourselves with useless and
hopeless speculations in regard to matters far beyond the
reach of human investigation, but still necessary to be known
in view of the existence of sin and the salvation of the
human race through the mediatorial work of His only begot-
ten Son. But if we follow the lead of Geologists, we might
just as well be without the account of the creation altogether.
For what else is it but useless and hopeless speculations that
we are plunged into by such a course? In the case supposed
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we would be no better off than the old heathen philosophers,
who busied themselves incessantly with conjectures and theo-
ries respecting the being of God and the origin of the uni-
verse, and yet at the close of all their efforts were no nearer
the truth than when they commenced. In fact we would be
much worse off than they; for we have the light of God’s
Word of which they bad no knowledge, and our responsi-
bility is much greater than theirs, seeing that we enjoy so
many advantages of which they were entirely deprived. “Of
him to whom much is given, much will be required,” is the
principle by which we must judge ourselves and shall at last
be judged at the bar of God.

Seeing, then, that God wants us to understand how and
in what length of time the world was created, if He had
meant a period of years when He used the word ‘“‘day,” He
certainly would somewhere have told us so in the Bible, and
not have waited for the scientists of the nineteenth century
to give us the important information. But He nowhere even
intimates that He desires the word “day” to be understood in
any other than a literal sense. Whatever reference He makes
to it in other parts of the Scriptures is of a nature to give
additional weight to the necessity of a literal interpretation
of it. The whole sabbatic law is a strong proof of what we
here claim. “Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it holy.
Six days shalt thou labor and do all thy work; but the
seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God: in it theu
shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter,
thy man-servant, nor thy maid-servant, nor thy cattle, nor
thy stranger that is within thy gates; for in siz days thfa Lord
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and
rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blfessed tl'xe Sab-
bath day, and hallowed it,” Ex. 20. Now it is certain that
the Sabbath, thus instituted, consisted of 24 hours. No one
will dispute this who knows anything whatever a.bout the
meaning of the Bible. This being the case, -must it not be
plain to every unprejudiced mind that the six days of crea-
tion consisted of six times 24 hours, seeing that the Lord told
the Jews that they should labor siz days, becau§e He had
created heaven and earth in the same length of time? The
word “for” in the above quoted passage is a causal particle,
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introducing the reason why the Sabbath was instituted, and
should convince every fair-minded man that the word “days”
is to be understood in the ordinary sense, and ought not to be
made to do all manner of service, no matter how foreign to
both the letter and the Spirit of Holy Writ, in the interest of
self-important scientists. In view of the attempts of certain
theologians to harmonize the dicta of science and of the
Bible by shaping the latter to suit the former, the words of
Huxley are worthy of being quoted: “If we are to listen to
these exegetes, we must conclude that what are so clearly set
forth in the first chapter of Genesis as creative days—as if,
with painful exactness, the possibility of a misunderstanding
had to be avoided—were not days, but periods, whose length
is suited to every convenience. We are also taught that it is
not contrary to that phraseology to believe that plants and
animals originated from rudiments similar to themselves by
means of natural processes continuing for millions of years.
Whoever does not understand Hebrew can do nothing but
remain neutral in this matter, and admire the wonderful flex-
ibility of a language that admits of such diverse explana-
tions.”

If, then, we do not wish to stultify ourselves and to be-
come the laughing-stock of the scientists who reject the Bible
altogether, we must be consistent with our position as the
professed children of God and continue to believe, teach and
confess, as our fathers did, that His Word is inspired, and
that before it all science must fall prostrate or be rejected ;

for heaven and earth shall pass away, but that Word shall
not pass away: it abideth forever.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE LORD’S SUPPER .IN
MODERN THEOLOGY.

Reviewed and criticized by Dr. F. A. Philippi; tr. from the
Kirchliche Glaubenslehre of the author by G. H. 8.

In passing over now to the more modern development,
we leafn that the rationalistic school remained on the basis
of Zwingli’s doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, this being homo-

’
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geneous to it. He too maintained the symbolical interpreta-
tion of the words of institution, claimed that the body of the
Lord is not present in the earthly elements, and considered
the Lord’s Supper merely as a memorial, confessional and
love-feast of Christians. He thus also substituted the subjec-
tive offering for the objective sacrament. The difference be-
tween rationalism and Zwinglianism is not to be found in the
doctrine of the sacrament itself, but in the different soterology
and soteriology. Rationalism, by denying the atonements
made by Christ’s death and the appropriation of it through
faith and which in general looks upon Christianity merely as
an institution for religious moral improvement, could not re-
gard the Lord’s Supper as an act confessional of evangelical
justifying faith, but had to consider it as serviceable merely
for the achievement of moral purposes. According to Weg-
scheider (Institut. § 179 £.), the breaking of the bread and the
pouring out of the wine is the symbol of Christ’s death, to
which He submitted for the benefit of His friends, but espe-
cially for the confirmation of His saving dectrine and in
commendation of a life acceptable to God. The celebration
of the Lord’s Supper consecrates and unites the participants
for a confession of the Christian religion, through which a
new way to the forgiveness of sin is opened; it, so to say,
presents to them the moral presence of Christ by obliging
them to receive the doctrine confirmed by His example and
His death; and it portrays the equal fate of all mortals be-
fore God, the highest Source and Protector of the moral law,
and also the bond of that reciprocal love through which
especially the worshipers of Christ are bound together. From
this it follows that in our times also this rite can be observed
by all Christians with manifold benefits to themselves; or
even that it must be thus observed, if the particip'ant.s ap-
proach only with well prepared minds; apd if thns.nte is
only arranged wisely and in accordance with .the minds of
cultured people, in usum moralem optime convertt potest. Bret-
schneider (Handbuch der Dogmatik, vol. IL § 200 p. 672)
thinks, that indeed, from 1 Cor. cc. 10 and 11 it can be seen
that the Lord’s Supper had been regarded as a solemn memo-
rial of the death of Jesus and of its beneficial eﬁ'ectfu for the
saving of men; as a public confession of Christianity or of
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faith in Jesus as the Redeemer; as a means to awaken and to
strengthen fidelity and steadfastness in this confession as also
obedience to the commands of Jesus and the confidence in
His promises in reference to our future after death; and also
as a feast of intimate brotherly love. In this way the early
church had considered it, and in this way we too should con-
sider it. But on p. 675 he says: “For he too who does not
honor Jesus as the Atoner, but only as the teacher of divine
. truths and as the benefactor of mankind who gave up His
life for the noblest of objects; such an one will nevertheless,
through the commemoration of the death of Jesus, be
awakened to an equal zeal for truth and virtue, to (moral)
improvement and to steadfastness in the contest with super-
stition and evil, and be filled with the presentiment of a bet-
ter world. Thus in him too, although in a different way, the
ultimate purpose of Christianity is promoted, namely the
deliverance from sin and the ennobling of man for a hetter
world ; and in this manner the Lord’s Supper is for him also
a beneficent sacrament.” In his judgment of the Church’s
doctrine of the real presence of the body and the blood of
Christ in the Lord’s Supper, he, in § 202, p. 685, starts out
with the following principle put in the words of the super-
naturalist Reinhard, that “the moral benefit of the Lord’s
Supper for our improvement and consolation (Beruhigung)
depends neither on a fized system concerning the meaning of the
words of institution, nor on a clear insight into the way and
manner in which it all takes place.” Just as Armenianism
?s ever ready to go over to Socinianism, thus supernaturalism
is ready to go over to rationalism. The positive dogma is in-
differentiated and the religious moral ennobling of man is
declared to be the final aim of Christianity. In § 203, p. 709,
Bretschneider expressly declares over against Luther, that the
Lorsl’s Supper is not effectual individually in order to produce
forgiveness of sin for the participants, since the believing
communicant has already received forgiveness of sin before
he partakes of communion. Compare also the rationalistic
work of David Schulz. Die christl, Lehre vom Heil. Abendmahl
mwh den Grundszizen des N. T., Leipzig, 1824, 1831, written
against Scheibel. Das Abendmahl des Herrn, Breslau 1823.
The mediating theology of our own day accepts on the
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subject of the Lord’s Supper, as it also does with regard to
baptism, essentially the reformed conception. With the older
supernaturalism and rationalism it denies the literal inter-
pretation of the words of institution, the real sacramental
union of the heavenly and the earthly elements and with
this the partaking with the mouth of the body and the blood
of the Lord, on the part of both believers and unbelievers,
and is thus opposed to the whole distinctively Lutheran doc-
trine on the substance of the Lord’s Supper. In regard to its
standpoint it can be stated, that it is closely connected with
the doctrine of the plan of salvation, according to which the
so-called living communion (Lebensgemeinschaft) with Christ
is emphasized in a one-sided manner, or rather is made the
sole matter of importance. Since only the believers can be-
come partakers of this communion, and since faith is the
necessary subjective means for this, as a result in this case too,
ag in that of the Reformed doctrine, the acceptance of a
metaphorical interpretation of the words of institution vir-
tually the substance and the effect of the sacrament are made
to coalesce as being one and the same thing. The Lord’s Sup-
per is conceived either in a more Zwinglian manner as a mere
means of representation, or at the same time more in the
manner of Calvin, as a means of sealing and thus as a means
of preserving and of furthering the living communion with
Christ.

As the leading representative of this form of doctrine
we again find Schleiermacher, Der Christ. Glaube. Vol.
I, § § 139-142. The living communion with Christ and
with the believers, with which salvation has begun and into
which we have gained an entrance through baptism, stands
in need of assistance from time to time over against the hin-
dering influences of the world. The assistance needed we
seek for in the Sacrament of the Altar. This double com-
munion, namely with Christ and with the believers, is pro-
moted by the public worship, but in the most harmomogs
and complete manner through the highest feature' of this
worship, namely the Lord’s Supper, which has for this reason
heen established also by Christ as a rite to be celebrated in
common. In the Lord’s Supper all the effects result imme.di-
ately and wholly without any special cooperation of any in-
dividual, from the words of institution, in which the redemp-
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tive and unifying love of Christ does not only present itself,
but ever exerts itself anew with power, and in trusting obe-
dience to these words the rite itself is always observed. The
communication of the body and the blood of Christ is iden-
tical with the communication of His life to His own, with
His self-sacrifice for the strengthening of their spiritual life,
with the nourishing of their life out of the fullness of His own.
The spiritual partaking of Christ and of His body and blood
in the Lord’s Supper cannot be essentially different from that
which takes place outside of the Supper. The distinguishing
feature consists only in the fact that the results are made
conditional upon the outward action, which Christ has put
into close connection with these results. In reference to the
connection between the bread and the body, and between the
wine and the blood of Christ, only the Roman Catholic and
the Sacramentarian views, i. e. those of the Anabaptists, Mys-
tics, Schwenkfeldeans, Quakers, Socinians, are to be excluded.
Whatever lies within these limits is not to be rejected as
unorthodox. There are three views which we must allow
to stand side by side, namely the Lutheran, Zwinglian
and the Calvinistic. All three have their strong and their
weak features; they are incomplete attempts which still re-
quire continued and unbiased investigations on the part of
the exegetes. Until these have been completed, a common
Church doctrine can be set up only with regard to the effects
of the Lord’s Supper. The right understanding of the words
of institution is necessary only in so far as the expected
effect, namely the strengthening of the spiritual life, depends
on it; and every interpretation which does not violate the
rules of hermeneutics can be for us the right one, if only it
does not endanger to the believer the connection between the
rite and its effect. But this is done by none of these three
views which have gained an entrance into the Evangelical
Church, by which fact the idea which underlies the union of
these churches in Prussia, namely that these differences can
not hinder the partaking of the Supper in common, is con-
firmed. Since the sole benefit of the partaking of this sacra-
ment is the strengthening of our communion with Christ,
t!aere is included in this also the strengthening of the Chris-
tians in their union with each other, since this union de-
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pends so entirely upon their connection with Christ, that a
union of the individual with Christ can not be thought with-
out his union also with the believers, which latter idea is not
brought out so prominently in the Symbols as it should be.
When the Symbols emphasize it, that in the sacrament the
forgiveness of our sins is renewed and confirmed; and then
that we experience an increase of our powers in the work of
sahctification, these two can not in the actual state of affairs
be separated from each other. For as regeneration becomes
truly fixed and is made certain only through the state of
sanctification, thus too, when the communion with Christ has
been disturbed by sin, the certainty that the sin is forgiven,
can be made really sure only in the consciousness of a re-
established and strengthened life. And for this purpose the
presence of the whole congregation of believers during the
celebration of the Lord’s Supper is an important matter.
According to this view then, everything depends upon our
fellowship with Christ, which indeed existed already before
for the believer, but receives through the sacrament renewed
strength and growth, so that Schleiermacher speaks even of
a new influx of spiritual life-power out of the fullness of
Christ for the removal of the consequences of universal sin-
fulness which stand in the way of the new life. Since,
according to Schleiermacher’s Christological fundamental
premises, the new life is produced anly through the subjec-
tive presence of the image of Christ and of His power living
in the congregation, it is to be presumed that this life can be
retained and increased only in the same manner in which it
originally came into existence. But now in fact Schleier-
macher speaks of a subjective realization (vergegenwser-
tigung) of Christ as well as of the congregation at the cele-
bration of the Lord’s Supper. But according to this view it
would be reduced to a free (subjective) act of the congrega-
tion, in which through a self-produced common revival of the
image of Christ, a new and increased growth of the power of
Christ dwelling in the congregation would take place. The
partaking of the earthly elements could then only yet be
considered as a symbol chosen arbitrarily but nevertheless
impressive. But in this manner the holy sacrament VYOI.Jld
entirely lose its character as an immediate sacramental divine
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institution. In order not to lose this entirely, Schleier-
macher, as we have seen, appeals to the words of institution
by Christ, which have made the beneficial results depend
upon the outward rite when this is carried out in confiding
obedience to the words of institution. But such an inroad
into the territory of what is historically positive (historische
Positivitet) in an objective and divine institution, must, by
Schleiermacher’s own principles, according to which dog-
matics have to deal only with subjectively religious and Chris-
tian conditions of the soul, be called a psrdfases cis dhho pévos.
This return to the words of institution is all the more unjus-
tifiable, since he claims that the correct understanding of
these words is to the present day a yet unsolved exegetical
problem, so that that which is really offered to us in the
Lord’s Supper is to be drawn not from the words of institu-
tion but from some other source. With this however the
opinion expressed above that the three interpretations of
these words are of equal validity and yet incomplete, results
directly in favor of the Lutheran conception. For although
the view of Zwingli is called the clearest and most easily
comprehended, yet according to Schleiermacher it still leaves
unexplained why Christ, if nothing else is contained in the
words of institution than Zwingli finds in them, made use of
these peculiar expressions. And the opinion of Calvin also
he thought gives a new reason for wavering between the
temptation lying in the symbolism of seeking for more in
the sacrament than the explanation develops, and between
the falling back upon something more external, since that
which is really meant can not be discovered. Against the
Lutheran conception he does not raise an exegetical objection
but rather only a dogmatical doubt, namely that it approaches
too near to the Romish type which favors superstitious no-
tions; and that it is impossible to preach and make intel-
ligible the fact and its nature and mode maintained by the
Lutheran view. In other words the literal conception isin
fact rejected only on account of the inability to conceive of
the fact established by it. And just here the rationalistic
motive of the spiritualistic doctrine of the sacrament becomes
manifest. Schleiermacher, against his own fundamental dog-
matical principles, appeals to the positive words of institu-
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tion, in order to escape the undeniable consequences of his
own premises, namely the utter rejection of the sacraments,
in the manner of the Quakers; and yet he refuses to give that
obedience to the word of the Lord which the Lord Himself
demands, in order not to be compelled to sacrifice his substitu-
tion of a priori speculative mysticism for the revealed mystery

In exactly the same spirit as Scheiermacher, Nitzsch
conceives the dogmatic import of the Lord’s Supper, only
that by laying greater stress upon it as a pledge and seal, he
formally again approaches Calvin’s view. He says in his
“System of Christian Doctrine,” § 193: “As a pledge and seal
that a member of the Church stands in a living communion
with the Lord, and in order to grow therein, the Lord has in-
stituted the Sacrament.” 1 Cor. 11, 23, cf. 10, 16. For as He
at one time, John 6, 51, declared that the partaking of His
flesh and blood, or the participation in His personal life,
which indeed can take place also in other ways than through
the external celebration of the Sacrament, is to be the condi-
tion of participation in eternal life, and at the same time has
indicated that only through the completion of His work
through His atoning death He would become the real object
of this participation and would become the perfect means of
life, so has He also at another time instituted the mystic rite,
which not only represents such a partaking and such a com-
munion, but in figure also should be a pledge and medium for
it, and this to continue, according to the explanation of the
Apostle, 1 Cor. 11, 26, until He would come again, and in a
peculiar manner is to make present to our minds the cruci-
fied and raised Lord. Accordingly all belicvers, in so far as
they may, after self-examination according to 1 Cor. 11,. 28,
experience a purified desire, should come from time to time
to partake together of the blessed bread and wine, Wh'lle de-
claring with grateful hearts His death and thereby being re-
newed again with the heavenly life of their Head. In p.roof
of this a passage is quoted from Luther’s Larger Catechism,
which treats only of the effect but not of .the s.ubstancg of
the Lord’s Supper, in order to prove that in this doctrine,
which is conceived entirely in a Reformed sense, the essence
and the effect of the sacrament are throughout confounded
and indiscriminately thrown together.

11
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In a similar manner, only with a stronger tendency
toward Zwingli, Neander expresses himself. Cf. e, g. his His-
tory of the Planting and Direction of the Christian Church by the
Apostles, 3rd edition, p. 678 sqq., 792 sqq. According to 1 Cor.
11, 24, the Apostle Paul, he says, considers the Lord’s Supper
as 2 memorial feast of the fact that Christ offered up His life
for the salvation of mankind, and of all the blessings thereby
bestowed upon mankind. At the same the believers, in cele-
brating this feast together, shall with thanksgiving declare
what they have received through the sufferings of Christ,
which celebration for the joint praise of the Lord shall be
considered also as a pledge of continued communion with
Him. The sacramental act can be rightly executed only in
case there exists already a living communion with the Re-
deemer; the memorial celebration with reference to the re-
deeming passion of Christ is in this act the fundamental
feature, the consciousness of communion with Him is some-
thing which only follows it, although necessarily: “ This cup
ig the xawvy d:a¥yry can mean only this: “The cup represents
or presents to your senses the establishment of this new rela-
tion.” In accordance with this the words rusré dsv¢ must
be understood as meaning: “ This represents my body.” In
a like manner when the bread is called the communion of
the body of Christ, thereby nothing else is said than that it
indicates, presents this communion, and is the means of ap-
propriating this communion. Since thus the Lord’s Supper
represents the communion with Christ, thereby the reference
to the communion of believers with one another as members
of the one body of Christ which is founded thereon, is, of
course, already implied. In this sense 1 Cor. 10, 17 is to be
interpreted. When this passage tells us that we all partake
of the one bread, and that this bread represents to us the
body of Christ, it is thereby indicated that we are all related
to one another as members of the one body of Christ. Ina
similar manner the symbol in John 6, namely the eating of
Christ’s flesh and the drinking of His blood, must be referred
to the continued penetration of the whole nature of every
one who, being received by faith into communion with Him,
by means of the divine life principle, which through Him
has been humanized and is to be so humanized in all who
stand in communion with Him; and also to be referred

-
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to the continued presentation of the divine, in the continual
reception and absorption of which the whole process of a
development of Christian life consists. The continuing re-
generation of the human into the divine, this continuing
adaptation of humanity to the body of Christ is represented
in the Lord’s Supper.

We sec from this that Neander lays stress almost exclu-
sivelv on the representative element, but that the pledge-
element is almost entirely ignored and is heard of only inci-
dentally, and then without having any real roots in the con-
ception of the matter as a whole and without a sufficient
foundation.

We shall adduce in proof of our thesis that the modern
mediating theology is in principle entirely on the side of
Zwingli and Calvin in the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper,
only the statements of Lange, in his Positive Dogmatics, §
1. According to his view, the Lord’s Supper is a holy feast
of thaukoffering, a memorial feast, a feast of covenant which the
glovified Christ celebrates with those that are His and they
with Him—a covenantal feast between brethren and a feast in-
dicating member<hip in God’s kingdom on the part of the
adherents of Christ. He criticises the Roman Catholic view,
because out of the signs and pledges of the body and the
blood of Christ, it makes the substantial presence of His
body and blood. He says that only a dynamical change of
the bread and the wine into the body and blood of Christ,
which change takes place in the participant himself, can be
accepted, through which the inner life is increased not only
spiritually, but is also nourished spiritually and bodily
(geistleiblich), and the germ of the ressurrection, the inner
man, is quickened and brought to development. In this last
feature, he thinks, lies the truth of the Lutheran view; only
that this has in a one-sided manner denied the correct exeget-
ical foundation of Zwingli’s view and the correct dogmatical
Superstructure of Calvin. The explanations of the words of
institution given by the different reformers he conceives to be
able to be united into one complete evangelical whole. The
various reformers themselves did not quite succeed in their
task. But the reformation effective in them has solved the
problem. It will not be necessary to follow any further the



164 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZIXNE.

mystical-theosophical expositions of Lange, in all of which
the opposition to the genuine Lutheran doctrine remain un-
changed.

A middle way between the Reformed and the Lutheran
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper has of late been attempted by
Kahnis, cf. Luth. Dogmatik, vol. L. p. 616 ff.; vol. IL p. 485 sq.
He is of the opinion that in the explanation of the words of
institution he must depart from the exegesis of Lutheran
theology, to which he had before adhered (Lehre v. Abendmahle,
1851). He thinks that the symbolical interpretation is the
correct feature in Zwingli’s view. The bread is to signify
Christ’s body; the breaking of the bread, the slaying of this
body; the giving of the bread, the impartation of the hody
given into death for us; the eating of the bread, the appro-
priation in faith of the body slain. Accordingly the Lord’s
Supper, because it is the partaking of bread and wine as the
symbols of the body and blood that were offered up, is prima-
rily a feast of remembrance, in which the partaker confesses
his faith in the sacrificial death of Christ. The feast ordained
and given by God through Christ, has, however, as its con-
tents the divine word concerning the sacrificial death, which
Jesus Christ, who has instituted this Supper, gives to the
partaker. Such a word of God, which is not only audible,
but because it is clothed in earthly elements and, so to say, is
embodied in these, is also visible, and which Christ gives to
the individual in a manner perceived by the senses. is a sacra-
mental word, which, like the whole Word of God throughout,
is not void, but accomplishes that whereunto it is sent.
Therefore bread and wine are not a mere symbol, but a sign
which is at the same time also a medium. Bread and wine,
therefore, belng the signs of the body and the blood of Christ,
are, by virtue of the words of institution spoken by Christ,
the sacramental word concerning the body and the blood of
Christ, which in accordance with the command of Christ
bestows the death of Christ.” Whoever in faith partakes of
the bread and wine as the sacrament of the body and the
blood of Christ, receives the fruits of the death of Christ.i. e.
forgiveness of sin. But with this the signification of the
Lord’s Supper is not exhausted. The Lord’s Supper is not
merely the appropriation of the atoning power of the death
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of Christ. This atoning power continually abides in the cor-
poreity of Christ which has passed through death. Whoever
then in faith lays hold on the death of Christ, receives the
atoning power of the blood of Christ which dwells in the
glorified body of Christ. But he who receives this power of
the glorified corporeity of Christ, “receives into himself this
corporeity of Christ itself, and with this the whole living
Christ.” This is, according to Kahnis, the element of truth
in the Lutheran interpretation of the words of institution.
We can not in faith receive the body that was slain without
recciving also the glorified body, because the power of the
former lies in the latter. This reception indeed is not an eat-
ing and a drinking, but a spiritual taking through the
medium of faith. The Lord’s Supper is a spiritual eating
and drinking. The medium for the body is the bread, not in
this sense that this bread carries in itself the body of Christ,
but that as a word it mediates the spirit, but by virtue of the
spirit also the body of Christ.

It would seem that we have here merely a reproduction
of Calvin’s doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, and without doubt
Calvin would not have refused to give his signature to the
views of Kahnis. Although Kahnis himself is of the opinion
that the doctrine of Calvin contains elements of truth, which -
the Lutheran theology has not yet sufficiently appreciated,
yet he protests against having his doctrine identified with
Calvin’s; because the latter has not succeeded in getting be-
vond the Reformed separation of the sign from the substance,
and because he contradicts himself by saying that God does
not keep the promise which He has made, namely that of a
communication of the body of Christ, the body itself not
being given to the believer but only its powers. But this
separation of sign and substance Kahnis himself has not
overcome, for, according to his views also, the bread is not the
immediate bearer of the body, and Calvin would at least not
have admitted that only the powers of the body are given to
the believers, but not the body itself. And in reality Calvin
maintains a connection with the body which is in heaven
through the medium of the spirit. Kahnis, accordingly,
seems to differ from Calvin only in this, that he does not,
with a separation of body and bread, maintain also a separa-
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tion of the word and the spirit, and represents the body
which is present through the medium of the spirit not as
absent in heaven but as present spiritually on earth for the
believers. But this would be a difference not in the doctrine
itself of the Lord’s Supper, but one that has its roots in the
doctrine concerning the Word and the person of Christ. The
Lord’s Supper would continue, as is the case in the Reformed
view, to be robbed of its specific contents. For as the audible
word has the same effect as the visible word, faith effects in the
case of the former in an equal manner the communion with
the atoning power of the Lord’s death, with the glorified
body and the whole person of Christ, as faith doe~ this in the
case of the latter. The significance of the Lord’s Supper can
accordingly consist merely in this, that the outward and
visible elements are added to the audible word as pledges and
signs. But Kahnis’ doctrine of the Lord’s Supper is open to
other objections. The spiritual reception of the glorified
body, according to him, is effected in this manner that the
atoning power of Christ’s death, which the faith in the words
of the Lord’s Supper grasps, is immanent in the glorified
body of the Lord. This as it would seem theosophic sen-
tence, which, we must confess we can not fully understand, is
certainly not a scriptural sentence. For the Scriptures every-
where ascribe the power of atonement to the death itself of
Christ, but never to His glorified body. And even Kahnis
himself says that through faith in the death of Christ, the
atoning power and fruit of this death, or the forgiveness of
sin, are appropriated. Thus then the bridge, which was to
lead from the communion with the death of Christ to the
communion with His glorified body, breaks into pieces under
the feet of those who are to cross it. And hesides it can
scarcely be understood how the believing spirit should be a
suitable and possible organ of reception for a bodily sub-
stance. As then it is not possible to reach the communion
with the glorified body from the subjective side, the question
arises whether this is possible from the objective side. But
this likewise seems hardly possible. For the real presence of
the body of the Lord in the holy Supper, even if only for
spiritual partaking, nevertheless presupposes the ubiquity of
this body, be it in the form of omnipresence or multivoli-
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presence. But the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity is expressly
repudiated by Kahnis, vol. II, p. 600, on the well known pre-
text that this doctrine manifestly would lead to a doubling of
the divine attributes. Finally Kahnis’ view, that through
the intervention of the spirit the body of Christ could enter
into the unworthy also, in order to judge wherever it can not
heal (vol. ITI, p. 504), falls to the ground agcording to his own
premises, For if faith in the atoning death is alone the sub-
Jjective medium for the reception of the glorified corporeity of
Christ, then this can not be received realiter by those who do
not believe. We can then speak only of a communication of
this body to the unworthy in the sense of an objective offer-
ing and distribution, but not in the sense of a real subjective
appropriation, hence only the Calvinistic sense. And thus
we see how Kahnis’ effort to mediate really ends on all sides
in a return to Calvins doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, with
which it is in principle one. Nor can this be otherwise
whenever the symbolical interpretation of the words of in-
stitution forms the basis and the starting point of the dog-
matical development. When, however, Kahnis yields that
the Lutheran synecdoche in itself is admissible, but finds
this interpretation already rejected by the words of St. Luke
and St. Paul, “ This cup is the New Testament in my blood,”
which sentence, because a cup of wine could not possibly be
the covenant’s relation itself established through the death of
Christ between God and man, can be interpreted only as
meaning, This cup is the sign of the New Covenant in my
blood, which then retrospectively would compel us to under-
stand the words ¢ This is my body’ in a metaphorical sense,
it is indeed hard to understand how he can entirely ignore
the impossibility of connecting the words “in my blood”
with the words ‘“the new covenant,” in the sentence “ This
cup is the new covenant in my blood, which would of neces-
sity demand the repetition of the article 7 hefore the expres-
sion & t@ ¢ud afuare. This is maintained not only by Lutheran
exegetes, but also by such men as Meyer. It is, on th.e othgr
hand, a grammatical necessity to connect the expression “in
my blood ” with the words “this the cup” or with “is” and
accordingly to interpret: “This cup is the new covenant
through the blood which this cup contains,” whereby the
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Lutheran understanding of the words of institution is most
decidedly confirmed, and the synecdoche, admitted as possible
by Kahnis, becomes a necessity. Now just as the exegetical
admission which Kahnis makes drives us back to the Lu-
theran exegesis of the words in the sacrament, so also do his
dogmatical premises, in case they are at all consistently car-
ried out. For if the word is the efficient bearer of the spirit,
but the spirit the real bearer and medium of the glorified
body of Christ, then the word as well as the spirit, namely
both the visible and the audible word, or the visible element
enclosed in the word, must itself be the immediate bearer of
the body, from which then the manducatio oralis (cating with
the mouth) follows naturally. Thus Kahnis’ attempt at
mediating shows that in truth there is no third thing be-
tween the Zwingli-Calvinistic and the Lutheran doctrine of
the Lord’s Supper, and that such an attempt, if consistently
carried out, will result in a return to one or the other view.

The progressive Lutheranism of our day agrees indeed
with the confessional Lutheran theology in defining the sub-
stance of the Lord’s Supper, but departs from it in defining
the effects of this Supper. When treating of the subject of
baptism we already became acquainted with the tendency of
this school to make a specific difference between the effect of
the sacrament and the effect of the Word; and we there gave
expression to our reasons for opposing it, for which reasons
we can in general refer the reader to the discussion there.
The a priori constructions of this party show their lack of
seriptural foundation already in the fact that they do not
harmonize among themselves. Only the one statement,
which in its special applications would be capable of many
modifications, could be designated.as a view common to all;
namely the statement, that the word exercises a personal effect
(Personwirkung) but the sacrament an effect in nature (Natur-
wirkung). The same vacillation which we noticed in their
closer characterization of word effect and sacramental effect,
can be recognized again in the different conceptions with
reference to the effect of baptism and of the Lord’s Supper. It
seems that a clear and thorough difference and a well ordered
system of distinctive effects of the means of grace can be at-
tained only then, when with reference to regeneration we
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concede to the Word only a propaedeutic effect, but, on the .
other hand, to baptism as the vehicle of the Spirit of God,
only the spiritual regeneration, and to the Lord’s Supper, as
the vehicle of the body of Christ, only the bodily regenera-
tion. But if, on the contrary, this degradation of the Word
and this separation of body and spirit do not find accept-
ance, they then ascribe to the Word the justification of the
person, to the sacrament the regeneration of the spiritual
bodily nature of man (geist-leiblichen Naturgrundes), whereby,
however, person and nature, as also justification and regen-
eration, are violently torn asunder and the order of salvation
is wounded to the quick. And in addition to this the differ-
ence at least between the effect of baptism and the effect of
the Lord’s Supper are in danger of collapsing, since both
effects are represented to consist in an equal degree in the
regeneration of the bodily and spiritual nature of man. It
would perhaps then be still possible to define the difference
that remained by the categories of creating and of preserving,
or also of founding and of furthering and completing the
bodily and spiritual regeneration. Only that in this case
again it would not be possible to see why just the spirit of
baptism and the body of the Lord’s Supper should bring about
these effects which are essentially one and the same. Hence
the constantly repeated efforts to discover the right relation
between the different means of grace, which attempts all
agree only in this that they maintain a specific difference in
these effects and that they endeavor to obtain results that go
beyond the so-called incomplete conclusions of the symbols
and of the older dogmaticians. It is in fact not an easy mat-
ter to find ones’ way through this wilderness of views enter-
tained by the modern Lutheran theology on the subj_ects of
the sacraments in general and of the Lord’s Supper in par-
ticular, We therefore confine ourselves as sufficient to our
purpose all the more to a sketch and a critique of thg princi-
pal types and most important representatives of this view;
and we will avoid, as far as possible, all repetition of w.hat
has already been brought out in the discussion of the subject
when treating of baptism.

We will begin with Martensen, who indeed (Die Christl.
Dogmatic § 259-290) not only essentially deviates from the
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. Lutheran doctrine of the effects but also from the doctrine of
the substance of the holy Supper. For in the place of the
body and the blood of the Lord he puts the Lord Himself,
His whole undivided personality, or, more accurately, the
power of the resurrettion of Christ which is in the bread that
we eat, and in the cup out of which we drink, so that He
paraphrases the words of institution in this way: «Take, eat,
drink; it is I! here I give to you what is in myself the inner-
most life-power.” The Lord’s Supper is not merely 4 memor-
ial and a giving of thanks for the reconciliation and redemp-
tion established by Christ, nor is it merely the holy pledge for
the renewing of the covenant, but it is at the same time a
new “nourishment” of life. The fundamental idea of the
Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s Supper is the idea of Christ
as the head of the new creation whose ultimate aim is the re-
demption and final consummation of the whole perfect human
nature. The Lord’s Supper is a union with Christ as the
principle of the holy marriage of the spirit and of nature,
which is the ultimate aim of creation. Accordingly the
Lutheran conception of the Lord’s Supper is Christ-prophetic
(christlich-prophetisch). This view sees in the Lord’s Supper
not merely a food for the soul, but a food for the whole new
man, hence also for the man that shall arise in the resurrec-
tion who is already present in embryo and is in the process
of development and who will become manifest at the end of
time in the image of the glorified body of the Lord. “ Hence
with Luther we see,” says Martensen, “in the Lord’s Supper
the inseparable union of a mystery of the Holy Spirit and of
a holy nature, we recognize that the whole undivided Christ
gives Himself in the holy Supper as food for the new man.”
When however Martensen designates the Christian conception
of life in opposition to the antique as the romantic, which
name is to be given especially to Lutheranism, it may be that
the Lutheranism as represented by him is well characterized
by this term ; but surely the healthy, nourishing fruit of the
genuine, sober Lutheran faith and confession has nothing in

common with the blue flower of modern Lutheran romanti-
cism.

According to v. Hofman (Schriftbeweis 2 Ed. II., 2. p. 201
8qq.) the reception of the body and the blood of Christ, which
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takes place solely through the medium of the bread and the
wine, brings about a sanctifying effect on the natural life of
the believing recipient. Cf. p. 210, where he says: “That
which Jesus gave them to eat and drink was adapted to pro-
vide for this faith such a natural ground as might conform to
and be of benefit to that faith. Page 217: “The bread gives
strength; the wine gives courage. When therefore the Lord
gives to His disciples bodily to eat His body and drink His
blood, such a gift was intended to serve them by enabling
them within their natural life to receive strength and courage
for the life of faith. — — Within their original nature they
become partakers of His nature through a process in their
bodily life, in order thereby to secure a natural ground for
their life of faith, which is different from but yet related to
the former, because it is derived from Him on whom they be-
lieve. But such an effect His self-communication has only in
those who are and continue to be His disciples: for him who
betrayed the Lord it was the cause of all the heavier condem-
nation, the more terrible the opposition is which such an
effect meets in the soul already determined to betray the
Lord.” Page 219 sq.: “As the One who has already behind
Him the torments of death, since He has passed through
them to His glorification, He causes the bodily reception of
bread and wine, (these products of our earthly life and the
means of nourishment and growth of earthly life), to become a
bodily reception of His glorified bodily nature, which is the
beginning of a bodily world of regeneration and thereby is
filled to bring about in the believer a natural ground for a life
of faith.” Page 244: “In the natural life of the recipient the
effect is experienced:of that which he receives: either a show-
ing forth of the forgiveness of sin which has been brought
about by the death of Christ and is present in His glorifica-
tion, and which forgiveness gives to the Christian living in
the flesh a spiritual power of nature for his life of faith; ora
showing forth of the opposition between Christ’s nature that
has been transformed through atoning death to a glorious
estate, and the nature of man lying by birth already undgr
the supremacy of sin, and which (nature) brings to li.ghti in
the natural life of the recipient the punishment for his sins.
Of both of these experiences the Christianity of our day
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indeed knows all the less, the less frequently the Lord’s Supper
is celebrated by them.” Finally p. 257: “ Whosoever believ-
ingly celebrates the Lord’s Supper, receives through such
bodily eating and drinking of the body and the blood of
Christ the heavenly natural ground for his life of faith, which
is constantly nourished spiritually through Christ’s self-sacri-
fice, without however faith being required in order to effect
the miracle through which Christ gives His body and His
blood to be received really, since it is His will to do this
whereever the celebration ordained for this purpose takes
place on the part of the church. For this reason the unbe-
liever also receives it when he takes part in the church’s cele-
bration of it, but does so only to his judgment and not to his
salvation. For an unbeliever also can experience a miracle
for himself; but the eating and drinking of which Christ
speaks in John 6 presupposes faith and is conditioned by it.”
In this connection Hofmann also remarks, that in the Lord’s
Supper, differently from baptism, we must not in the first
instance and chiefly look to that which the individual ex-
periences, but rather to what the congregation does. Baptism
is an incorporation into the communion of the Holy Spirit;
the Lord’s Supper is the churchly celebration communion

with Christ, who is supermundane but yet exists in this
bodily life.

In the first place we miss in this connection all scrip-
tural ground for the belief that through the reception of the’
body of the Lord in the Supper a heavenly natural ground is
established. The Lord in the words of institution designates
the forgiveness of sin as the .purpose of the giving of His
body and blood. In the place of this Hofmann substitutes 2
sanctifying transformation of our natural life, which, just be-
cause the gift consists of the body of Christ is simply claimed
to result and flow of necessity from the partaking of the
Lord’s body. But this conclusion threatens to destroy the
evangelical doctrine of the order of salvation. For according
to the unanimous teachings of Scriptures, (which no doctrine
of the Lord’s Supper can alter or change, but which rather
form the immovable basis for every healthy and scriptural
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper), every subjective saving effect
of an objective saving gift is absolutely connected with faith
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and finds in this its sole medium. Accordingly an effect
which brings about a natural ground, and is therefore beyond
a doubt a subjective saving effect, cannot be followed from
the mere act of bodily eating and drinking. It is indeed said
that this saving effect exists only for the believers, while it is
changed into a condemnatory effect for the unbeliever. But
there are no saving effects before and outside of faith which
exists only for faith, but there is a saving effect only through
faith, Besides this, bodily eating and drinking is not only
the medium of the reception of the body and the blood of the
Lord, but is at the same time in itself the means of a sancti-
fying natural effect, then this must be brought about through
and on account of the mere eating and drinking also in the
unbeliever notwithstanding his unbelief. The destructive
effect could consequently be brought about only subsequently
through unbelief. Herein it cannot logically be conceived
how a saving effect, which is entirely independent of faith or
unfaith, should be annulled through unbelief and be turned
into the exact opposite. Or is it to be understood in this
way, that the body of Christ, which is received alike by the
believer and the unbeliever, immediately and in itself effects
its good results only in the believer in view of his faith, but
in the unbeliever the destructive results in view of his unbe-
lief? But who would believe that from the glorified body of
the God-man, who is full of spirit and salvation and life, as
such and immediately any other effect could proceed than
that of giving spirit and salvation and life? But the adop-
tion of such a view would undermine the fundamental prin-
ciple of the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper which we here
oppose. For then the effect of the Lord’s Supper would no
longer be conditioned solely by the eating and drinking, but
as opposite effects upon faith and unfaith if not conditioned,
at least, occasioned by them. One cannot avoid taking into
account faith or a want of faith in some way, and yet one
cannot conclude either to make all the saving or destructive
effects exclusively dependent on them. When finally Hof-
mann thinks that the Christians of our day have so little to
say of these two kinds of expericnces (namely, of the saving
or of the destructive effect as it takes place in the natural
life), since the celebration of the Lord's Supper is so rare, it
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often happens that those Christians who partake of the
Lord’s Supper have no such experiences.

In a manner similar to Hofmann, also Thomasius sets
forth the effect of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. Cf.
Christi Person und Werk, 8. Part, 2. Ed., Div. TI., §70. Ac-
cording to p. 74, Christ’s corporeity, through partaking of the
blessed bread and wine, enters into us, into our (psychico-
physical) nature, into our innermost being and life. *“\ccord-
ingly the effect also takes place within the natural life of man
and is not restricted to a bestowal of spiritual powers; it
must be in any case a more real, essential, and natural cffect.
This follows from the nature of the Lord's Supper.,” Thus
here also the said effect of the Sacrament ix cxpressly de-
clared a resultant from its essence. A positive Seriptural
proof is not adduced, but reference only is made to 1 Cor. 10,
17 and 11, 28-32 in confirmation, and to Eph. 5. 28. 29 as
pointing in the same dircction. On page 72 we read: “Al-
though the teachings of Holy Writ arc so rich in reference to
the essence of the Supper, yet it says hut little concerning the
blessing thereof. The reason is probably this, that the latter
follows naturally from the former.” Howcever the Scriptures
speak sufficiently concerning the effect or the blessing of the
Supper also. if, with the Catechism, we are only content with
what they say and do not put in the place of what they say
something which they do not say and which it is thought
necessary to be deduc d from the character of the Supper. In
answer to the question wherein the specific and real effect of
the Lord's Supper consists, Thomasius, p. 47, confesses that
he, as Kahnis, Sartorius and others have done, formerly
thm_lght of an effect on the human bodily nature with a view
of its later transformation, so that that which Baptism
f::]diizs Olllglu\t :;]s a promise the Lord’s Supp.er would begin to
view h'as no oreaco."e“l)’ rer}mrks.over against this, that i{hls
of the resu"ecfi nic fcml]]nectlon with the Scrlptural doctrine
him waver AnO(;I o tthe body, and that this fact had made
given up t'his viewye F : 'has rea.lly not to the present day
says: “And does r Ol‘.lmmedmte{.y after, on page 77.’ he

nd does not this communion (with the glOl'lﬁed

body of the Lord) have also a sanctifying effect on our own

bodies, and in this way aid mediately in their future glorifica-
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tion? I submit this as a question, but for my part answer it
in the affirmative.” Cf. pp. 55, 100. And in truth it can
scarcely be conceived how his opinion could be otherwise, if
the Lord’s Supper is to exert a sanctifying and glorifying
effect on the psychico-physical natural ground. When Tho-
masius, moreover, on p. 55 maintains, that only in case the
Lord’s Supper bestows something that goes beyond Baptism
and has a higher effect, can it have a special importance for
our salvation: this statement, according to his own elucida-
tion of the different effects of the Lord’s Supper and Baptism,
virtually amounts to a specific difference. For Baptism also
is represented as exerting a sanctifying and glorifying effect
on the nature and the whole psychico-physical being of men.
Thomasius accordingly, p. 49, can speak only of a preserva-
tion and development and growth of the new life through
the Lord’s Supper, which life had been given through Bap-
tism, as he on p. 54 speaks of a specific increase, growth and
strengthening of the same. And further what he says of the
sacraments as the church-forming powers, which they are
represented to be for the very reason that they effect man on
the natural side of his being, on that side of his essence
which makes him -the member of a class, pp. 118, 122, is
applicable as well to Baptism as to the Lord’s Supper; as it
is then also stated, that “baptism transplants man into the
organism of Christ, the exalted God-man; and that the
Lord’s Supper gives him firmer root in this communion;”
and that, p.56, “the communion of those who join in celebrat-
ing the Lord’s Supper are, in the fullest sense of the word,
made the mystic body of the Lord,” from all of which cer-
tainly only a gradual but no specific difference of saving

effect follows. -
(To be continued.)



176 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE.

HOMILETICAL DEPARTMENT.

FUNERAL SERMON. Rev. 7, 13-17.
BY REV. D. SIMON.

Mourning Friends:

The believer is not without affliction and sorrow. But
in the midst of his troubles he is sustained by the comforts
of the Gospel. Though he should be brought into the valley
and shadow of death, he will fear no evil; for the Lord is
with him, and with His rod and staff comforts him.

When the believer mourns the departure of those he
loved, he mourns not as those who have no hope. Though
the separation through death should be very painful, he
knows that not many days hence his sorrow shall be turned
into joy. The separation made by the cruel hand of death
is only for a season. They shall not return to us, but we
shall go where they are. But if we would go where they are
we must take the same narrow way upon which they jour-
neyed. As they entered heaven through Christ who is the
way, so we must enter through Christ. He is the way to life
and the door through which we must enter, if we would enter
the place where

OUR SAINTED DEAD DWELL IN HEAVEN.
I

OUR SAINTED DEAD HAVE BEEN IN GREAT TRIBULATION.

St. John the divine was permitted to look into the king-
dom of glory to behold the condition of the sainted dead. He
beheld in prophetic numbers an hundred and forty and four
thousand of all the tribes of the children of Israel. After
this he beheld a great multitude, which no man could num-
ber, of all nations and kindreds, and people, and tongues.
He saw them all clothed in white and engaged in the most
blessed service of God. He wondered whence all these people
had come. He receives the answer from heaven: “These are
they which came out of great tribulation.” Now if the
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tribulation of our sainted dead are even remembered in
heaven, we may dwell on them and think of the tribulations
they endured whilst dwelling on earth.

The tribulations of the saints are manifold. They suffer
in body, mind and soul. And that which makes the tribula-
tions all the more painful is the fact that sin js the cause of
it all. If we were not sinners, we could not suffer. The fact
that we suffer forcibly calls to our minds the curse of God
pronounced against sin: Thou shalt have sorrow, thou shalt
die.

The body suffers from disease. Disease may lay hold of
our bodies and cause us pain and distress in any stage and
condition of life. The little babe, the youth, these in their
best years, and the aged, all are subject to disease and the
consequent pains.

Some diseases cut life short, coming upon -their victim
without warning so that frequently those seemingly in good
health to-day are by the morrow lifeless and cold. Other
diseases cut away life as it were by inches. Slowly life is
ebbing away. Growing a little weaker all the while, yet so
gradually that it is scarccly noticeable.

Some diseases are so terrible in their character that only
those most intimately connected with the afflicted are at all
willing to lend a helping hand. Other diseases leave the
body in a condition forcibly reminding us of a plant that has
whithered and died.

Some diseases may be traced to their origin or cause, the
presence of other diseases may not be accounted for.

Many persons most painfully reallize that in the sweat
of their face they shall eat their bread. The work that seems
to be assigned to them exceeds their strength. They become
so weary from excessive labor, that often sleep flees from
them, and they are required to spend long and dreary nights
in sleeplessness. And because of man’s weakness, when the
work seemingly assigned to him can not be accomplished,
worry is added to weariness, which is followed by restless
waking, and often by disease.

Tribulations are even of a more serious character. They
often reach the mind. The care which comes upon parents
respecting their children, how to provide them with food and
clothing, how-to train them so that they may know how to

12
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provide for themselves, but above all, how to bring them up
in the nurture and admonition of the Lord, so that they may
live in the service of their Redeemer in time and in eternity,
such are a few of the troubles that harrass the mind and
make this world a vale of tribulation.

Disobedience, disrespect, outright wickedness on the part
of children, adds greatly to their distress. These and other
troubles, besides physical causes at times entirely disturb the
mind, in which case the person becomes insane. Truly,
when it comes to this, there is tribulation that may not be
described in words.

There are still other tribulations. There are sorrows that
effect the soul. The Savior experienced this in all its in-
tensity in Gethsemane and on Calvary. The burden of sin
pressed Him to the earth, the curse of God against sin filled
His soul with the agonies of eternal death.

Similar distress, though not to be compared with the
Savior’s in intensity, comes upon the believer. His sinscome
before his nuiind in all their enormity, the awful curse of God
against sin pierces his soul, and for a season darkness reigns
supreme. He fails to call to mind any portion of Scripture
that would have the power to banish darkness from his mind,
and is therefore for the time on the brink of despair. Such
dark hours are shortened that we may not perish; and our
temptations never exceed the power of the Gospel through
which the Holy Spirit has provided a way of escape.

These are some of the tribulations to which believers are
subjected in our day. Whilst these often try men’s souls,
there have been days of much greater distress, and to which
the elder in heaven no doubt refers more directly. He speaks
of the days of persecution, when the counfession of Christ
before men was followed by most terrible tortures and death.
These were tribulations so grievous that many were induced
to deny Christ, whilst others who remained faithful came
forth as gold out of a furnace seven times purified.

IL

OUR SAINTED DEAD HAVE, THROUGH DEATH, COME OUT OF
GREAT TRIBULATION.

. Even those' who have no hope speak of death ending
sickness and pain. They are out of their misery, there suffer-
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ing is over, they are at rest, are very common remarks. And
shall those who have hope, those who trust in Him who has
power over death and the grave, be without comfort in the
presence of death! They have the comfort which the chil-
dren of the world have, and besides a comfort infinitely more
valuable.

Those whom they have loved have come out of tribulation.
They did not escape one distress and get into another, but
they have fled away from trouble. We sometimes say that
in order to get away from trouble we would needs get out of
this world. Now when our loved ones leave this world, may
we not conclude that they are out of trouble? Disease and
death cannot touch them where they now are. There is
nothing there to fill their minds with anxious care. Thick
clouds of sorrow, doubt and despair never shut out the light
of heaven from their souls, where they now dwell.

But we must not think that death ends the afflictions of
all who die. To die is not all of death to those who believe
not the Lord Jesus. To the unbelieving death but adds
afflictions and intensifies the pains. They leave this vale of
tears to enter where there is wailing and gnashing of teeth.
The fears which they experienced through an accusing con-
science are now fully realized in the torturing flames, and
endless despair racks the soul day and night. That is what
the Lord Jesus means when He says: He that believeth not

shall be damned.
Those have come out of tribulation who have washed their

robes, and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.

We are by nature, as well as by actual transgression, de-
filed with sin. Our robes are polluted with the filth of earth.
Now nothing unholy or unclean shall stand in the presence
of God. All our unholiness and uncleanness must be washed
away before we can appear before our God, or before we can
be permitted to enter into the kingdom of glory. Sin isso
deeply seated in our very nature that a leopard may just as
easily change his spots, as we may by our efforts remove our
sins. And yet we may wash our robes and make them white.
There is a bath that removes this filth from the soul and fits

it for God’s holy presence.
That bath is the blood of the Lamb, even the blood of
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Jesus the Son of God. The blood of Jesus Christ the Son of
God cleanseth us from all sin. Where the blood of the Lamb
has been applied to the soul, the robes have been washed and
made white. But who apply the blood of the Lamb to the
cleansing of their souls? Those who have come to a knowledge
of their sins and recognized the necessity of such a cleansing;
and confidently believe that the Lord Jesus suffered for their
sins and by His death atoned for them. Those who in all
gincerity cast themselves into the arms of Jesus their Savior,
depending solely upon His mercy for their salvation.

These come out of their temporal tribulations and escape
the eternal tribulations. When such has been the faith of
our friends, as indicated by their life and confession and
their relation to the Word and Sacraments, we may confi-
dently believe that they have not only put off corruption,
but have been freed from every tribulation. They shall suffer
no more pain and no more sorrow. The time of sorrow is
ended. The journey through the dark and dismal valley of
death was their journey to life. Through death they have
entered into the unspeakable joys of heaven.

.

II1.

THE CONDITION AND EMPLOYMEXNT OF OUR SAINTED DEAD
IN HEAVEN.

Their condition may be best described by saying that it
is the absence of everything that afflicts or distresses, and the
presence of everything that rejoices the soul.

The great and original cause of all afliction and distress
is sin. Those who have entered the better life have laid off
sin. They are no longer sinners. They are perfected saints.
On earth they were saints through faith in Jesus' name,
although their life was yet full of weaknesses and sin; now
they have entered through Christ into the state of perfection.

Since they are free from sin they must also be free from
whatever sin has brought upon the human family. “They
shall hunger no more, neither thirst any more.” That does
not mean that they shall have no desire for any kind of food
or drink, or that there shall be no eating and no drinking of
any kind in heaven. If that were the meaning then would
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we not be told that the Lamb shall feed them, and lead them
unto living fountains of waters. Neither would Christ have
spoken to His disciples of drinking the cup anew in His
kingdom. These words do not say that the saints shall have
no desires, but they say that whatever the desires may be
they shall be satisfied. Whatever desire for the food and
drink in store for the children of God in heaven may exist,
it is abundantly satisfied by the Lamb who feeds them and
leads them to living fountains of waters.

There will be no hunger and no thirst in heaven that
would distress; there will be no desire for what cannot be had
or for what would not satisfy. In heaven the souls are satis-
fied, they desire only what may be had and what actually
benefits the one desiring it.

“God shall wipe all tears from their eyes.” There is no
weeping in heaven, and of course no sorrow,and nothing that
distresses. This corruption shall have put on incorruption
and this mortal shall have put on immortality; that is, these
bodies of ours shall no longer be subject to corruption or
death. There is no sickness and no pain and no death in the
better life. There are no long and dreary nights of pain or
anxious care. There are no painful separations there. What
makes this world a vale of tears, perhaps more than all things
else combined? Is it not the separation of friends by the
cruel hand of death? A wife, or husband, a sister or brother,
a parent or child or some other intimate friend closes his eyes
in death. Torn from the arms of loved ones, the heart bleeds
in consequence of the separation. The tears flow copiously,
to give relief. Sorrow pent up in the soul would work de-
struction upon body, mind and soul. Tears let sorrow out
and make the burden lighter.

In heaven there will be no sorrow in the soul and there-
fore no occasion for tears. There are no separations in heaven
because there is no death there. They will not experience
excessive heat or cold. The sun shall not light on them nor
any heat. They have entered a place where there is contin-
ual spring, all the surroundings indicating life and pleasure.

They have been separated from all the wicked, as they
have been geparated from all wickedness. They will hear no
more cursing and blaspheming and lying and deceiving.
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Their associates will be perfected saints and angels. But
above all, “He that sitteth on the throne shall dwell among
them.” The Lord Jesus, who came upon earth, who lived,
suffered and died for us, shall be our companion in heaven.
He shall dwell among us. At present Jesus is the Bride-
groom and the believers are the bride, through death the Bride-
groom receives the bride to Himself into the place He has
prepared for her. On earth He clothed His bride with right-
eousness, in heaven He clothes her with eternal pleasures.

The sainted dead “are before the throne of God and serve
Him day and night in His temple.” We often speak of our
loved ones being at rest. The Word of God gives us the as-
surance that they have entered into their rest. They rest
from their labors. Rest does not-mean to cease from labor
altogether. A person may be employed and yet rest. Our
sainted dead are at rest. And yet they are employed. They
serve God, day and night. They are associated with the
angels and do angelic work. They praise God for His good-
ness and thank Him for His mercy. They are engaged in
saying: “Amen: Blessing, and glory, and wisdom, and
thanksgiving, and honor, and power, and might, be unto
our God for ever and ever. Amen.”

HOMILETICAL RULES.

FROM J, A. QUENSTED’S ‘ETHICA PASTORALIS.” TRANSLATED
FROM THE GERMAN BY REV. M. R. WALTER.

III. On the day appointed for memorizing the sermon, the
preacher should not concern himself about other affairs;
he should put away all care, avoid amusements, and also
be very considerate regards his diet.

Inasmuch as it is difficult and laborious to speak for
whole hours from memory, as the orators of old did, and
which the preachers must do now, we, therefore, advise that
the preacher—the beginner especially—should, on the day set
aside for memorizing the sermon, not concern himself about
other matters, studies, or lectures, nor burden his mind with
earthly cares. For these things are like weights which op-
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press the soul and hinder the soul from rising to spiritual
subjects; they are thorns which choke meditation; they are
the waters which quench the flame of pious emotions. The
mind should be free from diversions and cares; for the faculty
which contends with many subjects at the same time becomes
too weak to master any one of them properly. The mind
should be free from anxiety, for it is remarkable how deleteri-
ous this is to the memory. The more cheerful we are, the
easier can we meditate. Besides quietness, assuaging the
passions, freedom from business and cares, care should be
taken regards the diet, that is, moderate use of simple whole-
some food and drink. Speakers also recommend for memoriz-
ing and meditation, not a very light room but a somewhat
darkened apartment, so as to shut out all such things as
would agitate the mind and disturb the train of thought and
the mental faculties. Some, after they have partaken of a
light meal, retire; and about midnight, when the first sleep is
past, they arise and commit their discourse to memery; but
this method is not in place, because the night is not the sea-
son for study. It is far better to rehearse the sermon the day
before its delivery, always commencing from the beginning,
than to burden the memory with untimely meditation, which
is wearisome since at the same time it exhausts the powers of
the mind and body ere the time for delivery comes (Anti Ac-
tionem); for the preacher must take care that he does not, on
account of business or meditation or of other studies, ascend
the pulpit with weakened and reduced powers, but that he
may speak with vigor and force. Dr. John George Grosse
says (Method. Conc., Anh. 8. 46): “On the day you wish to
study you should do nothing else. Then, should you awaken
in the night, you will be enabled to draw the whole concept.
immediately before you, and be able to rehearse it readily.”

IV. The train of thought in the whole sermon, the disposi-
tion, main divisions and the periods within the divisions
should be committed to memory.

The herald of the Gospel is expected to possess not only
a mind which easily comprehends what is heard and read
and be able to retain what Has been received, but also to have
the capacity readily to present again that which may have
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been acquired. He who has to contend much with his
memory can scarcely be considered as competent to fill the
office of the ministry.

Some laboriously commit their sermons verbatim et litera-
ttm and confine themselves so closely to the wording of the
manuascript when they deliver it from the pulpit, that shculd
a word of the written discourse slip their memory for the
moment, they falter, and so confound the context and ar-
rangement of the sermon that they are necessitated to con-
clude the sermon prematurely. Nearly all disapprove of this
method.

Others recommend repeated reading of the sermon, but
advise that it be not read too often, inasmuch as multiplied
repetitions from memory tend to weaken this faculty. Again
others study their sermon by divisions, committing them to
memory by repeating them aloud. Then others read only a
paragraph at a time, lay the manuscript aside and in silence
meditate upon its sense, rehearsing it again and again in their
minds. Isidor says in his work “The Highest Good,” c. 14:
“Silent reading is more agreeable to the mind than loud
reading ; for the conception of the mind is quicker and more
terse when the voice of the reader and meditator is at rest,
for reading aloud the same thing repeatedly fatigues the body
and weakens the voice.” Carl Regius maintains that the
pulpit orator should memorize his sermon in an undertone,
“Because total silence, on the one hand, calls forth new
thoughts, while, on the other hand, by the murmering voice
the form of expression is given and the subject matter is im-
pressed more deeply upon the mind.” Some advise that the
preacher first rehearse the sermon in silence, then in a low
undertone, and finally in a loud voice. For in this way the
memory is strengthened in a twofold manner, in speaking
and hearing. Be this as it may, the preacher should in every
case memorize the whole disposition of the sermon, the divi-
sions and the periods they contain.

In order that the disposition may be more readily fixed
in the mind it might be written on the margin, or the prin-
cipal parts of the sermon might be written in a larger hand
and their first words should be made prominent so that the
whole arrangement may be clearly set in view. Another aid
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to memory is, not only to begin each division and period
with a new line but also to underscore with a different color
the subject, the argument, the principal Scripture passages,
and to index all citations on the margin.

Memorizing should be begun immediately after the ser-
mon is written, when the gathered and arranged material is
yet vividly before the mind. The morning is considered the
best season of the day for memorizing and meditating, be-
cause then the mental faculties are yet fresh. Neither should
the mind be wearied by continuous repetitions but the think-
ing powers and memory should be given pauses for rest and
recreation. Concerning this Carl Regius remarks (Orator
Christ. bib. X. c. 15.): “Let the preacher begin to memorize
his sermon in good season and not limit his time so as to be
necessitated to commit to memory as per force.” For such
cramming greatly fatigues the mind, disturbs the mental
powers and weakens animation so necessary for a lively and
energetic delivery.

In his Consc. Theol. Tor. I. p. 1042 N. 42, the sainted Dr.
Dannhauer inquires, whether in any case it is admissible for
the sermon to be delivered by reading it from the manuscript.
In his own words he replies: “ Why not, in case the memory
becomes weak, as through age? The lectures from the cathedra
of the Universities are generally read, what should hinder it
that in extraordinary cases also the sermon be delivered in
the same way from the pulpit? In all other cases the free de-
livery from memory is the norm which governs good sermon-
izing, and it is a species of indolence to read from the manu-
script in the pulpit.”

FOR COMMUNION.
AL

1 Cor. 5, 7-8.

Int. a) The Israelites in bondage: “And the Egyptians
made the children of Israel to serve with vigor. And they
made their lives bitter with hard bondage.” Exod. 1, 13-14.
b) The Lord’s merciful resolve: “And God heard their groan-
ing and their cry came up unto the Lord He remembered His
covenant with Abraham and with Israel and with Jacob, and
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had respect unto them.” Ex. 2, 24-25. ¢) God’s charge to
Moses: “And the Lord said unto Moses, “I am come down to
deliver them out of the land of the Egyptians and bring
them out of this land unto a good land and large, unto a land
flowing with milk and honey.” Exod. 3,8. d) The Lord’s
miracles by Moses—unavailing. ¢) Slaying of the firstborn
in Egypt of man and beast—how the Israelites were spared.
f) The ordinance of the passover and the feast of unleavened
bread as a memorial.

Transitus: All this historical, but at the same time typical of

THE PASCHAL FEAST OF THE NEW COVENANT.

i. e. the Holy Supper of the Lord which we celebrate this
day.
1. The Deliverance which it commemorates

1. From the hands of Satan and the land of his bond-

age—God, in our behalf, remembered His covenant
with Abraham, etc.

2. By Christ—He, our Moses.
3. Unto the kingdom of God—a good land, ete.
1I. The Lamb which is slain

1. is Christ—the Lamb of God “ without blemish”

2. is slain—as for our deliverance, so for us that we
may eat His body and drink His blood to assure us
of our redemption.

III. The Guests who are to eat thereof.

1. There shall no stranger eat thereof (circumcised

slaves, etc. Exod. 12, 44).

2. The children of the covenant—but according to the
qualification given.

B.
LukEe 22, 19-22.

Int. The day we celebrate is not only a rest and festival-
day, but a feast-day likewise. The Almighty and Holy God
Himself is the Host. He has prepared a table for His people.
As a Father supremely kind He invites us His children to
come and eat and drink and thus be quickened and gladdened
by His goodness. Surely, our Lord is good: He fills our
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hearts with food and gladness. He regards not our sinfulness
and sins. He is mindful of our weaknesses and wants.

Happy they who doubt not but believe. “God, increase
our faith.” ...

THE HOLY SUPPER.

I. A Seal of God that our sins are forgiven.
II. An Earnest of God that ¢n our warfare against sin we
shall obtain the victory.

Ad. I. The Holy Supper is, and by it are given to us, the
body and blood of Christ.

1. “Body ... blood ”—hence Christ incarnate.

2. “Given for...shed for”—hence the sacrifice of Christ.

3. ‘“For you. .. for the remission of sins.”

Hence, not only has God promised, does He declare, He
also exhibits, pardon. What more can He do—can
you require ?

Tramsit: But we have a journey before us—danger, etc.

Ad. II. The Holy Supper is food and drink, hence

1. Strengthening of our faith, hope, love,—

2. His strength is made perfect in our weakness unto
victory and all its sweet and glorious fruits.

Conc. In the days before us: God with usl!

C.
1 Cor. 10, 15-17,

Int, We shall to-day make use especially of the 17th
verse of our text, for we design to speak of that heavenly re-
lation which Christians sustain to Christ, and the one to the
other. The reason for our doing so will become more and
more apparent as we proceed—besides, the Supper itself is a
sign and seal of that intimate and blessed relation; where-
fore communicants ought to be conscious of it.

THE HOLY SUPPER AS A SIGN REPRESENTING,
AND

AS A MEANS FURTHERING THE MOST HOLY AND HAPPY
UNION OF CHRISTIANS.

1. Exposition.
1. The teachings of the Holy Scripture concerning the
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union of Christ with Christians, and of these the
one with the other,

a) As proof of Christ’s union with Christians.

John 14, 23. Jesus says: “If a man love me (is a Chris-
tian), he will keep my words: and my Father will love him,
and we will come unto him (the Godhead will come personally),
and make our abode with him.

Ib. 15, 4. “I am the vine, ye are the branches. He that
abideth in me, and I in him, the same bringeth forth much
fruit; for without me ye can do nothing—said Jesus to those
who are clean through the word which He spoke. Ib. v. 3.

Hence what good we do is Christ’s and vice versa for

Gal. 2, 20. Paul says: “I am crucified with Christ:
nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me . . .
by faith.

Hosea 2, 19. *“And I will betroth thee unto me for ever;
yea, I will betroth thee unto me in righteousness, and in
judgment, and in loving kindness, and in mercies. , Cant.
6, 3.

Eph. 5, 30-32. “For we are members of his body, of his
flesh, and of his bones. For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and they
two shall be one flesh.

This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ
and the Church.

Col. 1,18. “And He is the head of the body, the Church.

b) As proof of the union of Christians with
Christ.

John 17, 20-24. “Neither pray I for these alone, but for
them also which shall believe on me through their words.
That they all may be one, as thou, Father, art in me, and I in
thee, that they also may be one in us: that the world may be-
lieve that thou hast sent me. And the glory which thou
gavest me I have given them; that they may be one, even as
we are one, etc.

Rom. 12,4.5. “For as we have many members in one
body, and all members have not the same office: so we, being
many, are one body in Christ, and every one members one of
another.

2. The holy Supper as a sign representing.
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n) Text v. 17.

b) Luther's comment upon this passage is substan-
tially: As long as the wheat is not reduced to
flour, each grain preserves its individuality; but
when the wheat is reduced to flour and the flour
baked into Lread, the grains lose their individ-
uality, they being inseparably mixed and irre-
trievably lost the one into the other.

The same takes place with the grapes when pressed into

wine.
Application to Christians: “one bread, one body.”

3. The holy Supper as a means furthering.
a) The sacramental elements of bread and wine are
not empty nor impotent signs, for Text v. 16,
b) “We being many are one bread and one body”
(says the Apostle), for we are all, etc., v. 17, thus
assigning our participation in the holy Supper
as to some extent the cause and reason of our
oneness.
Because Christians are perfect in one by the Word of
God, they all partake of the same bread and the same cup
and thereby their oneness is confirmed, strengthened, but

also manifested.

I1.  Application.
1. The immediate benefits of this union are:

a) That the person, work, and glories of Christ are
bestowed upon Christians, and

b) That Christians are with all that they are, and
do, the Lord’s, and

¢) That Christians, in the Lord, belong the one to
the other in all they are and bave and do.

The same in their natures—divine. Having ‘“all things
common” not in an external equality of goods, but rather a
communication of goods in the bond of perfection—love,

Diversities of operation, but the same Lord working all
in all, etc.

9. In how far is this union realized and are these bene-

fits enjoyed among us.
@) Notwithstanding all faithfulness—imperfect. But
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b) Even faithfulness seems to be wanting with many.

¢) While celebrating the Lord’s Supper to-day as a
true feast of our union with the Lord and His
Church, let us remember that it is a true
feast of Re-union, inasmuch as the Lord offers us
pardon of our shortcomings in the past, and
grace from on high to be more faithful in the
future, which we also promise!

D.

1 Cor. 10, 15-17.

Int. @) 1 speak as to wise men; b) judge ye what I
say. 15.

THE HOLY SUPPER, A MEMORIAL OF THE LOVE OF CHRIST
AND OF CHRISTIANS.

Transitus: *‘ This do in remembrance of me, a) to Jesus’ glory;
b) to others an example.

I. Inasmuch as it reminds us of the Love of Christ to us.

1. Christ’s Love—for in the supper He imparts Himself
to us! Text, etc.
a) Christ loved the Church and gave Himself for it.
Eph. 5, 25.
b) God is love. In this was manifested the love of
God toward us, because that God sent His only
. begotten Son into the world that we might live
through Him.” 1 John 4, 8. 9.

2. Christ’s suffering Love—for it is the body broken and
the blood shed which, ete.
a) “Greater love hath no man than this, that a man
lay down his life for his friends. John 15, 13
and lo!”—while we were yet sinners Christ died
for us. Rom. 5, 8; 6. 7.
b) broken—shed a) by us, and b) for us sinners: Oh
the abomination—the sting of our sins! Oh the
infinite love of Jesus!
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3. Christ’s triumphant Love—for it is the body, the
blood, glorified, which, etc.
a) His conquest. Rom. 8, 34, etc.
b) “We are more than conquerors through Him that
loved us.” Ib, 37.

II. Inasmuch as it reminds us of the Love of Christians

1. which they owe to Christ.

a) “We love Him because He first loved us. 1 John
4, 19, cte.

b) “If a man love me, he will keep my words: and
my Father will love him, and we will come unto
bhim, and make our abode with him.” John
14, 23.

2. which they owe to one another. Text:

a) “Walk in love, as Christ also hath loved us, and

hath given Himself for us an offering and a sacri-

fice to God for a sweet-smelling savor.” Eph.5, 2.

“A new commandment I give unto you, That ye

love one another, as I have loved you that ye
also love one another, John 13, 34.

b) Verily, I say unto you, Inasmuch as ye have done
' it unto one of the least of these my brethren, ye
have done it unto me.” Matt. 25, 40,

B.
1 Cor. 11, 26.

Int.. The Holy Supper of our Lord is chiefly a means of
grace, i. e. an instrument whereby God brings near to us for
our acceptance the rich treasures of His redeeming love, such
as.... Butin connection with this means of God’s appoint-
ment, duties are also imposed on us by His sovereign Love.
As we learn fromx the words of our text, we are not only to
take something but also to do something whenever we present
ourselves at the table of our Lord: “As often as ye ... come.”
It is not so much the benefits we receive by eating and drink-
ing of the Supper as the holy significance of the eating and
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drinking which, this day, I desire you to consider with me.
For the very act of presenting yourselves at this Altar is, in
reality, the most solemn part of the worship with which you
honor the Lord your God. You thereby make a public con-
fession of your faith, of your whole Christian faith, and
especially of that part of the faith which is denied by so
many who bear the Christian name, and which for that rea-
son must be the more important and acceptable before God.

" THE PRECIOUS CONFESSION WHICH IS MADE BY THOSE
WHO RECEIVE THE LORD’S SUPPER IN THE FAITH OF
OUR CHURCH.

Lord sanctify us by Thy Truth, Thy Word is Truth.

1.  With respect to Christ, His Person and Work, we believe
and there confess

1. that He is the very Son of God come down from
heaven and made man . . was given for us, etc.,

2. that He is very present with His body and blood for
our salvation.

I1.  With respect to ourselves we believe and there confess
1. that we are sinuoers,
2. that our only help is Christ,

3. that we desire Him as our Savior and own Him as
our Lord.

ITI.  With respect to each other we belicve and there confess
1. that we all are one body in Christ,
2. that we should love and bless one another.

Cone. By the celebration of the Supper we declare our-
selves separated from all who reject our faith.

To-day also while you commune, “ye do show forth the
Lord’s death...” Continue to do so till He come and you
will receive a crown of life, Amen! C. H. L. S.
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THE WILL IN CONVERSION.

PART I. FALSE THEORIES.

To those who believe the truth of revelation and rejoice
in the hope of future glory through our Lord Jesus Christ,
the most important question in the doctrine of the human
will is that which pertains to its relation to divine grace in
the work of conversion. Infinitely superior to all questions
of science respecting God’s creatures is the truth in Jesus,
through which eternal happiness is secured. We have en-
deavored to set forth the nature, powers, and present condi-
tion of the human will, appealing to all natural sources as
well as to the supernatural revelation given in the Holy
Scriptures to establish our positions. This has seemed to us
important in itself. The science of the soul is certainly as
worthy of study for its own sake as the science of any of
God’s wonderful works. But infinitely more important is the
truth unto salvation. We have borue this in mind, and de-
sired to utilize, in an inquiry more directly theological, the
results attained. This inquiry pertains to the powers and
office of the will in regard to things spiritual, and especially
in the work of conversion, which is indispensable to salva-
tion. It is an inquiry that is beset with difficulties and that
necessitates opposition to theories that have numerous advo-
cates and defenders, many of whom are men of unquestioned
ability and manifest piety. We desire to impugn the sin-
cerity of none of them, but have earnestly sought and shall
endeavor humbly to set forth and maintain the truth. To
this we are all the more urged because there are errors circu-

13
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lated among us whose tendency is dangerous in the extreme,
and to which we must first give attention.

There certainly is room, without questioning the doc-
trine of salvation by grace alone, for the inquiry whether
man’s will has any power or any office in this regard. There
is room for the inquiry whether God, who has provided the
eternal redemption through the gift of His own dear Son,
and who bestows the Holy Spirit that we may embrace Him
as our Savior, does not, according to His all-wise purpose in
creation and in redemption, require the action of our will be-
fore we can be numbered among His people and he heirs of
eternal life in Christ.

And there is need for this inquiry. The teaching of
Holy Scripture is such that it is forced upon us. For these
Scriptures teach, on the one hand, that Ged “will have all
men to be saved and to come unto the knowledge of the
truth,” 2 Tim. 2, 4, and, on the other hand, that *strait is
the gate and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and
few there be that find it,” Matt.7,14. The matter is summed
up in our Lord’s words: « Many are called, but few are
chosen,” Matt. 22, 14. The fact is manifest beyond all con-
troversy, that although God desires the salvation of all men,
but few are saved in fact. This challenges reflection. It
would seem to imply that very much depends upon the hu-

man will, notwithstanding the undisputed fact that God
alone is our Savior,

. There are several easy solutions of the problem presented
in the facts before us, and they are enticing because they are
80 easy. One is that man’s will has nothing whatever to do
with the matter of his salvation, but that all depends abso-
lutely upon God’s will, and that He selects the people whom
He .intends to save from destruction. That explains it all.
He is absolute Sovereign and can do what He pleases. If He
Pleases to save some and let the others perish, all is clear
enough. why some are saved and some are Io;t. Another
theory is that God leaves the matter of salvation altogether
in the hands of man, laying down the conditions of eternal
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he chooses, 80 is the result. Both are plausible theories and
both are accepted by large numbers. But both are unscrip-
tural, and therefore must be rejected, however attractive they
may be to human reason as easy solutions of a perplexing
problem.

I. The first answer, that God is sovereign Lord, upon
whose absolute will the salvation or damnation of each indi-
vidual must ultimately depend, and that He accordingly has
decreed from all eternity who shall be saved and who shall
not, such decree being in no way contingent upon any pos-
sible action of the human will, is utterly without foundation.
That He is God and therefore sovereign Lord of all, no Chris-
tian can think of denying. But His sovereignty does not
imply that He can have no regard to the will and welfare of
His intelligent creatures, or that such a power as the human
will can have no recognized existence in the matter of salva-
tion. It does not imply that God absolutely determines
everything and by His almighty power executes what He
has determined, so that there is nothing and can be nothing
contingent. To argue from the sovereignty and omnipotence
of God that all things exist and move by necessity, and that
even the human will is not exempt from such force, but is
inevitably determined by it, is merely a refined species of
rationalism that seems to honor God by ascribing all power
and glory to Him, but that dishonors Him by failing to heed
the revelation which is given in His Word and making
logical deductions that conflict with its teaching, For in the
Holy Scriptures God has made known to us that He does, in
the whole economy of grace as well as in the whole govern-
ment of the world by His providence, take into account the
human will. This theory entirely misrepresents God by de-
nying His mercy to the largest portion of the human race.
Tt makes God a tyrant to be dreaded, instead of a Father to
be loved.

1. Such a God the Scriptures do not reveal. The God
of the Scriptures is “the Lord God, merciful and gracious,
long-suffering, and abundant in goodness and truth.” Ex,
34, 6. “The Lord is merciful and gracious, slow to anger and
plenteous in mercy. He will not always chide, neither wil]
He keep His anger forever. He hath not dealt with us after
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our sins nor rewarded us according to our iniquitics.” Ps.
103, 8-10. “The Lord is gracious and full of compassion,
slow to anger and of great mercy.” DPs. 135, & * Do ye
therefore merciful, as your Father also is merciful.” Luie 6,
36. “Isay unto you, love your enemies, bless them that
curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them
which despitefully use you and persecute you; for He maketh
His sun to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain
on the just and on the unjust.” Matt. 5, 44. 45. * He that
loveth not, knoweth not God; for God is love. In this was
manifested the love of God toward us, because that God sent
His only begotten Son into the world, that we might live
through Him. Herein is love, not that we loved God, but
that He loved us, and sent His Son to be the propitiation for
our sins.” 1John 4, 8-10. Nor is this loving God merciful
and gracious only in tcmporal things, or only towards a part
of His creatures. ‘ The Lord is good to all, and His tender
mercies are over all His works.,” Ps. 145, 9. “God is no
respecter of persons.” Acts 10, 34. “God so loved the world
that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth
in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life. For
God sent not His Son into the world to condemn the world,
but that the world through Him might be saved.” John 3,
16. 17. God loved the world, not only a portion of it, and
the only begotten Son came to save not only a select few, but
to lay down His life for the sins of the whole world. “For
there is one God, and one Mediator between God and men,
the man Christ Jesus, who gave Himself a ransom for all, to
be testified in due time.” 1Tim.2,5. 6. “We thus judge,
that if one died for all, then were all dead; and that He died
for all, that they which live should henceforth not live unto
themselves, but unto Him which died for them, and rose
again.” 2 Cor. 5, 14. 15. Even for those who perish the
mermfu} Savior gave His 1it"e a8 a ransom, that they might
not perish, but have ever!astu.lg life. “Destroy not him with
thy meat, for whom Christ died.” Rom. 14, 15, « Through

thy knowledge shall the weak brother perish
Christ died?” 1 Cor. 8, 11. perish, for whom

. Nor can those who seek at all hazards to uphold an un-
scriptural theory find any semblance of justification in an
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appeal to the difference between a universal redemption and
a universal will of God to save all men. The mission of the
Son is the manifestation of the Father’s will. As many as
He was sent to save so many it was the will of God to save.
He died for all, and therefore it was the good pleasure of our
gracious Lord and God that all should have life. The object
was that the world through Him should be saved. But even
when such a distinction is made between the object of the
Savior’s work and that of the Holy Spirit’s mission, nothing
is gained for the theory of an absolute decree. There is the
same obstacle of Holy Scripture in the way of the theory of a
grace as in that of a limited atonement. The Bible teaches
expressly that God would have all men come to Christ and
be saved as well as that Christ died for all. There is in the
sense of a selection from among a number, no more an elec-
tion unto faith than there is an election unto redemption.
As God sent His Son to die for all, so He would have all be-
lieve and be saved. The idea that God so loved the world as
to give His only begotten Son that the world through Him
might be saved, and that He then resolved to give the faith
necessary to such salvation only to a favored portion of that
world, is self-contradictory. ‘He that spared not His own
Son, but delivered Him up for us all, how shall He not with
Him also freely give us all things?” Rom. 8, 32. The
thought is preposterous that God, in order to save His fallen
creatures from everlasting woe, should give to the world His
dearest treasure, and then withhold from the vast majority of
His miserable creatures for whom the eternal Son suffered,
the gift necessary to render that treasure available for His
merciful purpose. Such thoughts are inexcusable. They are
the more inexcusable as the Holy Spirit explicitly says: “As
I live, saith the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death of
the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way and live:
turn ye, turn ye from your evil ways; for why will ye die, O
house of Israel.” Ez.33, 11. It has the appearance of wan-
tonness, in the face of such statements, to allege that the
apostle, when he speaks of our election unto the adoption of
children “according to the good pleasure of His will,” (Eph,
1, 5), means that it was the good pleasure of our merciful
God, whose tender mercies are over all His works, to save
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from endless misery only a small portion of our ruined race
—that it was His good pleasure to consign them all, with the
exception of a select few, to the realms of everlasting dark-
ness and woe, where there is weeping and wailing and gnash-
ing of teeth; or at least that it was not His good pleasure to
save any but that favored numbered whom He chose, accord-
ing to the good pleasure of His will, to make believers and
thus to save. His good pleasure was that all should believe
‘n His beloved Son, whom He =ent into the world to save all,
and who offered Himself as a ransom for all, and that all
through faith in His name should inherit everlasting life.
“For this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our
Savior, who will have all men to be saved, and to come unto
the knowledge of the truth.” 1 Tim. 2, 4. The Scriptures
are clear, and nothing in them is clearer than this, that (iod’s
will is the salvation of all men. He has no pleasure in the
death of any sinner, however vile He may be, and He has
pleasure in saving all through faith in Jesus. He would
have them all come to the knowledge of the truth and be
saved by embracing it. Not only does the Holy Spirit assure
us that God has no pleasure in the death of the sinner, but
He expressly and explicitly assures us that He has pleasure
in the sinner’s salvation. ‘The Lord is not slack concerning
His promises, as some men count slackness, but is long-suffer-
ing to usward, not willing that any should perish, but that
all should come to repentance.” 2 Pet.8,9. There is there-
fore no ground but such as may be found in blind human
reason to maintain, that our gracious Lord desires and makes
provision for the salvation of only a select few of the human
souls that are perishing in sin. He loved the world ; He sent
His Son as a ransom for all; He sincerely calls all sinners by
the Gospel; He would have all to be saved. Any theory,
!,herefore, that represents God as the cause of the difference
in the final destlny. of men, some being saved and some being
i(;r;n;:}; lost—dth.af:, in ;)lt.her worfls, represents God, who alone
therefori: 1150‘312::1‘}% t:el:ct?;}va:;lon Oftonly 2 fa\tored few, a_nd
alone salvation is possible wgh'l eg 0' that falt'h by which
tion of the lur (; }I)na'orit’ fltj-. e did not desire the salva-
tinated them tff) theJ y of the race, and therefore predes-

everlasting agony of hell, and at least
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did not rescue them by efficaciously willing their salvation,
but left them to their righteous doom of eternal torture —any
such theory conflicts with the truth concerning God which
the Scriptures reveal, and represent Him as a cruel despot
whom the Scriptures do not recognize as God, and do not
teach us to believe in and worship. Our God is a God of love
and of salvation, who has no pleasure in any sinner’s death,
but desires that all should be saved through the blood of His
own dear Son that was shed for all. Those who entertain
the conception of a God who is just, indeed, inasmuch as He
consigns the sinner to the punishment which his transgres-
sions have merited, but is not merciful, inasmuch as He could
save whom He pleased, but did not please to save all, have
followed their own fancy, not the Scriptures.

2. The theory that God, without any reference to the
human will, absolutely decides who shall be saved, militates
also against the nature of man as an intelligent creature en-
dowed with will. That man is such a creature needs no
proof. He could not have fallen if His Maker had not en-
dowed him with the power of choice. If it had pleased God
to make man like the mineral or vegetable or brute, endowing
him with powers that would work out their destiny without
any thinking or willing on their part, man never could bave
deviated from the course which God had marked out for him
and which he would have pursued by the necessity of his
nature. He could, in that case, never have fallen, because he
would, like the mineral and vegetable and brute, have pos-
sessed no power of choice and no moral responsibility, but
would have moved on to His final destiny without merit or
demerit, without obligation or responsibility, without reward
or punishment. Duty and desert are equally inconceivable
where there is no choice. The flower that blooms has no
merit; the rock that falls deserves no censure. Man fell, and
the fall was sinful and the wages was death. But this was
because he had choice, so that it might have been otherwise.
He was not necessitated to do as he did. He could not say
that he had no responsibility in the matter. It was his doing,
not God’s; it was his doing in opposition to the express will
of God. A creature with the power of choice is, in view of
God’s government of all, an amazing fact; and the mystery
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looms up in more startling magnitude w}.len t‘lns‘ ('l“IOIC(:' lrs
seen to be exercised in opposition to the will of lhv_('reﬂ Ot.
But the fact is plain, whether we can comprehend lti?‘;}?;»é
It is sheer folly to deny it in order to save a theory. i .
was 1o freedom of choice when man fell, but merely i ne ce;-
sitated action, in which the creature did what (il m‘d:lmed,
and in which he worked out his destiny as GGod had made
him to work it out and as by the nccessity of his \-rv:l(.m'l na-
ture he must work it out, it is absurd to talk about sin 1£
such accomplishment of the divine will, and ln::lrtltws tnl tal ‘
about pain and penalty as the final result of sn.(-h :1\( N;\m
plishment of a good Creator’s purpose. A merciful Maker
may lead through temporal affliction to eternal happiness,
but cannot make eternal misery the outcome of His owg
necessitation. It pleased the Creator in His gm'dm‘-*‘*'_ an
wisdom to make creatures with willg, and in the exercise ?f
his own will man disobeyed God. How God could permit
this—in other words, why God formed such creature with all
the possibilities of misery in his nature—it ix not for us to
determine. So it seemed good in His sight, who doeth all
things well. But it is preposterous to insist that man, whose
redemption through Christ is part of that wonderful plap ac-
cording to which he was made and is governed, had a will to
choose between good and evil and life and death, but that
after the evil was chosen his will should have nothing furthe.r
to do with his destiny. That would have been the case if
God in His righteousness had consigned the sinner at once to
his endless doom. His damnation would have been J}lst.
God owes no sinner salvation; the sinner’s due is damnation.
But the whole revelation given ug in the Scriptures warrant
Us in saying that if God had thus dealt with the sinner t.he
only begotten Son would never have become man and the sin-
ful race would never have been propagated. Adam and Eve
would have been cut, off on the day they sinned, and the ter-
rible wages of sin would have been confined to them. In
short, the whole plan of God in
and destiny of this earth would have been different. Certain
it is that God reveals Himeelf ag a good Lord who has
thoughts of ercy towards men. He is not only their Maker
and Ruler, but also their Savior. And in executing that
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amazing plan of infinite love to save lost souls He deals with
men as the intelligent creatures whom He was pleased to en-
dow with will, Those creatures used that endowment in the
fearful catastrophe of Eden against the Creator’s design, and
may use it still against their Redeemer’s purpose. But in no
case is it ignored.

Ag man in the fall was not necessitated to abide in holi-
ness, s0 now he is not necessitated to be renewed after the
image of God; asin the fall he was not necessitated to eat
the forbidden fruit and sin against God, so now, when the
Word of salvation is sent to him, he is not necessitated to re-
main in sin and spiritual death. His Maker has not forgot-
ten that he has a will.

There is no divine ordinance according to which some
must believe, without any reference to their will; there is no
divine ordinance according to which some must remain in un-
belief, without any reference to their will. The grace of God
is not irresistible; the power of sin is not irresistible when
grace invites to salvation. God would have all men to be
saved, His call is sincere, and all that is necessary for com-
pliance is graciously offered in the Gospel, which is the power
of God unto salvation.

The doctrine that grace saves those whom God designs to
save, so that these must be converted and believe unto salva-
tion, while, as a necessary consequence, the rest of mankind,
because that electing grace which alone makes salvation is
withheld from them, must remain in unbelief or at least must
die in unbelief and necessarily perish, thus conflicts as de-
cidedly with the nature of man as it does with the nature of
God. It manifestly makes man a helpless machine that runs
as its Maker ordains it to run, and that inevitably accom-
plishes the end for which the Creator designed it. It just as
manifestly makes sin a physical, not a moral evil, inasmuch
as it leaves no room for any moral action on the part of man,
which is obviously out of the question where there is no
power of choice; and again just as manifestly it makes God
responsible for any evil that may be found in the running of
the machine that has no choice and therefore can have no
responsibility.

Such a theory conceives man as a helpless instrument in
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the hands of its Maker, who may draw it to heaven or cast it
to hell according to His pleasure, although neither the mercy
of the one nor the justice of the other act would he apparent,
when the object is conceived as having no choice and there-
fore as having no accountability.

If those who hold this view reply that they still regard
man as an intelligent being, and even as having a will, but
that he is in such a condition because of sin that he can
make no use of his will in the matter of his salvation, they
succeed in presenting the subject in a different aspect, but
the result is the same. They still strive against the nature
of man as God made him and represents him in 1lis Word;
for they represent sin to be his essence, so that nothing but a
physical operation could furnish a remedy for its desiructive
power.

) 'Sin is an unutterable evil that brings everlasting death
In its train. But it is not the essence of man. k¢ existed
!)efore it came into the world, and can exist again without it
n the blissful mansions whence it is forever cxcluded. If
man by the fall became a being that inherently never could
will the good again, though he could will it before that de-
plorable catastrophe, he is not essentially the same creature
that fell; if man after conversion can will the good again
th‘at he could not, by the inherent constitution of his nature,
w1}1 before, he is not after conversion essentially the same
being that he was before.  Morally he cannot do what he
. hysically he is the same. That
will anythi;)m h.ls. present condition of bondage under sin,
but have gh g8 spltntually good, we have not only admitted,
bondage al(t)l‘:n ahs?me length in a former article. But this
changs ilis ough 1t sadly effects his condition, does not
man to hinde B;e.nce., as 1t does not change the essence of a

Im in chaing, although it does greatly circum-

:%22: };)1lslxtpt?wers. ilc:) still has the natura] power to move
' € cannot break hj i
use his power. So the man b hains and therefore cannot

. ho kn :
Mil w OWS nothing of Dante or
th‘ ton, but does know of sensual enjoymentg cfnnot admire
€ sombre scenes of the o C1LL8,



THE WILL IN CONVERSION. 203

stances have not given play to all the possibilities of his na-
ture. We see very well that the analogy is not perfect. Be-
tween spiritual and natural things there never can be a per-
fect analogy. But the point in view is thus fairly illustrated.
A man cannot love Milton as long as his intellect has not the
necessary light and his affections have therefore no oppor-
tunity to act. He might have light and still not love Milton,
because the motives presented by the head do not work ir-
resistibly upon the heart. But he cannot love Milton so long
as the intellect does not present the ohject and furnish the
conditions of a motive. So man cannot love the good, or
God, who is good, so long as that object is not presented to
his mind as one of the objects lying within the possibilities
of his choice. He cannot will that which he does not know
and therefore has not the possibility of desiring. But neither
can he love God or saving truth when the Word presents
them to his mind. For this a spiritual power is necessary
which is lost by the fall and which never belonged to man’s
essence. But the possibility of knowing and accepting the
truth does lie within the compass of man’s original endow-
ment, and he would no longer be essentially what God made
him if he needed any essential change to render him capable
of williug the good. Can he then will the spiritually good ?
Physically he has the power to do it, though morally he has
not: that is to say, he was endowed in his creation with the
power of will, within the scope of which lay righteousness as
well as sin, and that power he has never lost and could not
lose without becoming an essentially different creature;
whilst he has, through the abuse of this power, lost the moral
ability to choose what he was by natural endowment em-
powered and designed to choose. Sin is a moral corruption,
and not a physical destruction. Without help from above he
never can again work righteousness and never can please His
righteous Maker. The ability to use his natural endowment
in this direction is entirely gone, and in this respect he is
dead. If he1s left to himself, he remains in this death and
goes to his eternal doom. But he need not undergo a change
of essence to be again rendered able to discern and delight in
spiritual things. He has not become a stone or a plant or a
brute: he is still man, with all the powers that essentially
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belong to man, which includes will as one of the chief and
most conspicuous. Man did not cease, when he fell, to be
essentially what God made him; he does not cea=c, when he

is regenerated, to be essentially what he was. In hoth cases
he remains man.

Our Confessions carefully discriminate between man and
the sin which clings to him, so that man remains essentially
man, notwithstanding the depravity which the fall has
caused. They say: ‘“Although in Adam and Eve the nature
was originally created pure, good, and holy, nevertheless sin
has not entered nature through the fall in the way fanatically
taught by the Manichacans, as though Satan had created or
made something essentially evil and mingled it with their
nature. But since, from the seduction of Satan, through the
fall, according to God’s judgment and sentence, man, as 2
punishment, has lost his concreated original righteousness,
human nature, as has been said above, is perverted and cor-
rupt by this deprivation or deficiency, want, and injury,
which has been caused by Satan; so that at present the na-
ture of all men, who in a natural way are conceived and born,
is transmitted by inheritance with the same want and corrup-
tion. For since the fall human nature is not at first created
pure and good, and only afterward corrupted by original sin,
but in the first moment of our conception the seed whence
man is formed is sinful and corrupt. Thus also original sin
is something existing of itself in us apart from the nature of
the corrupt man, as it is also not the peculiar essence, body or
‘soul, of the corrupt man, or the man himself.” Form. Conc.
TL. cap. 2, § 27, 28. Sin is not the essence of man, but some-
thing that corrupts the whole being, which remains essen-
tially what God created it. It neither transsubstantiates man
into a different creature, nor forms a distinct entity in man
side by side with the entity which God made as man. There
is not, after the fall, a dual essence, one being man as God
made hi.m, the other beipg a distinct substance of evil which
the devil made. Satan is no creator; he can mar what God
has made, but.he can make nothing, Sin isa corruption of
the natux.'e which God has made., but changes that nature in
v the ol o v sl bt oy e v it men bad be

; ey are corrupted by the acts
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of Satan. ‘“We believe, teach and confess, that there is a
distinction between man’s nature, not only as he was origin-
ally created by God, pure and holy and without sin, but also
as we have it now since the fall, namely, between the nature
itself, which even since the fall is and remains a creature of
God, and original sin; and that this distinction is as great as
the distinction between a work of God and a work of the
devil. We believe, teach and confess, also, that this distinc-
tion should be maintained with the greatest care, because the
dogma that no distinction is to be made between our corrupt
human nature and original sin conflicts with the chief articles
of our Christian faith concerning creation, redemption, sanc-
tification, and the resurrection of our body, and cannot co-
exist therewith. For God created not only the body and soul
of Adam and Eve before the fall, but also our hodies and souls
since the fall, notwithstanding that they are corrupt, which
God still acknowledges as His work, as it is written Job 10,
8: “Thine hands have made me and fashioned me together
round about.” This human nature, nevertheless without sin,
and therefore not of other’s but our own flesh, the Son of God
has assumed into the unity of His person and according to it
become our true brother. Heb. 2, 14: ‘Forasmuch then as
the children were partakers of flesh and blood, He also Him-
self likewise took part of the same.” Again v. 16, 4,15: ‘He
took not on Him the nature of angels, but He took on Him
the seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all things it behooved
Him to be made like unto His brethren, yet without sin.’
Therefore Christ has redeemed it, as His work; sanctifies it,
as His work ; raises it from the dead and gloriously adorns it,
as His work. But original sin He has not created, assumed,
redeemed, sanctified; He also will not raise it, or with the
elect adorn or save it, but in the resurrection it will be en-
tirely destroyed. Hence the distinction between the corrupt
nature and the corruption which infects the nature, and by
which the nature became corrupt, can easily be discerned.”
Form. Conc. I, cap 1, § 3-7. Our fathers clearly saw that sin
does not in any way change the essence of that which it cor-
rupts, and that the human nature which is effected by it
could still be assumed by our Lord without assuming the
sin, and could in the saints of God be taken to heaven with-
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out introducing sin into that abode of purity and bliss.
Man’s nature is not sin, but is what God made it in the be-
ginning. All the essential powers belonging to it remain
after the fall, which produced no essential change in the crea-
ture endowed with intelligence, feeling, and will. Physically,
that is, so far as the constitution of his nature is concerned,
he can still know and feel and will as he could before. There
need be no new substance created, or no new essence wrought
in that substance, to enable man to know and feel and will
spiritual things. What is requisite for this is a purification
of the nature which already exists and of the powers that be-
long to it in virtue of its original endowment.

Sin is a moral, not a physical evil. It came not by a
change in the physical constitution of man, so that he by its
introduction became substantially or essentially a different
creature from what he was before, but by a volitional action
of the moral being whom God had created. So the renewal
of man after the image of God in righteousness and true holi-
ness can not take place without another volitional action
under the influence of divine grace. We are far from deny-
ing that the Holy Ghost must work a change in the soul
prior to the will’s decision to follow Christ; but His end is
not attained without a new generic volition.

The theory that God absolutely elects some to eternal life
and therefore necessitates their conversion and perseverance,
whilst all the others are left without that special and irre-
sistible grace which alone can effect such conversion and per-
severance, assumes that man has undergone a physical change
in virtue of the fall, and can be converted only by another
physical change that restores to him the faculties lost by the
unhappy act of his will in Paradise. The nature of the un-
converted man could thus not be essentially the same which
God created, and the converted person would not be essen-
tially the same as the sinner that is said to be converted
Sin would thus be regarded as constituting the essence oi‘
man, the removal of which would be the destruction of the
creature bearing that name. Conversion would thus be not
the f:hange of a being that exists ag man, but the creation b
a.l'mlghty powers of an essentially different being, who is su‘t?i
stituted for the annihilated sinner. Against such,a theory the
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Bible and the Church are equally emphatic in pronouncing
condemnation.

The Scriptures uniformly address man as physically
capable of complying with its requirements. It is true, as
Luther and others before and after him have argued, that
divine commands given to men do not necessarily imply the
power of fulfilling them. But that does not settle the ques-
tion under consideration. They do not imply the possession
of moral power to obey. Both Scripture and experience show
that fallen man lacks such power. He cannot obey the com-
mand: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,
and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind,” which is the
first and great commandment. Nor can he fulfill the serond
which is like unto it: *“ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy-
self.”” If man had the ability to keep these great command-
ments, it would not have been necessary that Christ should
die to save him. Neither can he, now that the redemption
is accomplished and salvation is secured for all through the
sacrifice of the incarnate Son, believe on Him that he might
be saved. These are divine requirements for which there is
no human power of obedience. But that is only a partial
presentation of the matter involved. The other element in
the question will become apparent when we inquire whether
such requirements would or could have been made of crea-
tures that had not the physical power of compliance. Does
any ohe suppose that God would issue such commands to a
mineral or a vegetable or an irrational animal? These cannot
love God and man, and they cannot believe in Christ, the in-
carnate Son of God. Neither can man as he is by nature,
captive as he is under sin. But is his case, now that he is
fallen, the same as that of stone and plant and brute? These
were not made to love God; they never transgressed divine
law and never could sin; they needed not that God should
purchase them with His own blood. They were not endowed
with the same power as man; they were physically or natur-
ally otherwise constituted; they never could and never were
designed to choose their path, and never did and never could
violate His will. Has man, because of his sin, become as one
of them? All humanity cries that he has not, and all reve-
lation supports the cry. He is still man; he has sinned



208 THE COLUMBUS THEOLOGICAL MAGAZINE,

and fallen, O how deeply, but he is still man; he is ruined,
but he is man in ruins. It would be exalting sinful maun to
give him a place aiwoag the creatures that never fell and never
ceased to be good us God made them. He has fallen far helow
the brutes, as he was created far above them. e sinned, and
that tells a tale of horror. He is sold under sin, and that re-
veals unutterable woe. But he is not a devil, as heis not a
brute. No such appeals are made to devils, and no such ap-
peals are made to irrational creaturcs, as those which are made
to man. Neither to brutes nor to devils is it said: * Repent,
and turn yourselves from all your transgressions, so iniquity
shall not be your ruin. Cast away from you all your traus-
gression, whereby ye have transgressed, and make you a new
heart and a new spirit ; for why will ye die, O house of Isracl?
For I have no pleasure in the death of him that dieth, saith
the Lord God : wherefore turn yourselves and live ye.” Ezek.
18, 30-32. Neither to devils nor to earthly creatures other
than man is it said: “We ought to give the more earnest heed
to the things which we have heard, lest at any time we should
let them slip. For if the word spoken by angels was stead-
fast, and every transgression and disobedience received a just
recompense of reward, how shall we escape, if we neglect so
great salvation?” Heb. 2, 1-3. It is employing reason—
poor, blind reason—against the whole body of revelation—
against all its presuppositions and all its contents—to argue
that man, lost and ruined by the fall is no larger a being
capable of right volitions. Morally he is incapable, but he
has not therefore lost the powers of human nature, He is
man, and has not in virtue of sin become anything else. He
is still a moral creature, though in ruins, and the gracious God
that desires to save him, still treats him as a moral creature,
though in ruins. He would save the creature that has fallen,
not annihilate the human race as a divine failure that is to be
replaced by a creature essentially different. He would save
me, who write, and you, who read, not destroy us and by His
almighty power create other persons who under our names

should behold His face in the glory which you and I should
never behold.

N otyvithsjoar%ding the fall, man has a capacity to be saved.
He retains his identity. The soul that is saved by faith in
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the Lord Jesus is the same soul that was lost by reason of its
inherited sin. It is diseased, and only the grace of God can
heal it; but it is still a soul that retains the power of willing
as well as of knowing and feeling, and by the constitution of
its nature can will the good as well as the evil, although in
its diseased condition the good is beyond its reach. Sin is
an accident that corrupts the whole nature of man, not an
essenice which is substituted for that which once constituted
man. The sinner is still man.

This theory which, as we have seen, contravenes the
nature of God and of man, is generally known in theology
by the name of Calvinism, while in philosophy it is called
determinism or necessitarianism. It is held in various modi-
fications from the extreme particularism of the school of
Beza to the hypothetical universalism of the school of Amyr-
ald; but in all its variations it has the onc essential feature
which solves the problem of divine government and human
will, as related to man’s salvation, by assuming that God
selects the persons in whom faith is to be wrought and upon
whoni eternal life is to be bestowed, and that He by His
power accomplishes in these—only in these—His gracious
purpose to save them. This removes the difficulty and
makes the whole matter plain. Why some believe and are
saved and others dc not and are damned, thus involves no
mystery to human reason, unless the contradiction between
the human theory and the divine revelation be regarded as a
mystery. The purpose of God decides all. Some believe be-
cause God has ordained that they shall. The others cannot
believe, because the power is not in nature and it does not
please God to bestow it by grace. The divine purpose to
work faith is limited to the few who alone are elected unto
faith, In these that purpose is effected, and no power can
hinder it. They must believe unto salvation; the rest must
remain in unbelief or fall away and die in unbelief. This
does not necessarily imply that the elect are converted by
violende. Neither the old Calvinists, nor the new Missourians
maintain this. Both admit that God does not force faith
upon the souls of the elect against their will. Both teach
that He so acts upon the will of those whom He designs to
convert that it cannot resist, because the power of the Spirit

14
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is a cause that prevents resistance. In the doctrine of both
it is a necessary assumption that the power of grace is irre-
sistible. The Missourians have not, indeed. adopted this
term. But so far as we are able to see they aceept that which
the Calvinists express by it and which it properly designates.
While neither admit that there is in any case a compulsory
conversion, because by such a conversion they understand a
change in which the subject’s stubborn resistance is erushed
by violence, both maintain that it is impossible to prevent
the execution of God’s purpose to convert the clect, and that
the subject can therefore do nothing by which the opcration
of the Holy Ghost in the soul could he frustrated. The elect
must believe. That God has resolved upon, and no resistance,
natural or otherwise, can or could hinder it. The theory ns-
sumes that in such persons there is no wilful resistance that
must be overpowered by force, but that is simply because in
them the grace of God is irresistible according to the divine
purpose, and therefore no resistance that would necessitate
violent measures is permitted to arise. All opposition in the
elect is made impossible by the divine decree; and therefore
resistance in them is impossible as it is in a stone. As Dr.
Walther expresses it, ‘‘they shall and must be saved.”

If this meant simply that man by his natural powers
can do nothing whatever to change his nature and effect his
conversion, and that such change must therefore be made by
an operation of the Holy Ghost that in its incipient effects is
inevitable, there would be no good ground of objection. The
mind cannot, from natural sources, have any knowledge of
spiritual things, and it cannot by natural powers have any
motions towards them. Something must be done from with-
out to bring them before the soul and to lead the soul to
entertain them. That is precisely what the Gospel does. It
reveals the righteousness of God and it is the power of God
unto salvation. There is certainly an analogy between the
process of bringing spiritual things and that of bringing
temporal things to our cognition and acceptance. W& never
could know things subject to our senses if
brought' befc'n'e us, and the first steps in cogni
always inevitable. The starry heavens must
we are out on a clear night,

they were not
zing them are

be seen when
The first emotions are equally
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inevitable. We must admire the grandeur of the starry
heavens when the eye perceives them. But we can close our
eyes or turn away from the glorious scene, and we can refuse
to entertain the thoughts or emotions which are started by
observing it. The effect is not irresistible. So the Word of
God, when it is heard or read, must produce some effect upon
the soul. There never could be faith in it, and there could
just as little be a revulsion of the feelings against it, if its
contents were not first brought to the intelligence. If those
who take the position that man’s passivity in conversion im-
plies the inevitableness of all the results of grace in the
human soul, merely design to affirm that the Gospel intro-
duces light and with it some emotions even before the will
can take any active steps with regard to it, we have no con-
troversy with them. That is unquestionably true. But that
would decide nothing, and that is not their meaning. They
do not, as we understand them, mean to say that every person
who hears the Gospel and who is thus inevitably affected by
its influence, is to be regarded as converted. At least the
Calvinists of the old shool expressly maintain that this re-
sult is attained only in the elect; and the Missourians,
although they inconsistently admit that a non-elect person
may be converted and therefore that a converted person may
fall from grace and be finally lost, still have never admitted
that every hearer of the Gospel was at the time he heard it a
believer, though it may have been but for a moment. Hold-
ing the Calvinistic error that God has from eternity deter-
mined by an absolute election which persons among the many
lost should be made believers in Christ and be brought to sal-
vation through His name, they hold also that only in those is
there such an inevitability of grace in producing conversion.
They admit, in other words, that there is a resistance, which
hinders the work of the Holy Ghost, so that conversion does
not result. While there is confessedly an inevitable operation
of the Holy Ghost in all men who employ the means ot grace
by which He ordinarily works, they teach that there is, in
addition to this, an operation which is confined to the elect,
and in these something is inevitably wrought which is not
wrought in the others who are not predestinated to faith and
salvation. Manifestly they mean that there is not only an
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inevitable grace for all men who hear the Gospel, but also an
irresistible grace for those who are predestinated to faith and
salvation and who therefore shall and must be converted and
saved. There is no choice in the matter, neither for the clect
nor for the non-elect.

This theory explains the difficulty presented by the ques-
tion, How does it come that, although God is merciful to all
alike and all are helpless alike, only some men are saved? It
cuts the knot by denying that God is merciful to all alike,
and imputing to Him a partiality and respect of persons in
accordance with which He formed the eternal purpose to save
a chosen few while He formed no such purpose in regard to
the rest. The words of the Holy Spirit, “ He will have mercy
on whom He will have mercy” are construed to mean, not
that he will execute mercy according to His revealed plan of
salvation by faith in His only begotten Son, but that He will
bestow mercy arbitrarily on whom He pleases and refuse to
show mercy just when and where His respect of persons may
dictate. It is thus made plain why some are saved and others
are not: God chooses to save some and does not choose to
save others. But whilst thus everything becomes clear at one
point, everything becomes dark and dreary at another.
“That is an ungodly opinion,” says Luther; *for how would
it be possible, if any one thought and believed thus of God,
that He should otherwise than hate Him, whose will alone is
the fault that not all are saved.” (Werke, Erl. Ed. 2, 86.)
Such a theory sets at naught the express declarations of God
Himself, that He ¢ will have all men to be saved and to come
unto the knowledge of the truth,” 1 Tim. 2, 4, and the
Savior's own explanation of the sad fact that so many re-
main unsaved notwithstanding all: “Q Jerusalem, Jerusa-
lem, thou that killest the prophets and stonest them that are
sent unto thee, how often would I have gathered thy children
tqgether, even as a hen gathereth her chickens under her
Seaiost o trth conouing 6ot d mar L o0y sine
human will a mere machinge withoal?t ttrll;an’ and make.s the

. . . power essential to
the conception of will, without a voice in decid; indi
vidual’s destiny, and thereft i sciding the indi-

) ore without any responsibility or

uilt, and yet d jori
ﬁlent,. yet dooms the majority of our race to endless tor-



THE WILL IN CONVERSION, 213

II. But if this theory be rejected there remains, accord-
ing to the estimation of many, only the other doctrine that
man determines his own destiny in time and in eternity.
This too has been advocated in many forms from the coarse
naturalism of the school of Pelagius to the subtle comprom-
ises of the school of Arminius. But this too is a false theory,
ignoring the depth of human depravity and the necessity of
grace, as the other ignores the nature of God and man.

There were those in the early Church who maintained
that man not only has the power by his original creation, but
that, notwithstanding the fall, he has the power still, to
choose between good and evil and to secure his own eternal
salvation, if he only uses the power which is subject to his
own will. There have been such men through all the ages
down to our own day, and our present literature is full of the
fond conceit that glorifies man, but does not glorify his Maker
and Redeemer. The subject was one of the chief topics of
debate and protest in the days of the great Reformation, and
the references to it are therefore frequent in our symbolical
books. Our churches, says the Augsburg Confession, “con-
demn the Pelagians and others who deny this original fault
to be sin indeed, and who, so as to lessen the glory of the
merits and benefits of Christ, argue that a man may, by the
strength of his own reason, be justified before God.” Art, 2.
Again it says: “They condemn the Pelagians and others,
who teach that by the powers of nature alone, without the
Spirit of God, we are able to love God above all things; also
to perform the commandments of God, as touching the sub-
stance of our actions. For although nature be able, in some
sort, to do the external works, (for it is able to withhold the
hands from theft and murder), yet it cannot work the inward
emotions, such as the fear of God, trust in God, chastity, pa-
tience, and such like.” Art. 18. The notion that man’s will
has the power, notwithstanding the entrance of sin into the
world, to work righteousness, fails to make account of the
deadly nature of sin and of the need of divine grace and the
atoning merits of the Son of God. Therefore our Confession
says: “It is false that we merit the remission of sins by our
works. False also is this, that men are accounted righteous
before God because of the righteousness of reason. False also
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is this, that reason by its own strength, is able to love God
above all things and to fulfill God’s law, viz. truly to fear
God, to be truly confident that God hears prayer, to be willing
to obey God in death and other dispensations of God, not to
covet what belongs to others, etc.; although reason can work
civil works. False also and dishonoring Christ is this, that
there are men who do not sin, but without grace fulfill the
commandments of God. We have testimonies for this our
belief not only from the Scriptures, but also from the Fathers.
For, in opposition to the Pelagians, Augustinc contends at
great length that grace is not given because of our mucrits.
And, in De Natura et Gratia, he says: “If natural ability,
through the free will, suftice both for learning to know how
one ought to live and for living aright, then Christ has died
in vain, then the offense of the cross is made void. Why
may I not also here exclaim? yea, I will exclaim, and with
Christian grief will chide them: ‘Christ has become of no
effect to you, whosoever of you are justified by the law; ye
are fallen from grace’” (Gal. 5, 4; cf. 2, 21.) *For they being
ignorant of God’s righteousness, and going about to establish
their own righteousness, have not submitted themselves unto
the righteousness of God. For Christ is the end of the law
for righteousness to every one that believeth., (Rom. 10, 3.
4.) And John 3,36: ‘If the Son therefore shall make you
free, ye shall be free indeed.” Therefore by reason we cannot
be freed from sins and merit the remission of sins. And in
John 3, 5 it is written: ‘Except a man be born of water and
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.’ But it
is necessary to be born again of the Holy Ghost; the right-
eousness of reason does not justify us before God and does
not fulfill the law, Rom. 3, 23: ‘All have come short of the
glory of God,’ i. e. are destitute of the wisdom and righteous-
ness of God, which acknowledges and glorifies God. Like-
wise Rom. 8, 7. 8: ¢ The carnal mind is enmity against God;
for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be,
So then they that are in the flesh cannot please God.’ These
testimoni'es are so manifest that, to use the words of Augus-
tine, which he employed in this case, they do not need an
acute understanding, but only an attentive hearer. If the
carnal mind is enmity against God, the flesh

en certainly d
not love God; if it cannot be subject to the | it

aw of God, it
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cannot love God. If the carnal mind is enmity against God,
the flesh sins even when we do external civil works. If it
cannot be subject to the law of God, it certainly sins even
when, according to human judgment, it possesses deeds that
are excellent and worthy of praise.” Apol, II. Art. 4, § 25-33.

The Pelagian theory, like the predestinarian, misrepre-
sents both God and man, but does this in a different way.
It ascribes too much to man and too little to God. It de-
preciates both sin and grace. It regards sin as an evil so
slight that man can easily overcome it, requiring nothing
more to this end than an exertion of the powers remaining
after the fall. It regards grace as a gift so far indispensable
that man can secure salvation without it. It glorifies man
and dishonors the Son of God who came to save him. It
ascribes to the human will in its natural condition what, ac-
cording to the Scriptures, belongs only to divine grace.
Therefore our Confession says: * The 18. aiticle, of Free Will,
the adversaries receive, although they add some testimonies
not at all adapted to this case. They also add a declaration
that neither with the Pelagians is so much to be granted to
the free will, nor with the Manicheans is all freedom to be
denied it. Very well; but what difference is there between
the Pelagians and our adversaries, since both hold that, with-
out the Holy Ghost, man can love God and perform God’s
commandments with respect to the substance of the acts, and
can merit grace and justification by works which reason per-
forms itself without the Hqly Ghost? How many absurdities
follow from these Pelagian opinions, which are taught with
great authority in the schools! These Augustine, following
Paul, refutes with great emphasis, whose judgment we have
recounted above in the article of Justification. Nor indeed
do we deny liberty to the human will. The human will has
liberty in the choice of works and things which reason com-
prehends by itself. It can to a certain extent render civil
righteousness or the righteousness of works; it can speak of
God, offer to God a certain service in outward works, obey
magistrates, parents; by a choice in outward works it can re-
strain the hands from murder, from adultery, from theft.
Since there is left in human nature reason and judgment
concerning objects subjected to the senses, choice between
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these things, and the liberty and power to render civil right-
eousness, are also left. The Scripture calls that rightcousness
of the flesh which the carnal nature, i. e. reason by itself
without the power of the Holy Ghost, renders. Although
the power of concupiscence is such that men more frequently
obey evil dispositions than sound judgment. And the devil,
who is efficacious in the godless, as Paul says (Eph. 2, 2), does
not cease to invite this fecble nature to various offenses.
These are the reasons why even civil righteousness is rare
among men, as we see that not even the philosophers them-
selves, who seem to have aspired after this righteousness, at-
tained it. But it is false that the man does not sin, who per-
forms the works of the commandments without grace.”
Apology VIIL. Art. 19, § 67-71. It is a mere delusion when
it is supposed that, because man in his natural condition can
will and perform external works which the law prescribes, he
possesses the power to fulfill the divine commandments, and
is therefore not dead in trespasses and sins and not a child of
wrath by nature. He is a slave of sin notwithstanding, and
only the truth can make him free; for his civil righteousness

is only an external mimicry of the good, while his heart is
only evil continually.

Only when men allow themselves to be deceived by ap-
pearances can Pelagianism seem to have any ground in hu-
man consciousness and human experience. When they look
beneath the surface they perceive that, good as the works
may seem, the spring from which they flow is evil and that
man is sinful notwithstanding the righteous coloring put
upon his performances. Pelagianism can flourish only in
company with self-deception. The human conscience is a
witness that our nature is sinful, and its testimony becomes
more clear and more terrific the more the truth shines in upon
the soul. And that which the conscience even in man’s
natural state urges upon our notice, the Scriptures state in
terms so plain and perspicuous, that only the fact concerning
which they testify renders it intelligible how men can fajl to
apprehend the testimony. The understanding is darkened as
the will is enslaved ; therefore the voice of God in the Scrip-
tures is not understood. But that voice is none the less clear
and distinct on that account. It tells us plainly that “God
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saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and
that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only
evil continually,” Gen. 6, 5; that ye “ were dead in trespasses
and sins, wherein in times past ye walked according to the
course of this world, according to the prince of the power of
the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of dis-
obedience, amgong whom also we all had our conversation in
times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of
the flesh and of the mind, and were by nature the children
of wrath, even as others,” Eph. 2, 1-3; that without Christ
we can do nothing. John 15, 5; that “hy grace are ye saved
through faith, and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of
God; not of works, lest any man should boast,” Eph. 2, 8. 9.
Neither in the nature of man nor in the revelation of God
does Pelagianism find any support. It is a false theory de-
vised by blind reason to exalt man at the expense of the
grace and merits of our Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore “in
opposition to the old and the new Pelagians the following
false opinions and dogmas are censured and rejected ; namely,
1. That original sin is only a reatus or debt, on account of
what has been committed by another, without any corruption
of our nature; 2. Also that sinful, evil lusts are not sins,
but conditions, or concreated and essential properties of the
nature; 3. Or as though the above mentioned defect and
evil were not before God properly and truly sin, on account
of which man without Christ must be a child of wrath and
damnation, and also be beneath the power and in the king-
dom of Satan. 4. The following Pelagian errors and the
like are also censured and rejected ; namely, that nature, ever
since the fall, is incorrupt, and that especially with respect to
spiritual things it is entirely good and pure, and in naturali-
bus, i. e. in its natural powers, it is perfect; 5. Or that origi-
nal sin is only external, a slight, insignificant spot sprinkled
or stain dashed upon the nature of man, or corruptio tantum
accidentium aut qualitatum, i. e. a corruption only of some ac-
cidental things, along with and beneath which the nature,
nevertheless, possesses and retains its integrity and power
even in spiritual things; 6. Or that original sin is I}Ot a de-
spoliation or deficiency, but only an external impediment to
these spiritual good powers, as when a magnet is smeared
with garlic juice, whereby its natural power is not removed,
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but only impeded; or that this stain can be easily washed
away, as a spot from the face or pigment from the wall.”
Form. Cone. II. Art. 1, § 17-22. All these errors are based
upon a totally false corruption of the human will in its
natural state, presupposing the possession of moral powers
which were lost by the fall of Adam.

Nor has the modified form of Pelagianism which is usually
called Semipelagianism, any foundation in the Holy Scrip-
ture or in the consciousness of man. It is the same error
with a few concessions. While Pelagianism pure and simple
maintains that man renders himself righteous and secures
eternal life by his own powers of nature, the modified form
claims that man can begin the work, but admits that he has
not sufficient strength to complete it. *“ We reject the gross
error of the Pelagians, who taught that man by his own
powers, without the grace of the Holy Ghost, can turn him-
self to God, believe the Gospel, be obedient in heart to God’s
law, and thus merit the forgiveness of sins and eternal life.
We reject also the error of the Semipelagians, who teach that
man, by his own powers, can make a beginning of his con-
version, but without the grace of the Holy Ghost cannot
complete it.” Form. Conc. I. Art. 2,§ 9. 10. This is the sys-
tem which was in vogue in the Roman Catholic Church in
the days of the Reformation, and against which the Church
of the Augsburg Confession contended then and still con-
tends. ‘“Although the adversaries, not to pass by Christ alto-
gether, require a knowledge of the history concerning Christ,
and ascribe to Him that He has merited for us that a habit
be given, or, as they say, prima gratin, first grace, which they
understand as a habit inclining us the more readily to love
God; yet what they ascribe to this habit is of little impor-
tance, besause they imagine that the acts of will are of the
same kind before and after this habit. They imagine that
the will can love God, but nevertheless this habit stimulates
it to do the same more cheerfully. And they bid us first
merit this habit by preceding merits, then they bid us merit
by the works of the law an i'ncrease of this habit, and life
eternal. Thus tl.ley bury Chr.lst, so that men may not avail
themselves of Him as a Mediator, and believe that for His
sake they freely receive remission of sins and reconciliation,
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but may dream that by their own fulfilment of the law they
are accounted righteous before God; while, nevertheless, the
law is never satisfied, and reason does nothing except certain
civil works, and in the meantime neither fears God nor truly
believes that God cares for it. And although they speak of
this habit, yet without the righteousness of faith neither the
love of God in man can exist, nor can what the love of God
is be understood. Their feigning a distinction between meri-
tum congeni and merieum condigni (due and true, complete
merit) is only an artifice whereby they may not openly ap-
pear to pelagianize. For if God necessarily gives grace for
the meritum congeni (due merit), it is no longer meritum con-
geni but meritum condigni (a true duty and complete merit).
After this habit of love they imagine that man can acquire
merit de condigno. And yet they bid us doubt whether there
be a habit present. How therefore do they know whether
they acquire merit de congeno or de condigno? But this whole
matter was fabricated by unconcerned men, who did not
know how the remission of sins occurs, and how in the judg-
ment of God and terrors of conscience terrors are driven
away from us, Secure hypocrites always judge that they ac-
quire merit de condigno, whether the habit be present or be
not present, because men naturally trust in their own right-
eousness; but terrified consciences waver and hesitate, and
then seek and accumulate other works in order to find rest.
Such consciences never think that they acquire merit de con-
digno, and they rush into despair unless they hear, in addi-
tion to the doctrine of the law, the doctrine concerning the
gratuitous remission of sins and the righteousness of faith.
Thus some stories are told, that when the Barefooted Monks
had in vain praised their order and good works to some good
consciences in the hour of death, they at last had to be silent
about their order and St. Franciscus'and to say: ‘Dear man,
Christ has died for thee’ This revived and refreshed in
trouble, and alone gave peace and comfort. Thus the adver-
saries teach nothing but the righteousness of reason, or cer-
tainty of the law, upon which they look just as t.he Jews
upon the veiled face of Moses; and, in secure hypocrn?es who
think that they satisfy the law, they excite presumption and
empty confidence in works, and contempt of the grace of
Christ. On the other hand, they drive timid consciences to
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despair, which. laboring with doubt, never can tind from ex-
perience what faith is and how it is efficacious, and so at last
they utterly despair.” Apology IL Art. 4, § 17-21. The
Pelagian doctrine in all its forms conflicts with the whole
Gospel of the grace of God in Christ, ignoring, on the other
hand, the magnitude and misery of sin and the helplessness
of the sinner and, on the other, the atoning merits of Jesus
as the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins of the world
and brings help to the helpless.

It is noteworthy that the confessors in the days of the
Reformation, when the whole subject of man’s sin and God's
grace was the chief point of contention and was so thor-
oughly ventilated, always laid stress first and chiefly on the
work of our Savior and the glory of His great name, as this
is constantly the point of view presented in the Secriptures.
What man can do is always contemplated in its relation to
what Christ has done to save sinners. He was “made of a
woman, made under the law, to redeem them that were under
the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons.”” Gal. 4,
4.5. Without Him we are condemned and can do nothing;
“neither is there salvation in any other; for there is none
other name under heaven given among men, whereby we
must be saved.” Acts 4,12, Whatever disparages His work
must on that account be false. The doctrine of justification
by faith in Him as the Savior of the world was always placed
in the foreground. No doctrine could be scriptural that in
any way conflicted with this great center of the Christian
creed. Whilst the Reformed parties started out with the
article of the sovereignty of God, bestowing grace where it
seemed to Him good, the Lutheran, in the deep consciousness
of human sin and helplessness, determined to know nothing
but Christ and Him crucified for sinners, which necessarily
involved the universality of grace and of the redemption,
that there might be comfort for all sorrowing souls. “God
hath concluded them all in unbelief, that He might have
mercy on all.” Rom. 11, 32. The Savior that was born and
died for all men has provided for the preaching of the grace
of God in Christ to all men. The good tidings of great joy
were and are for all people. But they can be saved only by
faith. “The Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that the
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promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that
believe.,” Gal. 3, 22. So much account was made of faith as
the essential prerequisite on man’s part to the attainment of
the salvation wrought out by our Savior, that the great
reformer often spoke of it as if it were the one thing that
rendered us acceptable to God. So the Church of the Augs-
burg Confession spoke and still speaks. For instance in the
Apology it is said: “Whenever we speak of mercy it is to be
so understood that faith is required, and it is this faith that
makes the difference between those that are saved and those
that are damned, between the worthy and the unworthy.
For eternal life is promised to none but those who are recon-
ciled in Christ. But faith reconciles and renders us just
before God when and at what time we by faith apprehend the
promise.” Art. I11., Muell. 144. So also the Scriptures speak,
placing Christ and faith in Him in opposition to the sinner
and his works, Man has merited damnation. That is his
due. He can merit nothing but that. Whatever he may do
or not do, he is a sinner under condemnation. Christ alone
can help him. Christ has come to help him. The blood of
the Son of God was shed as a ransom for the sins of the
world. That avails for all men. Those who rcject Him can
have no life and no hope. Those who receive Him are
rescued from the damnation which they have merited. There
is no merit of eternal life save the merit of Christ. He that
believeth on Him shall be saved, not because such believing
merits anything, but because by such faith the merit that has
been secured by the Redeemer for all men, which is the only
merit that exists under the sun, is appropriated to the be-
liever. There can be no merit in human works, as these are
the sinful deeds of a sinful soul. Pelagianism in all its forms
substitutes man’s work for Christ’s work. It dishonors Christ
and glorifies the sinner. That is its condemnation.

But when the work of redemption is finished and the
call is extended to men that they should come, as all things
are now ready, there is no health and strength in men to
comply with the call. Not only can they merit nothing be-
fore God, but they cannot of their own natural power appro-
priate the merit that is prepared for them. When man by
the abuse of his liberty has fallen into slavery, it requires a
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mightier power than his own to deliver him. That he went
voluntarily into servitude does not change the matter. That
does not prove that it lies in the power of his will again to
be free. Even in temporal relations the fact that a slave
went voluntarily into bondage does not imply the power to
escape from it at pleasure. Much less can this be assumed in
spiritual things, where chains are thrown around the soul
and a moral inability is the consequence of moral defection.
The power to destroy does not involve the power to restore.
Man remained man, indeed, and thus retained all the powers
which belong essentially to man, when by the free exercise of
his will, he chose the evil rather than the good, but he did not
remain holy and did not retain the moral ability to will any-
thing holy. If he still were able to will the good, he would
not be evil, but would only do evil. But he is wicked, not
only does wicked works. Therefore his restoration cannot
take place by any power that remains in his nature. If aid
is not afforded from without he must remain in his sin and
misery—“dead in trespasses and sins.”

Our help is alone in God, who is rich in mercy. “By
grace are ye saved through faith, and that not of yourselves;
it is the gift of God.” Eph. 2,8 Nor does that mean only
that a Savior is necessary to satisfy the demands of God’s
righteousness upon us, and that God mercifully sent such a
Savior in the person of His own dear Son. That is unques-
tionably necessary, and that is unquestionably a work of love
that transcends all thought. “God so loved the world that
He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in
Him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” John 3,
16. “Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that He
loved us, and sent His Son to be the propitiation for our
sins.” 1 John 4,10. “God commendeth His love toward us
in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us.” Rom.
5,8. But God does more than that for us. It is needful, in
our ruined estate, that something more should be done for us
in order to effect our salvation. ‘“He that believeth shall be
saved.” This was part of God’s plan from the beginning.
The only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth, was

given to the world “that whosoever believeth in Him should
not perish.”
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But to believe in Him requires more than such power as
still remains in the human will since the fall. We cannot
by our own reason or strength believe in Jesus Christ or come
to Him. ‘“Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is
born of God.” 1 John 5, 1. Flesh and blood does not reveal
this truth, and does not render it credible when God reveals
it. Only when the divine power that regenerates the soul is
exercised upon man, does he believe. “Jesus answered,
Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a man be born of
water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of
God. That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which
is born of the Spirit is spirit.” John 3, 5. 6. Faith is the
gift of God. According to the Scriptures, therefore, man can
neither redeem himself nor by the power that remains in
bhim by nature can he through faith appropriate the redemp-
tion which the Son of God has effected. That he accepts the
Savior and is declared free from the curse of sin is a work of
divine grace as well as that he is redeemed by the precious
blood of the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins of the
world. “By grace are ye saved.”

We can therefore as little find in Synergism a scriptural
solution of the problem before us as in Pelagianism. If the
doctrine that God by His absolute power saves whom He
pleases and the doctrine that man by His natural power
saves Himself are equally false, there seems to be no way of
extrication from the difficulty but that of holding that the
power of God and the power of man’s nature combine as
equal causes in the production of the effect. But it merely
seems so. Our Confession rightly condemns it as an error
“when it is taught that, although man by his free will befox:e
regeneration is too weak to make a beginning, and, by his
own powers, to turn himself to God and in heart to.be
obedient unto God, yet if the Holy Ghost, by the pres?.chxx).g
of the Word, have made a beginning and offered therein His
grace, then the will of man, from its own natural powers, to
a certain extent, although feebly, can add, help, and co-
operate therewith, can qualify and prepare itself for grace,
and embrace and accept it, and believe the Gospel.” Form.
Conc. I., chap. 2, § 11. Man by his own natural powers can
do nothing in the domain of the spiritual. Whatever he can
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do or does, whether it be preparation for accepting grace or
the act itself of embracing Christ by faith, is done, not by
any natural power, seeing that his powers are all corrupt and
possess nothing but moral inability, but by the power of
grace operating through the Gospel. This the Scriptures dis-
tinctly declare. They tell us that man is spiritually “dead
in trespasses and in sins,” Eph. 2, 1; that without Christ we
can do nothing, John 15, 5; and that he is “the author and
finisher of our faith.” Heb. 12, 2. “God, who is rich in
mercy, for the great love wherewith He loved us, even when
we were dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ.
By grace ye are saved.” Eph. 2, 4. 5. Such a theory sets
aside the teachings of Scripture concerning the corruption of
man and the grace of God, and detracts from the Lord’s glory
as manifestly as does Calvinism and Pelagianism.

It is not true that we are compelled to accept the one or
the other of these errors. The Holy Spirit by the Scriptures
leads us into the truth, with which they all stand in conflict.

Man cannot deliver himself from the death into which
sin has plunged him. God in His iunfinite mercy has sent
His Son to effect such deliverance by offering Himself as a
sacrifice for our sins. Man cannot by his own reason or
strength believe in Jesus Christ our Lord or come to Him.
God in His infinite mercy sends His Holy Spirit to accom-
plish this. But the Lord Jesus, in pursuance of the gracious
will of God that all should be saved, died for all; and the
Holy Spirit, in pursuance of the same merciful design, is
offered to all in the Gospel, which our Lord commanded to be
preached to every creature in all nations. There is no re-
spect of persons with God. So far as He is concerned, all
men are to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the
truth. This is stated so clearly and so frequently in the
Scriptures that no doctrine in conflict with it should for a
moment be entertained by the followers of Christ. If the
acceptance of this plain truth of revelation led to Synergism,
we would be constrained to follow whithersoever it leads,
knowing ourselves to be safe whilst heeding the voice of our
good Shepherd, who leadeth us into green pastures and beside
the still waters. But it does not lead to this error. We are
not bound to accept either the error that God treats man like
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a brute or that man can help himself. We are bound to em-
brace the truth, which is néither Calvinism nor Synergism.
L.

SOME MISTAKES OF SCIENTISTS

BY REV. A. PFLUEGER.
II. EVOLUTION.

Henry Ward Beecher, who recently began to preach a
series of sermons on Evolution which are involved in hope-
less inconsistencies and contradictions, and are evolved, not
from the Bible, but from his fertile, though erratic, brain,
once remarked that he “ would rather be the descendant of a
monkey than of a mudhole.” This criticism was intended to
throw ridicule upon the Mosaic account of the creation of
man and to compliment the Darwinian theory of develop-
ment. It was, moreover, a placing of the materialistic no-
tions of Darwin and Haeckel above the record of inspiration
as contained in Genesis and in other parts of the Holy Scrip-
tures; and no amount of apology can save it from the charge
that it is of a piece with the rankest infidelity and blas-
phemy. But, like many other witty sayings, Mr. Beecher’s
statement will not bear a close examination. Turn the light
of logic upon it, and you will find that his theory does not
save him from the mudhole after all. To avoid the mudhole
he stops at the monkey. But that is only a dodge and a
makeshift. The nature of the case is such that he has no
right to stop at the monkey. The logic which leads him to
the monkey will lead him much farther, even to Darwin’s
ascidian, Haeckel’s moneron and Huxley’s cosmic vapor. He
will have to trace his ancestry according to the following
theory : “ Born of electricity and albumen, the simple monad
is the first living atom; the microscopic animalcules, the
snail, the worm, the reptile, the fish, the bird, and the quad-
ruped, all spring from its invisible loins. The human simili-
tude at last appears in the character of the monkey; the
monkey rises into the baboon ; the baboon is exalted into the
ourang-outang; and the chimpanzee, with a more human toe
and shorter arms, gives birth to man.” These are the words

15
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of Darwin as quoted by Dr. Wainwright in Scicntific Sophisms,
page 204; and when “the Abraham of scientific men ™ speaks,
Mr. Beecher will certainly not refuse to believe what is spoken.
Hence in tracing his lineage Lack to the father and mother of
all life, electricity and albumen, he will have to bow in
reverence successively to the chimpanzee, the ourang outang,
the baboon, the monkey, the bird, the fish, the reptile, the
worm, the snail, the animalcule, and the monad. Before he
is done with this genealogical work he will certainly find
himself crawling, if not sticking fast, in a mudhole, his wit-
ticism to the contrary notwithstanding. How much nobler
and how much more acceptable, even from the standpoint of
reason, the account given by Moses of the origin of man:
“The Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became
a living soul!”

In order to learn what Evolution really is we must ex-
amine the definitions and descriptions of it which evolution-
ists themselves have given. To begin with “ the Abrabam of
scientific men,” Darwin says: “I believe that animals have
descended from at most only four or five progenitors, and
plants from an equal or less number. Analogy would lead
me one step further, namely, to the belief that all animals
and plants have descended from one prototype. But analogy
may be a deceitful guide. Nevertheless all living things have
much in common, ..... Therefore I should infer from anal-
ogy that probably all the organic beings which have ever
lived on this earth have descended from some one primordial
form into which life was first breathed.”

Herbert Spencer’s definition is the following: *“ Evolution
is a change from an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity, to a
definite, coherent heterogeneity; through continuous differ-
entiations and integrations.”

Prof. Tyndall says: “The doctrine of Evolution' derives
man in his totality from the interaction of organism and
evironment through countless ages past.”

Prof. Huxley has come to this conclusion: **But even
leaving Mr. Darwin’s views aside, the whole analogy of
natural operations furnishes so complete and crushing an ar-
gument against the intervention of any but what are termed

1
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secondary causes in the production of all the phenomenas of
the universe; that in view of the intimate relations between
man and the rest of the living world; and between the forces
exerted by the letter and all other forces, I can see no excuse
for doubting that all are co-ordinated terms of nature’s great
progression, from the formless to the formed, from the inor-
ganic to the organic, from blind force to conscious intellect
and will.”

James Sully in his article on Evolution in the Encyclo-
pedia Britannica, makes use of the following language: “The
most general meaning of Evolution may be defined as fol-
lows: Evolution includes all theories respecting the origin
and order of the world which regard the higher or more com-
plete forms of existence as following and depending on the
lower and simple forms, which represent the course of the
world as a gradual transition from the indeterminate to the
determinate, from the uniform to the varied, and which as-
sume the cause of this process to be immanent in the world
itself that is thus transformed.”

From all these definitions it will be seen that Evolution
does not acknowledge the necessity of a Creator of the uni-
verse, but assumes that the cause of all life is immanent in
matter itself. Look at it as we may, and explain it as we
may, the logical outcome of our examination is that Evolu-
tion, as taught by Darwin, Huxley, Tyndall, and Haeckel, is
nothing but bald materialism. It is therefore a shame that
s0 many persons claiming to be Christians accept Evolution
as an established doctrine respecting the origin of the various
forms of life now existing upon the earth.

When we come to examine the doctrine of Evolution
more closely, however, we find that those who believe it are by
no means agreed in many important respects and particulars,
and that they are really involved in fatal contradictions.
Their agreement consists only in a common rejection of the
Bible account of the creation, and in the belief that the
higher forms of life have sprung from the lower ones. Other-
wise they are not agreed. While one of them firmly believes
in spontaneous generation, another of them just as decidedly
rejects it; while one thinks that our most ancient ancestor
was an ascidian, another thinks that the honor belongs to the
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moneron; while one asserts that he has found certain hither-
to missing links, another just as astutely claims that those
links have not been found.

In his “lay Sermons” Prof. Huxley says that *the im-
prover of natural knowledge absolutely refuses to acknowledge
authority as such. For him, scepticism is the highest of
duties, blind faith the one unpardonable sin. The man of
science has learned to believe in justification, not by faith,
but by verification.” And Prof. Tyndall says: ‘ Without
verification a theoretic conception is a mere figment of the
intellect.” “If scientific men were not accustomed to de-
mand verification . . . their science, instead of being, as it is,
a fortress of adamant, would be a house of clay.” Now we
agree that scientific theories need to be verified by indis-
putable facts, if they are to be regarded as science in the true
sense of the word. What facts, then, do evolutionists furnish
to prove that man has descended from the monkey, as his less
remote, or from the ascidian or the moneron, as his most re-
mote, though more humble, progenitor? The answer to this
question is that they have not as yet produced a single fact
that can, by any fair construction, be looked upon as a proof
of their theory. They have been very prolific of assertions,
but very barren of evidence to prove their assertions. To as-
sert is very easy, but to prove is often very difficult or impos-
stble. In view of what the Bible says in regard to the origin
of man, we would be certain that evolutionists will never be
able to prove that he descended from the ape or from some
still lower animal, even if there were not so many difficulties
in the way as there are in the very constitution of nature
around us. For us the Word of God has decided the whole
question. But, of course, we do not expect those who do not
believe the Bible to accept its account of the creation; and
therefore we will have to meet them on their own ground,
and endeavor to show that there is nothing in nature to war-
rant the theory of Evolution. When they set up the claim
that life came into existence by spontaneous generation, as is
done in plain and explicit terms by Haeckel, or that there
has been a transmutation of species until man has been de-
veloped from the lower animals, we have a right to ask them
for the facts by which that claim is substantiated. Thus far
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the facts have not been furnished by which either spon-
taneous generation or the transmutation of species can be
proved.

In respect to spontaneous generation Darwin says: “Your
revicwer believes that certain lowly organized animals have
been generated spontaneously—that is, without pre-existing
parents—during each geological period in shiny coze. A mass
of mud with matter decaying and undergoing complex chem-
ical changes is a fine hiding-place for obscurity of ideas. But
let us face the problem boldly. He who believes that organic
beings have been produced during each geological period from
dead matter, must believe that the first being thus arose.
There must have been a time when inorganic elements alone
existed in our planet: let any assumptions be made, such as
that the recking atmosphere was charged with carbonic acid,
nitrogenized compounds, phosphorus, etc. Now is there a
fact, or a shadow of a fact, supporting the belief that these
elements, without the presence of any organic compounds,
and acted on only by known forces, could produce a living
creature? At present, it is to us a result absolutely incon-
ceivable.”

Mr. Darwin is certainly right in his objections to the
doctrine of spontaneous generation. The fact is that no man
has ever found a single living creature that was spontaneously
generated. It was formally thought that maggots were spon-
taneously generated in meat, until it was discovered that
they are hatched from eggs deposited by flies. Spontaneous
generation is “therefore a mere figment of the intellfect" of
certain evolutionists; and so long as they cannot point to a
single instance in which a living thing was spontaneously
produced—and up to this hour they have not beep able to
point to such an instance—we are justified in calling spon-
taneous generation a myth, and in passing it by as unworthy
of any further attention.

But what shall we say of the transmutation of species?
We must say that there is no more proof that man has been
evolved by such transmutation from a monkey than that he
was spontaneously generated. It is not claimed that any one
ever witnessed a case in which an ape or a monkey. was
changed or transmuted into.a man. The history of science
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in all ages fails to furnish such a case or anything even re-
motely resembling it. Nor is there any evidence whatever in
the paleontological remains which have thus far been dis-
covered of any species having been transmuted into another.
It is claimed, of course, that the transmutation took place
gradually; and if the theory were correct, or were at all
capable of proof, the fossils of the earth would have to show
the different forms which any particular species successively
assumed while it was changing into another. The only pos-
gible proof which can finally be relied upon by the evolution-
ist to support his theory must be sought in the fossils found
in the bowels of the earth. But thus far fossils have been
searched, examined and appealed to in vain to prove that
man sprang from the monkey, and the monkey from the
ascidian. The so-called chain which is said to unite man to
the ascidian lacks as many links to complete it as there are
species between those widely separated creatures. To such a
chain a rope of sand is the very embodiment of strength and
stability. Yet it is upon this chain that the theory of evolu-
tion depends. It is therefore no wonder that Darwin and
other evolutionists have been obliged to admit that they have
not found the missing link between one species and another,
and have been led to deplore “the extreme imperfection of
the geological record.” Thus Prof. Huxley writes: ‘“Our ac-
ceptance of the Darwinian hypothesis must be provisional so
long as one link in the chain of evidence is wanting; and so
long as all the animals and plants certainly produced by
selective breeding from a common stock are fertile with one
another, that link will be wanting.” Darwin’s own words
are: “Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely
graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps, is the most ob-
vious and gravest objection which can be urged against my
theory. The explanation lies, as I believe, in the extreme
imperfection of the geological record.” This “imperfection,”
however, was an afterthought; for he continues: “I do not
pretend that I should ever have suspected how poor a record
of the imitations of life the best preserved geological section
presented, had not the difficulty of our not discovering in-
numerable transitional links between the species which ap-

peared at the commencement and close of each formation,
pressed so hardly on my theory.”
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“On a general survey of the theory,” says Dr. Elam,
“nothing strikes us more forcibly than the total absence of
direct evidence of any one of the steps. No one professes to
have ever seen a variety (producing fertile offspring with
other varieties) become a species (producing no offspring, or
no fertile offspring, with the original stock). No one knows
of any living or any extinct species having given origin to
any other, at once or gradually. Not one instance is adduced
of any variety having ever arisen which did actually give its
possessor, individually, any advantage in the struggle for life.
Not one instance is recorded of any given variety having
been actually selected for preservation, whilst its allies became
extinct. There is an abundance of semi-acute reasoning
upon what might possibly have occurred, under conditions
which seem never to have been fulfilled;’” “but,” as Dr.
Wainwright correctly adds, “of direct and positive testi-
mony, whether derived from the experience of mankind or
from the geological record, there is no fragment whatever.”

Now what dependence is to be placed upon a doctrine
which has not a particle of evidence to support it? Yet it is
just such a doctrine that we are asked to accept as correct and
true, although the acceptance of it involves the utter rejec-
tion of the Word of God. For Evolution, as taught by Dar-
win and Haeckel and kindred scientists—the only kind of
evolution with which we here have to deal—and the Bible
cannot both be right; albeit many suppose that the two can
be shown to agree. In a majority of the efforts which are put
forth to bring about such an agreement, Evolution usually
plays the part of the lion, whilst the Bible is made to assume
the part of the lamb, and the agreement comes in when the
lamb has been swallowed.

But not only does Evolution lack all testimony to sup-
port it, so far as the experience of mankind and the records
of geology are concerned; it also is confronted with insur-
mountable difficulties which have their root in the very na-
ture of living things as we know them. Though it is an easy
matter for the imagination to picture the transmutation of
one species into another without a missing link, just as the
ancients united man and the horse in the Centaur, woman
and fish in the Mermaid, and man and the goat in the Satyr,
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it is entirely a different matter when we come to think of the
realization of such a transmutation in naturc itself. The
Centaur, the Mermaid, and the Satyr, have an existence in
fable, but not in fact; and no intelligent man now expects
that any such beings will ever be found either among living
animals or among the remains of dead ones. In fact, how-
ever, it is just as reasonable to expect to find a real Centaur,
as it is to expect to find the missing link between man and
the monkey, but a frightful mongrel, just as the Centaur was
neither a man nor a horse, but a combination »f the two,
which at present would be called a monstrosity.

Evolutionists claim that the evolution of man from the
ascidian or the moncron took place gradually, ages interven-
ing between any species and the one next above it; so that
any organs or links which one species possesses and which
those below it from which it was evolved, do not possess, must
have existed for generations in a rudimentary and therefore a
useless form. Thus the wings of a flying animal which was
developed, by a slow and gradual process, from a wingless
species, must at first have been only small stumps, and hence
utterly useless so far as the mechanical act of flying was con-
cerned, and certainly they were equally useless for any other
purpose. Now what does experience teach us? Does it teach
us that the arm or the leg which is not used develops into a
strong, symmetrical and beautiful limb and is thus made all
the more able to perform the functions for which it was in-
tended ? Does experience teach us that the eye that is not
used, grows stronger and better able to see by such disuse?
By no means. It teaches us just the reverse. The hand that
is not used becomes at last unfit to use, because it loses its
strength and its skill. The eye that is not used, instead of
growing stronger, grows weaker, and finally becomes almost,
if not entirely, unable to see. The eyeless fish in Mammoth
Cave, Ken., are a striking example of the result of a disuse of
the organs of sight. Being unable to use their eyes, even if
they had any, in consequence of the intense darkness prevail-
ing in the recesses of that wonder of the subterranean world,
they have no need of those organs; and so it comes about that
they have only the traces and marks of the eyes which their re-
mote parents probably possessed. With these facts staring them
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in the face, Evolutionists are certainly not in a position to
claim that their doctrine has been established; on the con-
trary, they ought to see that their theory is untenable. Is it
any wonder, then, that St. George Mivort should conclude his
examination of Darwinism with the following words? “ With
regard to the conception as now put forward by Mr. Darwin,
I cannot truly characterize jt but by an epithet which I
employ only with much reluctance. I weigh my words, and
have present to my mind the many distinguished naturalists
who have accepted the notion, and yet I cannot hesitate to
call it a puerile hypothesis.”

Finding no proof for their theory in human experience
orin the records of geology, as they themselves confess, evo-
lutionists have made the attempt to prove its correctness by
means of certain facts furnished by embryology. On this
point we will quote the words of Mr. Lawrence S. Benson,
who has given the subject due attention. “The very great
resemblance in the embryonic state of mammals, birds, rep-
tiles, amphibians and fishes is to the evolutionists a strong
and convincing argument for the gradual evolution of higher
organisms from the lower. They seize hold of this great re-
semblance to argue that all species have at one period of their
existence no difference whatever, and they further argue that
during the embryonic state, modifications of species are ocea-
sioned either by prolonged or accelerated parturition; .a_‘nd
that during the prenatal existenece of species, the prgvsu%m g
characteristics are transmitted, especially in domestication,
in perceptible rather than imperceptible steps; and that as a
rule, specific forms remain constant, which are, howevc_sr_, af-
fected by food, temperature and other influencing coxldlthns
of existence, and these arguments they supplemept by main-
taining that the successive embryonic stages of higher organ-
isms are the representative adult states of lower organisms,
and therefore they claim that successive development is the
result of extraordinary incidents of the process of derivation.

“ Now if these evolutioniste should be correct, why‘should
there be monstrosity and hybridity ? If the tarflbryomc state
of all organisms be identical, why should sterility result fro.m
the intercrossing of different species? To say that the‘vana-
tions among species have, by the continuous happening of
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contrary circumstances, become so great'and radical, that dif-
ferent species have lost their affinity, and consequently their
offspring is abnormal, does not correspond with their argument
which they build upon the great resemblance in the embry-
onie state of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians and fishes.

“The fact of the possibility of monstrosity and hybridity
refutes every argument that can be based upon identity in the
embryonic state of organisms. The fact that monstrosity and
hybridity are possible, shows prima facie, that in the embry-
onic state, organisms are not alike. This fact is so glaring
that it needs no argument to support it. This fact is a stum-
bling block not only in the way of identity between the em-
bryonic states of organisms, but it is a stumbling block in the
way of the descent of species from pre-existing forms. When
evolutionists show how the embryonic state of organisms can
be alike, and monstrosity and hybridity be possible, then
they will have removed an impediment which now clogs their
theory. When evolutionists show how species have descended
from pre-existing forms in the face of monstrosity and hy-
bridity which result from the intercrossing of different spe-
cies, then they will have established what they claim, that
successive series of species are the result of extraordinary in-
cidents of the process of derivation.”— Philosophic Reviews.

The same author says, in his recently published work
entitled Philosophic Thought in all Ages—a work which is
worthy of being read by every minister and by our educated
laymen—that *the doctrine of evolution must depend en-
tirely upon the variations which result from the intercrossing
of species; because such variations only can establish the mu-
tation of species; and when these variations do occur, species
in their unavoidable struggle for existence, according to this
doctrine, seize upon them and perpetuate them. And it has
been shown even by the admissions of Darwin and Huxley
themselves, that breeds of the same stock or species are not
sterile between one another; but that the intercrossing of
breeds of different stocks or species produces sterility, hence,
then, sterility is the variation, which must necessarily become
seized upon and perpetuated; but if thes variation becomes
perpetuated by the law of natural selection agreeably to the
doctrine of progressive development, then, through the direct
action of sterility, we derive extinction, not evolution.”
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It seems to us that Mr. Benson's arguments are unanswer-
able. He carries the war into Africa. and defeats the evolu-
tionists upon their own grounds. Driving their theory out of
the fortress of embryology and over the precipice of the
transmutation of species into the abyss of sterility to be
dashed to pieces on the rock of extinction below, his victory
is certainly complete.

We will close this article by quoting the following beau-
tiful words of Dr. Krauth, found in the Introduction to his
translation of “ Ulrice’s Review of Strauss’:

“ No men have such prophetic souls as sanguine physi-
cists. The theorists sometimes ask no more than a bound-
less past to justify their theories, or not infrequently appeal,
as if the gaze of the seer were granted them, to that happier
future which is to furnish the missing links in the chain of
demonstration. The sole reason that they cannot make out
the theory of the present is, either that they cannot see quite
far enough back into the past, or cannot see quite far enough
into the future, except in the power of that theoretic faith
which, disdaining such easy things as removing mountains,
creates or uncreates universes at pleasure, and plays with
nebulz as boys play with marbles. They utterly shame the
believers in Revelation by the way in which they make faith
the substance of things koped for, and the evidence of things
not seen.

“ Darwinism has simply to get far enough back to reach
the ape of the past, to see him in the way of evolution to the
man of the present, or to plunge deeply enough into the ages
to come, to see some man of the future evolved from an ape
of the present—for we are primal to the future as the past is
primal to us—and then the theory has a fact which fairly
supports it—a something it does not possess to this hour.
And as Darwinism needs but one of these two little things to
make it an established theory, and as it has the boundless
past to furnish the one, the endless future to furnish the other
—why, in a matter which may require hunting to all eternity, °
should we attempt to hurry these trusting adherents, in the
production of this fact? If they wish to meet the debts .of
science by renewing its notes, they have many mercantile
precedents for the method which postpones the crash, even
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when it does not prevent it. If the enthusiast in the phys-
ical theories of the hour is willing to promise the bear-skin
before he has caught the bear, is not that a reason, in the
judgment of charity, why we should pardon him if, in fact,
he sometimes mistakes the promise of the skin for the actual
possession of the bear, and that instead of considering the
theory as a thing to be proven, he lays it down as a first prin-
ciple by which everything known is to be explained, and in
virtue of which everything desired is to be assumed ?”

THE DOCTRINE OF THE LORD’S SUPPER IN
MODERN THEOLOGY.

Reviewed and criticized by Dr. F. A, Philippi; tr. from the
Kirchliche Glaubenslehre of the author by G. H. 8.

(CONTINUED.)

Essentially in harmony with Thomasius, are the views of
Harnack, in his Die Kirchl. Verwaltung des heil Abendmahls, as
the third in the series of discussions on the importance of the
means of grace published by him in conjunction with v. Har-
less. Erl. 1869. But he differs with Thomasius in this that
he takes as starting point of his investigation the statement,
that the sacraments are the real church-forming and church-pre-
serving means of grace, cf. p. 154, For the sacraments are pub-
lic acts of the Church and therefore stand in a closer relation
to the Church. Cf. p. 115 sq. But Harnack also makes use
of the distinction between person and nature in order to
represent the sacraments as having an immediate influence
on the psychico-physical side of our natural existence, cf. p.
177.  According to his view the Word also brings and gives
to us the whole Christ and puts us into a complete commu-
nion with Him, but always under the condition of personal
faith; although it (the Word) exerts its power on the whole
man unto the very depth of his unconscious spiritual life, it
nevertheless appeals constantly to his consciousness, presup-
poses this, rouses it to action and works through it. In re-
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gard to the Word, because it appeals to my personal, con-
scious being and life, the cardinal point is grace in so far as I
actively must grasp it (grace), although the Word is not
without effect also upon the natural basis of our person, cf. p.
186 sqq. Through baptism, however, by means of an act on
God’s part, of which we are made the objects without any
action on our part and which takes place on our person alone,
since in this action God takes hold of us from our psychico-
physical side through bodily means and influences the whole
man, we are as individuals impl